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Development and Hazard Policy Branch
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Canada

Re: Conservation Ontario’s comments on “Technical Guide - River and Stream
Systems: Flooding Hazard Limit and Technical Bulletin - Special Flooding
Hazard Conditions in River and Stream Systems” (ERO#026-0329)

Conservation Ontario is the network of Ontario’s 36 Conservation Authorities (CAs). We
offer the following comments further to CA mandatory programs and services related to
natural hazard management as outlined in Ontario Regulation 686/21, including, but not
limited to, flood forecasting and warning, delineation and mapping of natural hazards, ice
management, natural hazard infrastructure management, municipal plan input and review,
and natural hazard permitting.

These comments are not intended to limit comments submitted individually by CAs on this
proposal.

The Ministry of Natural Resources (MNR) is proposing updates to the 7echnical Guide -
River and Stream Systems: Flooding Hazard (“Technical Guide”) as well as a newly
proposed T7echnical Bulletin - Special Flooding Hazard Condlitions in River and Stream
Systems (“Technical Bulletin”). The current Technical Guide was published in 2002, with
updates required to reflect modern science, technology, modelling methodologies, and

considerations for mitigative measures.

Updating provincial technical guidance is a key recommendation provided by Ontario’s
Special Advisor on Flooding. The 2019 report to Government includes recommendations
to update technical and implementation guidelines related to floodplain mapping,
flooding, and other natural hazards.
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Conservation Ontario is supportive of the Province’s initiative to update existing and
create new technical guidance. Updating the 2002 guidance is necessary, given advances
in hydrologic and hydraulic modelling, data availability, computing capabilities, and flood
science. By promoting a consistent, science-based approach to flood hazard identification
in Ontario, the guidance will support new, and where applicable, updates to existing flood
hazard studies and mapping, helping to inform safe land use planning and development
decisions.

While both the ERO proposal and draft guidance outline an intended goal of
promoting consistent approaches for flood hazard identification, the guidance
retains an appropriate level of flexibility for professional judgement and
consideration of site- and watershed-specific considerations. The draft Technical Guide
states that it is “not intended to be a list of mandatory instructions on technical
methodologies to be rigidly applied in all circumstances...[and] it serves to assist technical
staff experienced in water resources in the selection of the most appropriate
computational methods and flexible implementation measures, provided the decisions
made are consistent with the latest PPS [Provincial Planning Statement]” This flexibility is
welcome, as Ontario's watersheds vary in size, hydrology, development pressures, available
data, and modelling complexity.

Where flexibility is introduced, or multiple approaches may be considered, the Guide
should outline clear decision-making frameworks or decision-relevant considerations to
support technical practitioners. As such, the Province should consider incorporating
the use of visuals (e.g., decision-trees / flow charts), language refinements (“should /
shall” vs “may / recommend”) and practical examples to clearly depict any process
hierarchy or decision-making frameworks. Such tools and amendments may be helpful
to distinguish between mandatory criteria, best practices, and circumstances where
professional judgement could or should be used to determine the appropriate technical
approaches.

As the Province finalizes technical guidance, consideration must be given to
implementation and ease of use for practitioners. These documents support planning
authorities (e.g., municipalities) and regulatory agencies (e.g., CAs) with consistent
methodologies, best practices, and reference materials to implement the natural hazard
policies contained in the Provincial Planning Statement, 2024 (“PPS, 2024"). The draft 2026
Technical Guide further states that it is intended to support CAs with identifying and
managing development within areas over which they have jurisdiction under the
Conservation Authorities Act ("CA Act”). Conservation Ontario is supportive of the
expanded recognition for CAs in the updated Technical Guide.

The ERO proposal notes that updated technical guidance is not expected to increase the
cost of work for municipalities, as updates are meant to align with existing best practices.
While CO recognizes that many of the proposed practices are already applied by
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experienced CA practitioners, the introduction of new technical guidance may result in
implementation costs and the need for continued dialogue between practitioners
and policymakers.

Continued dialogue and collaboration ensure that a modernized technical guidance
framework supports practical implementation. To ensure implementation is effective
and necessary updates to technical guidance can be identified in a timely manner,
Conservation Ontario recommends the Province continue to engage with technical
experts and practitioners through finalization and implementation.

To support finalization of the draft guidance, effective implementation, and consideration
of the evolving technological and scientific landscape, Conservation Ontario offers the
following high-level recommendations to the Province, with additional detailed
commentary and recommendations provided in the attachments to this letter:

1. Establish a multi-agency working group to support future technical and policy
guidance, as well as transition and implementation needs. Representation should
be sought from Municipalities, Conservation Authorities, federal government
agencies, the private sector (e.g., technical consultants) and other provincial
Ministries (e.g., Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing, Ministry of Emergency
Preparedness and Response), as appropriate.

2. Enhance document clarity and decision-making frameworks through the use of
modified language, decision-support visuals (e.g., flow charts, hierarchies),
consolidation of similar sections / content, and greater distinction between technical
and policy guidance.

3. Enhance recognition for watershed / subwatershed planning as a foundation
for comprehensive flood hazard management, including for consideration of control
and mitigation infrastructure in flood hazard modelling and mapping products.

4. Prioritize updates to the 2002 Technical Guide appendices to ensure
practitioners have access to a comprehensive, modern guidance framework.
Emphasis should be placed on appendices linked to newly introduced concepts (e.g.,
two-zone concept and the “two-line” approach) and those where additional
guidance needs are identified (e.g., floodproofing).

5. Provide clearer direction on newly introduced concepts, including modelling and
mapping spill hazards and consideration of impacts of a changing climate.

6. Maintain a flexible approach regarding the use of professional engineering
judgement and consideration of local circumstances / best practices by clearly
outlining considerations where professional judgement plays a key role, alongside
minimum and mandatory considerations.

7. Strengthen language to promote prevention and non-structural approaches to
flood mitigation as the most cost-effective way to protect people and property
from flooding hazards. Consideration of flood control infrastructure and mitigation
structures in modelling and mapping should generally not be intended to open
areas to new or intensified development, given risks of failure or overtopping.
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Where structural approaches are considered, residual risks must be clearly
understood, communicated, and reassessed at regular intervals.

8. Continue to support implementation by planning authorities and CAs through
establishing a comprehensive revision schedule, periodic technical bulletins on
emerging and specialized topics, and training opportunities.

Conservation Ontario supports the Province's objective of modernizing Ontario’s technical
guidance framework for flood hazard mapping and modelling. We recognize the significant
work undertaken to bring the guidance into alignment with contemporary hydrologic and
hydraulic science, modelling approaches, and flood management practices.

Successful implementation of this guidance will be supported by editorial refinements,
adjustments for clarity, removal of duplicative content, clearer distinction between policy
and technical guidance, and a clear provincial framework that outlines guidance / best
practices while preserving appropriate flexibility for professional judgement of expert
practitioners and consideration of local approaches.

As beneficiaries and users of provincial technical guidance to support flood hazard
identification, assessment and mapping, CAs are well-positioned to work with the
Province through implementation. We encourage the Province to reinvigorate the
collaborative spirit of the multi-partner flood mapping technical team to support future
amendments, new technical bulletins, and provide a forum for discussion on
implementation matters with appropriate technical experts.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and provide comments on “Technical Guide - River
and Stream Systems: Flooding Hazard Limit and Technical Bulletin - Special Flooding
Hazard Conditions in River and Stream Systems” (ERO#026-0329). Please contact the
undersigned to discuss these comments at your convenience.

Sincerely,

Mic/m/m jﬁc/mw

Nicholas Fischer
Policy and Planning Specialist

c.c: Conservation Authority CAOs/GMs
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Attachment 1: Additional Commentary on the “Technical Guide - River and Stream Systems:
Flooding Hazard Limit” (Draft, 2026)

Topic / Theme Recommendations and Commentary

1. Access and Key recommendation(s):
Floodproofing 1. Prioritize updates to Appendix 6 from the 2002 Technical Guide or consider a future,
(Section 1.8) separate technical bulletin on access requirements and considerations.

2. Establish minimum provincial standards for provision of safe access in the flooding hazard.

3. Establish a working / discussion group with CA and municipal practitioners and emergency
management professionals to enhance provincial guidance on access.

Commentary:

e Policy 5.2.3(c) of the PPS, 2024 states that “development and site alteration shall not be
permitted within areas that would be rendered inaccessible to people and vehicles during
times of flooding hazards, erosion hazards and/or dynamic beach hazards, unless it has
been demonstrated that the site has safe access appropriate for the nature of the
development and the natural hazard”.

e Section 1.8 of the draft Technical Guide states that “access involving both ingress and
egress should be addressed prior to approval of developments near flooding hazard limits.
Ingress and egress to and from the development should be such that movement of people
and vehicles is not prevented during conditions that exist under the flooding hazard.”

e Provision of access or “safe access” poses a complex issue when development is proposed
within or adjacent to the floodplain, as access standards (“adequacy of access”) are
determined locally in consultation with municipal emergency management departments,
resulting in different, and sometimes evolving, assumptions and standards to assess the
availability of safe access to and from buildings.

e While local variance may occur, consideration should be given to including minimum access
standards in the flooding hazard for consideration. Minimum standards may further
support the work of planning authorities and CAs to minimize associated risks, including the
potential exposure of emergency management staff to future flood risks.

Page 5 of 17



Topic / Theme

Recommendations and Commentary

As a policy guidance matter, the Technical Guide may benefit from expanding the
discussion on access through a future, dedicated bulletin. Additional guidance could include
discussion on: appropriate levels of flood depths and velocities, where access should be
provided to (e.g., front of property, municipal roadway, shelter point, etc.), standard
timelines to revisit access discussions between CAs and municipalities, and nuances related
to access for existing development, redevelopment, new developments, and considerations
related to Special Policy Areas.

CAs support additional engagement and collaboration on this topic, and are equipped to
engage with the Province through technical working or discussion groups.

2. Climate Change
(Section 1.10)

Key recommendation(s):

1.

Amend guidance with additional considerations for planning authorities and CAs when
conducting climate change analyses.

2. Clarify the intent of assessing the flooding standard under “future climate scenarios"” for
CAs, including relevance and application to flood standards and regulation of development
under the CA Act.

3. Continue research on conducting climate change analysis and consider future amendments
to guidance or a separate technical bulletin for planning authorities and CAs.

Commentary:

Policy 5.2.4 of the PPS, 2024 states that “planning authorities shall prepare for the impacts
of a changing climate that may increase the risk associated with natural hazards'.
Conservation Ontario is supportive of the inclusion of guidance that directs planning
authorities to have an awareness of areas which may be at a greater potential risk under
future climate scenarios. As drafted, the Guide provides flexibility by not prescribing a single
methodology for evaluating future climate scenarios.

The Technical Guide would, however, benefit from additional considerations on how
planning authorities and CAs could conduct climate change analyses. Additional direction
specifically for CAs is of interest, given that the regulatory framework under the CA Act does
not make explicit reference to climate change considerations.

As drafted, the Technical Guide recommends planning authorities conduct analyses to
estimate the flooding hazard under a “future climate scenario”, defined as consideration of
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Topic / Theme

Recommendations and Commentary

a ‘“rainfall amount greater than that of the designated storm event for the watersheds being
modelled’. This definition may be limiting, particularly in jurisdictions where the flood-
producing mechanism is snowmelt, rather than rainfall from a storm event.

Additional considerations beyond “rainfall amount” should be considered and outlined in
the Technical Guide when defining a “future climate scenario”, including: event duration,
intensity, and temporal distribution. Consideration of these additional matters may be
particularly relevant in smaller headwater catchments and rapidly urbanizing watersheds
with shorter response times and greater sensitivity to short-duration, high-intensity rainfall
events.

The Province may further identify higher return periods (1:250, 1:300, 1:500 year) for
consideration to assess future climate scenarios; however, watershed-specific trends and
observed monitoring data should similarly be considered.

Conservation Ontario encourages the Province to research and collaborate with planning
authorities and CAs on conducting climate change analysis through a technical working or
discussion group.

3. Land Use/
Urbanization
Scenarios
(Section 2.2)

Key recommendation(s):

1.

Provide additional guidance on application and use of the Full Build Out scenario within the
Technical Guide.

Commentary:

The draft Technical Guide outlines three scenarios for the evaluation of planned and
potential maximum extent of land use change, including using Official Plan, proposed
Official Plan Amendments, and Full Build Out scenarios.

Full Build Out scenarios are used to consider the maximum extent of urbanization feasibly
possible within the watershed. Use of the Full Build Out scenario is positioned as useful
insight into where and how future development may need to be planned or modified to
mitigate potential impacts of flooding hazards.

Should a full build-out scenario remain in the Guide, Conservation Ontario recommends the
Province produce additional guidance, including the level of planning required to support
the analysis, assumptions for determining maximum extent of urbanization possible, and
maximum time horizon for full build-out. It is noted that a Full Build Out scenario
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Topic / Theme

Recommendations and Commentary

introduces a degree of uncertainty and may introduce challenges to accurately model, given
future climate scenarios and differences in watershed responses to increased development.
Alternatively, consideration of a Full Build Out scenario may offer benefits for the purposes
of watershed/subwatershed planning, infrastructure planning, and evaluation of future
development siting and mitigation requirements.

4. Hydraulic
Modelling
Approaches
(Section 4)

Key recommendation(s):

1.

Acknowledge significant advancements in modelling software, technology and practices to
provide broader support for 2D modelling approaches within channels and associated
floodplains.

Support/clarify the ability of technical practitioners to select the most applicable modelling
approach for the system being modelled.

Support practitioner decision-making when selecting modelling approach by outlining
potential limitations of coupled 1D-2D vs full 2D approaches.

Commentary:

The draft Technical Guide expands guidance related to hydraulic modelling approaches,
including the consideration of 2D modelling, calibration, testing, sensitivity analysis, and
uncertainty. The Guide outlines that 1D, steady-state modelling continues to be the
standard approach in Ontario for modelling flooding hazards. 2D modelling is outlined as
appropriate for systems in which overland flow patterns are widespread and complex and
cannot be easily defined, outside of the river channel.

Conservation Ontario recommends the Technical Guide provide broader recognition and
support for 2D modelling approaches for channels and floodplains. Many CAs are
successfully using 2D modelling within the main channel, for instance, to define flow splits
which cannot be reliably characterized using 1D approaches. Advances in modelling
software and technology have made 2D modelling a practical and effective approach for a
broader range of applications than is currently outlined in the Guide.

The Technical Guide should clearly support the discretion of technical practitioners to select
the appropriate modelling framework for local systems and circumstances. Experienced
practitioners will appropriately assign the modelling approach necessary to achieve
intended outcomes, with consideration of system needs and complexity.
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Topic / Theme

Recommendations and Commentary

e Additionally, coupled 1D-2D modelling approaches are discussed in section 4.2.3.3.
Conservation Ontario recommends outlining limitations associated with coupled 1D-2D
modelling to better support practitioners in their selection of either coupled 1D-2D or full
2D modelling approaches

5. Ice-Affected
Flooding
(Section 6)

Key recommendation(s):
1. Consider separation of Section 6 into a stand-alone technical bulletin or appendix.
2. Update language to position ice monitoring considerations as best practices / guidance,
rather than mandatory requirements.

Commentary:

e The draft Technical Guide expands on the topic of ice-affected flooding in comparison to
the 2002 version, including discussion and guidance on topics such as frazil ice, ice
monitoring, and more.

e Conservation Ontario supports additional guidance for ice-affected flooding. Given the
significant technical detail and application of this section to practitioners involved in flood
hazard modelling, mapping, and forecasting and warning, the Province may consider
reissuing this section as a supplemental bulletin or appendix to the Technical Guide.

e For example, section 6.6.3 of the Guide introduces considerations for ice monitoring to
“provide valuable insight into the processes that may shape the break-up regime during ice
jam years”. Recommendations for an annual monitoring program are included, and
minimum field observations / monitoring requirements are outlined.

e Monitoring ice jamming or other related processes more closely aligns with flood
forecasting and warning (FFW) programs undertaken by CAs, and provision of this guidance
in a document intended for flood hazard modelers, mappers and policymakers may limit
uptake by appropriate FFW professionals.

e Regarding guidance on monitoring program, Conservation Ontario recommends a
softening of language regarding minimum observation / monitoring requirements (e.g., “at
a minimum”), to clarify guidance vs mandatory requirements for practitioners.

6. Technical
Report and

Key recommendation(s):
1. Confirm the Province’s preference on involvement of third-party technical reviewers
(throughout vs at the end of a study).
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Topic / Theme

Recommendations and Commentary

Documentation
(Section 7)

2. Consider reframing “Third Party Technical Reviews” to “Technical Peer Reviews"” to capture
circumstances where reviews are undertaken for modelling and mapping products
produced “in-house”.

Commentary:

e The draft Technical Guide details technical reporting and third-party review considerations
for flood studies, modelling and mapping products.

e Regarding third-party technical reviews, the Guide states that reviews can be undertaken
near the end of a study or throughout, with limitations to both approaches. However, the
Guide goes on to say that the preference is to have the reviewer involved throughout the
study. Conservation Ontario recommends the Province clarify the preference, or, if
limitations exist for both approaches, clearly outline the benefits and limitations and
provide practitioners the flexibility to determine the preferred approach for each process.

e Conservation Ontario supports the acknowledgement that where modelling and mapping is
developed for a CA by a consultant, CA staff may undertake technical reviews or retain a
third party to complete a review.

e Where modelling and mapping is completed “in-house” by CAs, the term “third-party”
technical reviews may not be applicable. Conservation Ontario recommends renaming this
section “Technical Peer Reviews".
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Attachment 2: Additional Commentary on the “Technical Bulletin - Special Flooding Hazard
Conditions in River and Stream Systems” (Draft, 2026)

Topic / Theme

Commentary and Recommendations

1. Artificial Storage
Structures

Key recommendation(s):

1.

Consider amendments to enable consideration of traditional SWM facilities in specific
circumstances (e.g., designed to meet or exceed the flooding hazard, inclusion in an Asset
Management Plan (AMP), are municipally owned and maintained, etc.).

Develop consistent provincial design and review standards for OFCFs to support
consideration in flood hazard modelling and mapping.

Expand consideration for ice management structures and weirs, where they are designed
for the purpose of flood control / mitigation.

Expand consideration for planning authorities and CAs to consider diversion structures in
flood modelling and mapping, with criteria to recognize applicable diversion structures in
the Technical Bulletin.

Commentary:

The Technical Bulletin discusses three types of artificial storage structures and approaches
to consider the structures’ abilities to affect peak flows in flood hazard modelling and
mapping: traditional stormwater management (SWM) facilities, Offline Flood Control
Facilities (OFCFs), and Dams and Reservoirs.

Regarding traditional Stormwater Management Facilities: Conservation Ontario
acknowledges the Province's proposed direction that traditional SWM facilities should not
be considered when modelling and mapping the flooding hazard, given that these facilities
are generally not designed to store the volume of rainfall and runoff during a storm that
defines the flooding hazard in Ontario. The Technical Bulletin further states that traditional
SWM facilities cannot be assumed to behave as designed during large flood events,
particularly where facilities are partially full.

Conservation Ontario supports flexibility in the approach regarding SWM facilities, to allow
for consideration under appropriate circumstances. In some cases, peak flow reduction
associated with SWM facilities is currently being accounted for in jurisdictions across
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Topic / Theme

Commentary and Recommendations

Ontario. We recommend the Technical Bulletin recognize that both the inclusion or
exclusion of SWM facilities may be appropriate depending on local circumstances (e.g.,
designed to meet or exceed the flooding hazard, inclusion in an Asset Management Plan
(AMP), are municipally owned and maintained, etc.).

e Should the Province proceed with the above amendment, recommended requirements to
consider SWM facilities in flood hazard modelling and mapping can be adopted from those
applicable to OFCFs.

¢ Regarding Offline Flood Control Facilities: Conservation Ontario acknowledges the
Province's characterization of risks associated with OFCFs when modelling flood hazard
limits, particularly due to unknowns regarding risk and a lack of provincially approved
design standards.

e However, as outlined in the draft Bulletin, OFCF's may be considered where such risks are
addressed / mitigated, allowing for a flexible approach based on understanding of risk,
locally-established design criteria, and long term ownership / maintenance requirements.
Where new or intensified development in upstream reaches has the potential to increase
downstream flooding hazards, consideration of OFCFs may be a useful tool to maintain
downstream flood flows and resulting flood hazard limits.

e To support consideration in modelling and mapping, the Province is encouraged to consult
with planning authorities, CAs, and other relevant agencies to consider consistent provincial
design and review standards. These may include: hydrologic and hydraulic design,
geotechnical considerations, climate change considerations, inspection, maintenance, and
emergency planning in the event of failure.

e Consideration of OFCFs in flood hazard modelling and mapping should further be
supported through watershed / subwatershed studies or similar higher-level planning
studies.

¢ Regarding Dams and Reservoirs: Conservation Ontario acknowledges that the Technical
Bulletin recommends the use of an unmitigated flow to identify the flooding hazard
downstream of a dam, further to unknown maintenance and replacement funding and
peak flow attenuation limitations due to ice/debris accumulation or operating challenges.
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Topic / Theme

Commentary and Recommendations

The Technical Bulletin provides limited circumstances and recommended requirements to
be met to consider existing flood control dams in flood hazard mapping.

e Use of mitigated or partially mitigated flows downstream of major flood control dams (not
recreational structures) is currently in practice in some areas across Ontario. Conservation
Ontario is supportive of the general principles that would apply to enable this approach,
including ensuring a dam is purpose-built for flood mitigation and maintained in perpetuity.

e Where purpose-built flood control dams or reservoirs are considered to reduce peak flows,
recognition should be given to structures that have foundations in approved watershed /
subwatershed plans, with formal inspection and maintenance regimes. Consideration
should also be given to operational realities during an event that would constitute the
flooding hazard, as operational decisions during storms may differ from modelling
assumptions.

e Conservation Ontario notes that the Technical Bulletin does not adequately reference
existing ice-management structures and weirs, which may provide similar benefits for
consideration.

e NEW - Diversions: The Technical Bulletin does not specifically discuss structures used to
divert excess water from rivers to reduce the magnitude of the flooding hazard
(“diversions"”). While diversions are discussed in Section 1.13.1.1 (c) of the Technical Guide,
the discussion is limited to diversions through sewers, tunnels, culverts, or other structures
designed to store and release storm flows more gradually, such as underground storage
tanks.

e Conservation Ontario recommends both the Technical Guide and Technical Bulletin clarify
the intent and application for diversion structures to reduce flooding, in particular, for
those diversion structures built for the purpose of diverting water to mitigate flooding
magnitude / impacts. Examples of such diversion structures include the W. Darcy McKeough
Floodway (Ontario's largest flood diversion project), and the Indian McGregor Creek
Diversion Channel. Recommended requirements could consider the infrastructure’s history,
capacity, maintenance, operation and other design criteria.

Key recommendation(s):
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Topic / Theme

Commentary and Recommendations

2. River Adjacent
Mitigation
Structures

1.

Provide enhanced recognition and guidance for large, rural dyke systems and their
longstanding mitigative effects.

Develop provincial dyke safety guidance and an oversight framework, similar to that of dam
safety programs.

Promote consistency in FPL design and asset management by establishing minimum
provincial standards, in addition to local considerations.

Commentary:

The Technical Bulletin discusses two categories of river adjacent flood mitigation structures
for consideration when delineating the flooding hazard: dykes, berms and flood walls, and
flood protection landforms (FPLs). These structures are intended to prevent flood water
movement beyond the channel/corridor and are intended to prevent floodwaters from
affecting areas behind the structure.

Regarding dykes, berms and flood walls: Conservation Ontario appreciates the
application of robust standards / requirements for consideration of these structures in
flood hazard modelling and mapping.

While the Technical Bulletin suggests that most existing or legacy structures would be
discounted, it appropriately notes that certain legacy structures that “serve a flood
mitigation role for historic and existing development can be considered in specific
circumstances”. Many existing dyke systems across Ontario were purpose-built for flood
protection, particularly in rural geographies. Regular inspections, monitoring and
maintenance of these structures enables their consideration in flood hazard modelling and
mapping. Recognition of these existing structures and systems should be provided in the
Technical Bulletin, making a distinction between urban flood protection works and large-
scale rural systems, where appropriate.

Conservation Ontario supports the recommendation that dyke, berm or flood wall breach
analyses be considered when determining the flooding hazard limit. Similar to dams or
reservoirs, we recommend the Province develop dyke safety guidance and an oversight
framework similar to dam safety programs, in consultation with infrastructure and technical
staff at CAs, municipalities, and other government agencies.
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Topic / Theme

Commentary and Recommendations

Regarding FPLs: The Technical Bulletin introduces FPLs as a distinct type of flood mitigation
structure, but does not provide a dedicated appendix with recommended requirements for
consideration in flood hazard modelling and mapping. Examples of specific design criteria
are provided for FPLs, but the Technical Bulletin states that “each FPL requires specific
design consideration based on local geography, geology, hydraulics and other
considerations”.

The Technical Bulletin endorses a mitigated, single-line approach behind FPLs, allowing for
storage credit to be considered and not requiring floodproofing in areas on the dry side of
the FPL. To support this approach, Conservation Ontario recommends the Province develop
minimum design, geotechnical, inspection, maintenance, and overall asset management
requirements to improve consistency while continuing to encourage additional
requirements / considerations based on local circumstances.

3. Mapping
Approaches

Key recommendation(s):

1.

Ensure the Technical Bulletin provides clear direction for planning authorities and CAs to
select the most appropriate mapping approach, in addition to outlining provincial
recommendations.

2. Strengthen references / requirements related to understanding and communicating
residual risks where a two-line approach is used for areas downstream of the control or
mitigation infrastructure.

3. Clarify the relationship / process behind the two-line approach outlined in the Technical
Bulletin and the two-zone concept outlined in the Technical Guide.

Commentary:

The Technical Bulletin allows for several approaches to mapping the flood hazard: a single
line, unmitigated flow approach (recommended), a single line, mitigated flow approach
(generally not recommended), and a two-line approach depicting both the mitigated and
unmitigated flooding hazard.

Conservation Ontario recommends the Technical Bulletin emphasize the ability for planning
authorities and CAs to have flexibility to select the most appropriate approach suited to
local circumstances, infrastructure types, and flooding hazard. In many cases, the single-line
unmitigated flow may be the preferred approach. While generally discouraged in the
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Topic / Theme

Commentary and Recommendations

Technical Bulletin, there may be instances where a single-line mitigated or partially
mitigated approach may be preferred (and/or may be the approach currently used).

Where a mitigated or partially mitigated approach is preferred in the context of control or
mitigation structures, Conservation Ontario recommends the Technical Bulletin speak more
explicitly to the need for understanding and communicating any residual risks of flooding,
given risks associated with failure or overtopping. The Technical Bulletin contains some
language to this effect; however, the importance of understanding (identifying) and
communicating this risk to the public, decision-makers, and emergency management
services cannot be understated.

Conservation Ontario requests clarity on the statement “where a two-line approach is used,
the two-zone concept should be applied, consistent with the technical and safety criteria,
with the area between the two line identified as flood fringe”.

Application of the two-zone concept is a collaborative process involving the local
municipality and CA. Further, the two-zone concept does not necessarily involve
considerations based on control or mitigation infrastructure. Risks associated with these
types of infrastructure differ from the traditional floodway/flood fringe concept. For
example, where a two-line concept is considered further to a dam or reservoir, risks
associated with a dam break would be significant and have the potential to dramatically
increase flood depths and velocities downstream. Additional details on how these two
concepts align are required.

4. Flood Spill
Hazards

Key recommendation(s):

1.

Review and provide additional directions on modelling and mapping of spill flood hazards.

2. Develop criteria to determine when a section of floodplain transitions from a wide

floodplain to a spill area.

3. Clarify the classification of spill flood hazards (part of the flooding hazard limit or other).

Commentary:

Both the Technical Guide and Technical Bulletin contain information / guidance on flood
spills, however, Conservation Ontario recommends the Province provide clearer direction
on modelling and mapping of spill flood hazards, including guidance on when to consider
2D or unsteady state modelling to delineate the spill area.
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Topic / Theme

Commentary and Recommendations

e Many flat/ low-lying topographies across Ontario have large associated floodplains, and in
these instances, criteria would be helpful for how to determine when a section of the
floodplain transitions from being a wide floodplain to a spill area (e.g., when topography
and preliminary model results show there is no reasonable limit to it, such that it extends
into an adjacent watershed).

e Clarification is requested on delineating spill flood hazards as part of the flooding hazard
limit or other hazard classification. Where considered part of the flooding hazard, additional
clarification is required on whether the spill hazard is delineated as part of, or distinct from,
the flood plain.
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