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VICTOR LACHANCE and
KIRK ALBERT
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—and —
SOLICITOR GENERAL OF ONTARIO and
ATTORNEY GENERAL OF ONTARIO
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APPLICATION UNDER Rules 14.05(1), 38 & 68 of the Rules of Civil Procedure; Sections 2
and 6 of the Judicial Review Procedure Act, R.S.0. 1990, c. J.1

NOTICE OF APPLICATION TO DIVISIONAL COURT FOR JUDICIAL REVIEW

TO THE RESPONDENTS

A LEGAL PROCEEDING HAS BEEN COMMENCED by the Applicants. The claim made by
the Applicants appears on the following page.

THIS APPLICATION for judicial review will come on for a hearing before the Divisional Court
on a date to be fixed by the registrar by the method of hearing requested by the Applicants,
unless the court orders otherwise. The Applicants request that this application be heard:

X In person

[ By telephone conference
i/ By video conference

at the following location

Ottawa Courthouse
161 Elgin St., 2nd FI.
Ottawa ON K2P 2K1.
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IF YOU WISH TO OPPOSE THIS APPLICATION, to receive notice of any step in the
application or to be served with any documents in the application, you or an Ontario lawyer
acting for you must forthwith prepare a notice of appearance in Form 38A prescribed by the
Rules of Civil Procedure, serve it on the applicant’s lawyer or, where the applicant does not have
a lawyer, serve it on the applicant, and file it, with proof of service, in the office of the Divisional
Court, and you or your lawyer must appear at the hearing.

IF YOU WISH TO PRESENT AFFIDAVIT OR OTHER DOCUMENTARY EVIDENCE TO
THE COURT OR TO EXAMINE OR CROSS-EXAMINE WITNESSES ON THE
APPLICATION, you or your lawyer must, in addition to serving your notice of appearance,
serve a copy of the evidence on the applicant’s lawyer or, where the applicant does not have a
lawyer, serve it on the applicant, and file it, with proof of service, in the office of the Divisional
Court within thirty days after service on you of the applicant’s application record, or at least four
days before the hearing, whichever is earlier.

IF YOU FAIL TO APPEAR AT THE HEARING, JUDGMENT MAY BE GIVEN IN YOUR
ABSENCE AND WITHOUT FURTHER NOTICE TO YOU. IF YOU WISH TO DEFEND

THIS PROCEEDING BUT ARE UNABLE TO PAY LEGAL FEES, LEGAL AID MAY BE
AVAILABLE TO YOU BY CONTACTING A LOCAL LEGAL AID OFFICE.

TAKE NOTICE: THIS APPLICATION WILL AUTOMATICALLY BE DISMISSED if it has not
been set down for hearing or terminated by any means within five years after the notice of
application was filed with the court, unless otherwise ordered by the court.

Date AUGUST 16, 2022 issued by 9@% 5}%\//@44(7

Registrar

Address of court office: Ottawa Courthouse, 161 Elgin St., 2nd FI., Ottawa ON K2P 2K1

TO: Solicitor General of Ontario
25 Grosvenor Street
Toronto ON M7A 1Y6

AND TO: Attorney General of Ontario
Crown Law Office — Civil
720 Bay Street
8th Floor
Toronto ON M7A 259
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APPLICATION
THE APPLICATION
1. The Applicants make application for the judicial review of the decision of the provincial

Crown, represented by the Solicitor General of Ontario (the “Minister”), to build a new
correctional facility — currently named the Eastern Ontario Correctional Complex (“EOCC”) — in
the town of Kemptville, a community of approximately 4,000 residents located in the

Municipality of North Grenville (the “Decision”).

2. The Minister has designated, for the proposed EOCC, approximately 180 acres of
farmland that was part of the former Kemptville Agricultural College (the “selected Kemptville
site””). Until March 2022, these lands were owned by the Agricultural Research Institute of
Ontario (“ARIO”). The lands are designated locally and provincially as agricultural resources,
and are classified as having Class 2 soil according to the Canadian Land Inventory as well as
under the Ontario Ministry of Agriculture, Food, and Rural Affairs’ farmland classification
system.

3. The application is brought under sections 2 and 6 of the Judicial Review Procedure Act,
RSO 1990, c. J.1 on the grounds that the decision to build the EOCC on agriculturally designated
prime farmland constitutes a violation of the Minister’s obligations set out in sections 3(5) and

6(2) of the Planning Act, RSO 1990, c. P.13 and are therefore illegal and ultra vires.

4. The Applicants have public interest standing to seek the relief described below from this
Honourable Court because of the broad coalition they represent, their ongoing personal
involvement with the Decision, and the fact that there are no reasonable alternative means
available to bring before the Court the significant legal issues triggered by the Solicitor General’s

decision.
5. The Applicants seek relief as follows:

(a) a declaration that the Decision of the Minister to build the EOCC on the selected
Kemptville site is not consistent with and is, in fact, contrary to the Provincial Policy
Statement, 2020, in contravention of the Minister’s obligations under subsection 3(5) of
the Planning Act;
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(b) a declaration that the Decision of the Minister to build the EOCC on the selected
Kemptville site does not have regard for local planning policies embodied in the 2018
Municipality of North Grenville Official Plan and other local planning policies, in

contravention of the Minister’s obligations under subsection 6(2) of the Planning Act;

(c) a declaration that prior to making the Decision to build the EOCC on the selected
Kemptville site, the Minister did not consult with the local municipality of North
Grenville, in contravention of the Minister’s obligations under subsection 6(2) of the

Planning Act;

(d) an order by way of certiorari quashing the Decision of the Minister on the grounds that it

is illegal as well as being ultra vires the Minister’s authority;

(e) an order prohibiting the construction of a correctional facility by the Province of Ontario
on the selected Kemptville site;

(f) if necessary, an order extending time for filing this application with the Court pursuant to

section 5(2) of the Judicial Review Procedure Act;

(9) such injunctive or interlocutory relief as may be sought by the Applicants, until such time

as this application can be determined on its merits;

(h) an order, in any event of the cause, that no costs be awarded to or against the Applicants

because of their status as public interest litigants; and

(i) such further and other relief as counsel may advise and as this Honourable Court may

deem just.

THE GROUNDS FOR THE APPLICATION

6.

The grounds for the application are set out below.

The decision to build a correctional facility on prime agricultural land

7.

Given the opacity and somewhat amorphous nature of the process surrounding the

selection of the Kemptville site, several aspects of the Decision remain unclear to this day.
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8. What is known is that on August 27, 2020, the Solicitor General of Ontario published a

press release announcing plans to build a new 235-bed provincial correctional facility —
originally dubbed the “Greater Ottawa Correctional Complex” and later renamed the “Eastern
Ontario Correctional Complex” — at the selected Kemptville site. This announcement was made

without any prior notice or consultation with the Municipality of North Grenville or its residents.

9. Community reaction was swift, leading to the creation of two grass-roots organizations in
opposition of the proposed facility: the Coalition Against the Proposed Prison (“CAPP”) and the
Jail Opposition Group (“JOG”). Both groups immediately began to try to engage provincial and
municipal decision-makers to determine the basis for the selection of the Kemptville site and

whether the announcement was open to reconsideration.

10.  Inthat vein, in the 18 months that followed the August 2020 announcement, a significant
number of activities were undertaken by both community groups. Several meetings took place
between the two groups and the Mayor and other municipal officials, meetings also took place
with the local Member of Provincial Parliament, an online petition was launched, no fewer than
three public forums were organized, four demonstrations and other community rallies took place,
thousands of flyers were delivered, lawn-signs were installed, a GoFundMe page was created to
raise funds for the groups’ activities, several letters were sent to provincial officials, letter-
writing campaigns were undertaken, to name only some of the initiatives aimed at shedding light

on and objecting to the Minister’s Decision.

11.  In addition to the grassroots activities listed above, certain more formal steps were also

taken.

12.  The first stakeholder meeting organized with the Ministry of the Solicitor General took
place on October 30, 2020. One representative from each community group — CAPP and JOG —
attended this meeting, including the Applicant Kirk Albert personally on behalf of JOG. Also in

attendance were local business leaders, school board trustees, and local hospital executives.

13.  This meeting provided general information on the site-selection process, including the
criteria and parameters typically considered by the Minister when selecting a site for a
correctional facility. Officials representing the Ministry of the Solicitor General indicated, for

example, that over 100 properties had been considered for the proposed EOCC. Officials further



11

6

stated that factors such as planning and community integration, health care availability,
economic and other local benefits were part of the selection process. However, few specific
details on the selection of the Kemptville site were provided. When asked specific questions,
Ministry officials typically treated them as “take aways”, items to which they would provide a

response at a later date.

14.  In the wake of this meeting, the Ministry organized an online Public Engagement
Meeting on November 26, 2020. Over 200 residents attended the event, but little relevant
information was shared on how the Minister had made the Decision and selected the Kemptville
site. The Minister’s representatives indicated that North Grenville residents were to send written
questions to the Ministry and that these would be answered in a transparent and timely manner.

Unfortunately, many of these questions remain unanswered to this day.

15.  In order to ensure the promised level of transparency, the first freedom of information
(FOI) request was filed on November 27, 2020 seeking to obtain documents on the site-selection

process.

16.  The resulting documents, obtained on June 4, 2021, revealed that the search for a site had
been underway since at least June 2019. By contrast to the assertion that over 100 sites had been
considered, the documents refer to 38 sites under consideration for the EOCC, with a shortlist of
6 sites retained. The documents obtained also indicate that the Minister was to make a decision
on the Kemptville site by August 9, 2019. The nature and finality of that decision — and whether
a decision was indeed made on that date — are not indicated in the documents released by the

provincial government.

17.  Locally, as over six months had passed since the Minister’s announcement without the
North Grenville municipal council formally taking a position on the proposed EOCC or even
officially considering the selection of the Kemptville site, both groups strongly encouraged the

Mayor and Council to add the topic of the proposed EOCC to a Council meeting agenda.

18. On March 23, 2021, a special meeting of North Grenville municipal council was
convened for this purpose. Delegations of local residents were allowed to present in short, timed
segments, to convey concerns and seek answers to such fundamental questions as local impacts

of the proposal on municipal finances and future costs to be borne by local taxpayers, public
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safety, impacts on infrastructure, etc. Members of Council heard presenters but no questions

were answered during this meeting.

19. By the end of 2021 and early 2022, the focus of the community groups had shifted away
from formal meetings with officials as these meetings were not producing helpful information.
Instead, 13 new FOI requests were filed during the month of January 2022 on various aspects of
the proposed facility in order to ascertain whether, and to what extent, these aspects had been

considered by the Minister in making their decision.

20.  In order to allow for some breathing room to community stakeholders while these FOI
requests were being processed, both CAPP and JOG deployed efforts to prevent the transfer of
the farmland from ARIO — whose mandate is centered on agricultural research — to the Ministry

of the Solicitor General.

21.  In addition, with the provincial elections slated for June 2, 2022, opposition parties were
making their position on the proposed EOCC known. By March, 2022, the Liberal Party called
for a moratorium on the project until further consultation could take place, the New Democratic
Party had expressed its opposition to the project as had the Green Party. In short, there was every
chance the Decision would be reversed should a new government be elected.

22.  On March 3, 2022, the Board of Directors of ARIO authorized the transfer of the selected
Kemptville site to the Province and the transfer was registered on title on March 15, 2022. Once

again, these steps were taken without any public notice or consultation.

23.  To this day, practically all of the 13 access to information requests filed in 2022 are

outstanding or have been denied and are under appeal.
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The violations of the Crown’s explicit obligations under the Planning Act

24.  Unlike private property owners, the provincial Crown enjoys general immunity from
statutes that regulate new construction in Ontario such as the Planning Act and the Building
Code Act. The Crown is therefore free to disregard any number of local bylaws regulating
matters such as zoning and land use, heritage conservation, development charges, and site plan
control. The Crown does not even have to apply for a building permit when undertaking a

construction project for its own purposes.

25.  However, this immunity is not absolute. When adopting the Planning Act, the Legislative
Assembly established three specific obligations that explicitly bind Ministers of the Crown,
obligations which have not been respected in this case.

The Provincial Policy Statement, 2020

26.  The Crown’s first obligation is found in section 3 of the Planning Act. Subsection 3(1)
enables the Minister of Municipal Affairs and Housing to issue, with the approval of the
Lieutenant Governor in Council, documents called “policy statements” addressing matters

“relating to municipal planning that in the opinion of the Minister are of provincial interest”.

27.  In turn, subsection 3(5) explicitly binds all ministers of the Crown, compelling them to
abide by policy statements. Specifically, the legislative text provides that all Ministerial
decisions “shall be consistent with the policy statements issued under subsection (1) that are in

effect on the date of the decision”.

28.  The most recent policy statement, Provincial Policy Statement, 2020 (“PPP 2020”’) came
into effect on May 1, 2020 and was in effect when the Minister announced that the selected

Kemptville site had been retained and that the new EOCC would be built there.

29.  Section 2.3 of PPP 2020 speaks, in detail, to the importance of protecting agricultural
areas for “long-term use for agriculture” and places strict conditions on allowing non-agricultural
uses in prime agricultural areas. It is worth noting that the agricultural policies set out in Section
2.3 are, for all intents and purposes, identical to the policies found in the previous provincial
policy statement adopted in effect from 2014 to 2020.
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30. In this case, the Minister’s Decision will result in the loss of 178 acres of prime
agricultural land. This outcome cannot be said to be “consistent with” the policies of PPP 2020.
As a result, the Decision to build the EOCC on the selected Kemptville site constitutes a
violation of the Minister’s obligations under subsection 3(5) of the Planning Act and is ultra

vires the Minister’s legislative authority.

Local planning policies

31.  The Crown’s second specific obligation, found in subsection 6(2) of the Planning Act, is
to “have regard for, the established planning policies” of the municipality where a ministry’s

undertaking “will directly affect” the municipality.

32.  The core planning policies in effect in the Municipality of North Grenville are found in
the North Grenville Official Plan (NGOP) adopted under the Planning Act. The current NGOP
came into force on November 22, 2018, after undergoing the periodic revision required by the
Planning Act. The Planning Act also requires that municipalities ensure that their local official

plans are “consistent with” the provincial policy statement in effect at the time.

33.  The NGOP designates the selected Kemptville site as “Agricultural” land. The opening
paragraph of the Agricultural chapter of the NGOP states that lands with this designation “are
areas with highly valued soils in accordance with the Canada Land Inventory (CLI) mapping and
therefore have potential for agricultural production, areas demonstrating a concentration of
farming actively, as well as pockets of lesser valued soils within the greater context of a prime
agricultural area.” Not surprisingly, the selected Kemptville site has yielded crops of various

types for several decades as part of the site’s agricultural educational and research vocation.

34.  Section 3.3.5 of the NGOP further sets out a specific policy applicable to the selected
Kemptville site that conforms with the broader spirit of the general agricultural policies set out in
the NGOP while reflecting the long-standing educational use in place at this location. Historical
non-agricultural uses are permitted (post-secondary education institution) while future
development is guided by “three pillars”, namely “Education & training”, “Health & wellness”,
and “Economic development”. Nowhere do local planning policies contemplate a vocation such

as the one proposed by the Minister.
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35.  In addition, the proposed EOCC has implications for a number of other local planning
policy documents, including the Kemptville Campus Master Plan, the North Grenville Strategic

Plan, and the North Grenville Tourism Strategy.

36.  While the test of “having regard for” local planning policies is somewhat less strict than
the Minister’s obligation to “be consistent with” the PPP 2020, completely disregarding local
planning designations for primarily agricultural land with an educational vocation cannot be said

to meet the requirement placed on the Minister by subsection 6(2) of the Planning Act.

37.  As aresult, the Decision to build the EOCC on the selected Kemptville site constitutes a
violation of the Minister’s obligations under subsection 6(2) of the Planning Act and is therefore

illegal and ultra vires the Minister’s legislative authority.

The Minister’s obligation to consult the municipality

38.  Lastly, subsection 6(2) of the Planning Act also requires the Minister to consult with the
local municipality “before carrying out or authorizing any undertaking” that directly affects the
municipality. There is no doubt that the construction of a 235-bed correctional facility in a
community of 4000 residents will have a profound and direct impact on the municipality, its

ratepayers, its infrastructure, and future growth and development.

39.  All the information available to date from the Province and the Municipality indicate that
no consultation took place prior to the announcement on August 27, 2020. This constitutes the
third violation of the Minister’s obligations under the Planning Act, rendering the Decision

illegal and ultra vires.

The Applicants are public interest litigants

40.  Victor Lachance is a founding member of CAPP. The unincorporated body was formed
by a group of residents of Kemptville and the greater North Grenville area who are concerned
about the proposal to build the EOCC on prime farmland, demolishing existing farm buildings in

the process.

41. Kirk Albert is a founding member of JOG. The unincorporated body is a grassroots

organization of concerned citizens that formed in the days following the Minister’s
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announcement. It has been focused on advocating for Kemptville residents, seeking information
to inform the community, and holding elected officials accountable for their positions on this

project.

42.  Over time, CAPP and JOG combined their efforts and, collectively, can count on the
support of approximately 225 members under the direction of a steering committee of six

members. Victor Lachance and Kirk Albert are part of the steering committee.

43.  In addition to the work undertaken by the Applicants and the groups they represent, the
following organizations are on the record as supporting CAPP’s and JOG’s opposition to the
EOCC project:

a. Ecological Farmers Association of Ontario

b. Agritech Alliance Canada Ltd.

c. Elizabeth Fry Society of Ottawa

d. P4W Memorial Collective

e. CPEP Criminalization and Punishment Education Project

44.  The following organizations are on the record as supporting CAPP’s and JOG’s efforts to

preserve the farmland at the selected Kemptville site:
a. Canadian Organic Growers
b. Just Food (Ottawa)
c. National Farmers’ Union (Ontario)
d. Sustain Ontario

45.  As founding and active members of CAPP and JOG, spearheading a broad coalition
opposing the construction of the EOCC on prime agricultural land, the Applicants meet the

requirements set out for Public Interest Litigants:

a. The proceeding involves issues the importance of which extends beyond the

immediate interests of the Applicants.



17

12

b. The Applicants have no personal, proprietary or pecuniary interest in the outcome

of the proceeding.

c. The issues have not been previously determined by a court in a proceeding against
the same respondent. In fact, the Crown’s obligations under the Planning Act do

not appear to have been judicially considered in any proceeding.

d. The Respondent has a clearly superior capacity to bear the costs of the

proceeding.
e. The Application is neither vexatious nor frivolous.

46.  Finally, the Applicants have public interest standing to seek the relief described above
from this Honourable Court because there are no reasonable alternative means available to bring

the issues engaged on this application before the Court.

DOCUMENTARY EVIDENCE

47.  The following documentary evidence will be used at the hearing of the application:
a. Affidavit of Victor Lachance to be sworn at a later date.
b. Affidavit of Kirk Albert to be sworn at a later date.
c. Affidavit of a professional planner to be retained at a later date.

d. Such further and other evidence as counsel may advise and as this Honourable

Court may permit.

August 15, 2022

SICOTTE GUILBAULT
4275 ch. Innes Rd, suite 208
Ottawa ON K1C 1T1

Stéphane Emard-Chabot (LSO #33909U)
semard-chabot@sicotte.ca
Tel: 613.368.4309

Lawyers for the Applicants
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Court File No. DC 22-2731
ONTARIO
SUPERIOR COURT OF JUSTICE
(DIVISIONAL COURT)
BETWEEN:

VICTOR LACHANCE and

KIRK ALBERT
Applicants
—and -
SOLICITOR GENERAL OF ONTARIO and
ATTORNEY GENERAL OF ONTARIO
Respondents

AFFIDAVIT OF KIRK ALBERT
(Affirmed December 16, 2022)

I, Kirk Albert, of the Municipality of North Grenville, in the Province of Ontario, SOLEMNLY

AFFIRM AS FOLLOWS:

Backdrop

1. I have lived in the rural area of North Grenville (NG), just outside Kemptville, Ontario for
my entire life. I grew up in Merrickville, a small nearby village, and then attended high school in
Kemptville. I purchased my first home in the area in 1994, after graduating from University, and
continue to live in a rural area of NG with my spouse and our two young sons who both attend

schools in Kemptville.

2. My spouse and I made a conscious decision to raise our family in this area because of the
benefits it offered including proximity to family and friends, safety, recreation and an overall high

quality of life — despite both of us having to commute long distances to work.
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3. I worked in the private sector for close to 15 years before being hired into the Federal
Government in 2009, where I continue to be employed as Investigations Manager with Public

Services and Procurement Canada (PSPC).

4. I have been actively involved in the local community for almost two decades, mostly with

youth, either as a youth group counsellor or sports coach in hockey, baseball and soccer.

5. Although Kemptville is a growing town, the heritage, amenities, activities and vision for
the town have always been maintained with a view to preserving the small-town charm as well as
the lifestyle that long time residents have come to expect and enjoy, and that attracts newer

residents to the community and the outlying area.

The unexpected provincial announcement and the immediate period that followed

6. This vision of peaceful rural living was upended on September 2, 2020, when I read an
article in the local North Grenville Times newspaper authored by Jim Bertram, a Kemptville
resident and a former North Grenville (Kemptville) municipal councillor. The article, found at
Exhibit A, was about the Provincial Government announcement made in Brockville Ontario, just
days earlier on August 27, 2020 by Ontario Premier Doug Ford, Ontario Solicitor General Sylvia
Jones, our Member of Provincial Parliament Steve Clark, the Mayors of Brockville, Napanee, and

the NG Mayor, Nancy Peckford.

7. The announcement was for a $500 million dollar investment over 5 years by the province
as part of what provincial officials termed the “Eastern Region Strategy’ to modernize and/or build
four correctional facilities with one of the new proposed prisons to be built in our small town of

Kemptville. This facility was originally named the Greater Ottawa Correctional Complex, a name



21

which the Ministry of the Solicitor General (SolGen) subsequently and quietly changed to the
Eastern Ontario Correctional Complex (EOCC), possibly after hearing from local residents that
Kemptville was not part of Greater Ottawa, and to avoid confusion with the reconstruction of the
Ottawa Carleton Detention Centre (OCDC) announced in 2017, a significant project which was

now being abandoned and replaced by the new Eastern Region Strategy.

8. I was deeply concerned by Jim’s article and the fact that such an announcement could be
made without anyone in the community being consulted. I immediately thought about the impacts
that a facility like this would have on our community and, in particular, on our small district
hospital. I have been a regular donor to the hospital for several years and know the pressures this
vital community institution faces. As the father of a young family, I did not want to see any
reduction of service levels to local residents as a result of increased utilization from the prison that

the Province was proposing to impose on the community.

0. Jim was organizing a group of citizens under the name Jail Opposition Group (JOG) and I
immediately reached out to him. We agreed to work together and developed a recruitment strategy

to grow the membership of JOG.

10. JOG took up the opposition efforts just five days following the provincial announcement,
in the midst of the pandemic, of the proposed prison in Kemptville. JOG’s focus was about seeking
facts and conveying them to the interested and concerned residents of Kemptville and the
surrounding area. JOG exists to advocate for Kemptville residents, who have concerns about the
proposed prison from various perspectives that include prioritizing and preserving a quality of life

in Kemptville, promoting tourism, revitalizing the town’s core, maintaining its agricultural
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heritage, and showcasing our town as a desirable location for innovative and sustainable

businesses.

11.  Jimand I also started researching the effects of prisons on small towns. The overwhelming
constant that emerged from the academic studies we found was that prisons did more harm than
good in small town environments. This was interesting information that we shared with local
residents and with our Mayor and members of Council on October 1, 2020, to help them in their
deliberations and decision-making. Over time, the Mayor and Council members refused to give
much weight to the studies and articles that we provided as they felt that the sources were too
“American-centric”, despite the fact that we also provided Canadian examples with similar

conclusions.

12. The indications we were receiving in the period immediately following the announcement
from our Mayor and Council was that they were taking a ‘wait and see’ approach to the
announcement despite the many concerns being voiced in the community. We concluded that if
we were to successfully oppose the prison project, we needed to continue to expand our call for

assistance as quickly and as widely as possible.

13. We launched the NG Jail Opposition Group Facebook page on October 18, 2020 and held
regular virtual meetings with JOG members to discuss and action various initiatives with a key
objective to seek information from SolGen and, more importantly, inform the community of our

findings to help residents make their own decisions about the provincial proposal.

14. Another unincorporated grassroots organization called the Coalition Against the Proposed

Prison (CAPP) also came out in opposition shortly after the provincial announcement and
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prioritized a strong web presence initially to leverage networking activities, quickly broaden their

membership, as well as distributing information out to our community in a timely manner.

15.  In October 2020, I contacted CAPP founder Colleen Lynas. The discussion was geared
towards understanding each other’s focus areas and expertise and eventually about where we could
help each other as we realized that ultimately, we had the same goal, namely to obtain information

from the Province and to inform the community.

16. Colleen and I agreed that our priority was the need to determine why class 2 agricultural
land in the rural town of Kemptville could ever be selected as an appropriate location for a 235-
bed facility, built to maximum security standards. We simply wanted SolGen, our municipal
Council or our Member of Provincial Parliament (MPP) Minister Steve Clark, to convey to the
community how a decision of this magnitude had been made, and why it had been made without

any input from our municipal Council.

17.  From that point forward, approximately in November 2020, JOG and CAPP were
partnered, although mostly behind the scenes for reasons that worked well in our collective efforts
to seek the facts. With a variable membership of approximately 300 members collectively, the
groups are directed by a steering committee of 6 people. I am a member of the steering committee

and also a spokesperson for JOG.

SolGen’s October and November 2020 information sessions

18. SolGen held its first meeting with members of the NG community more than two months
after the announcement of the selection of the Kemptville farmland as part of its new strategy in

the wake of shelving the 2017 project to rebuild the OCDC in Ottawa.
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19. This “by invitation only” meeting held October 30, 2020, brought together municipal
officials from NG and key stakeholders. After constant pressure by JOG and CAPP for answers, |
expressed significant interest in attending the meeting and was ultimately invited to join the small
group of attendees who included representatives from the Kemptville District Hospital,
representatives from the local school boards, members from the Salvation Army, a few members
from the business community, some municipality staff, our MPP, Steve Clark and Colleen Lynas

of CAPP.

20. I had prepared questions in advance (my document is reproduced at Exhibit B) and was
able to ask some of them during the session, but there were many questions, from myself and
others, that needed to be placed in a ‘parking lot” for SolGen to consider and discuss, many other

questions were not answered at all.

21.  Provincial officials constantly repeated their commitments to transparency and partnering
with the community, leaving me and others in attendance with the belief that the questions would
be addressed at a later date. The presentation itself by SolGen officials spoke to various general
design topics with a good amount of time being spent on how the design would be consistent with

that of a hospital or school, on the exterior.

22. Provincial officials also explained that the project would be structured as a “P3” or public-
private partnership covering the design, construction, and long-term maintenance of the facility.
In other words, the project cost would not only include the facility itself but the maintenance
contract locking-in the Province for decades to come. (The PowerPoint presentation used by

provincial officials during the October 30, 2020 stakeholder session is reproduced at Exhibit C.)
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23. A month later — in other words, three months after the announcement — the first fully public
information session was hosted by SolGen on November 26, 2020. Approximately 300 people
were in attendance (online) and the content was primarily a repeat of the slides and explanations

made on October 30, 2020.

24.  For this event, participants were specifically asked to submit questions in advance. I
submitted 28 questions (found at Exhibit D) and fully expected, based on comments from Ali
Veshkini, Associate Deputy Minister of SolGen, that they would be collected and responded to
appropriately in the context of the meeting. This did not occur. The amount of new information
compiled and shared since the October stakeholder meeting was negligible. Most important key

1ssues remained unanswered.

A puzzling decision in need of a rationale

25.  JOG and CAPP met on a regular basis and developed strategies as to how and where we
could locate information that might explain the province’s decision to place a 235-bed correctional
facility, built to maximum security standards, on Class 2 designated farmland in a town of roughly
4000 residents. The choice of Kemptville was even more difficult to grasp in light of the lack of
adequate infrastructure to support the facility. Kemptville would offer inmates no social supports,
the small, highly utilized hospital would not be readily able to cope with increased usage, there is
no courthouse nearby, there is no present or planned transit connection to Ottawa, and the new
facility would be located approximately one hour Southwest of the existing Ottawa Carleton

Detention Centre (OCDC).

26. An ever-growing number of local residents expressed their concern as to how Kemptville

could ever be considered for a facility, the likes of which were only previously built in much larger
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urban centres. Our research showed that there are 25 other provincial facilities: 8 detention centres.
8 jails, and 9 correctional centres. The average population size of the urban areas where the
facilities are situated is 261,000 residents for the detention centres, 61,000 residents for the jails,
and 129,000 residents for the correctional centres. (see Exhibit E) These much larger communities

are able to dedicate the necessary resources and amenities to support such a facility.

27. It was also puzzling to me why an announcement of this magnitude was not known to local
residents nor to our local government in advance. Our Mayor and Council conveyed frequently
following the August 27, 2020, provincial announcement, that they were caught by surprise and
had only 48 hours notice of the planned announcement. It seemed odd and unbelievable that this
could be the case, but they have maintained this position to this day and none of the information

JOG and CAPP have been able to obtain contradicts those statements.

28. The quest for answers from the Province and seeking provincial accountability, as
promised explicitly during the October and November 2020 sessions, became the focus of our

work.

A structured, coordinated opposition campaign that continues to this day

29. JOG and CAPP’s initial efforts were aimed at a) growing our memberships and leveraging
social media in our efforts to do so and b) contacting our MPP and local government to seek

answers to a steadily growing list of questions regarding the proposal.

30. We held our first of several public demonstrations to express our opposition and increase
the exposure of this announcement within the Kemptville community on November 7, 2020 (see

CBC article at Exhibit F). This first event of this kind had a small turnout, but it was early days
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and many people of Kemptville (including a strong demographic of seniors) did not utilize social
media. We were also in the midst of the pandemic and there was substantial concern about any

social gatherings, even if outdoors.

31. By coordinating their efforts, JOG and CAPP were successful in enlisting the help of
various experts and tasking them with seeking and conveying the facts about this ill-conceived
plan. Social media gradually became a strong driver for recruitment of volunteers, and to motivate
other residents to find ways of getting involved. For example, Sarah Ciliberto, a local resident,
took it upon herself to start a Change.org petition on October 8, 2020. The petition is now

approaching 1850 signatures.

32. I, along with other JOG and CAPP members, also felt the need to communicate our
concerns and seek support from our Mayor and Council. From my perspective, they too had been
treated disrespectfully by not being consulted or included in the decision-making process for an

infrastructure project that would have far reaching implications for the municipality.

33. In my view, the Province’s announcement had derailed the community’s vision for the
farmland in question. The Municipality had already expressed an interest in purchasing the land
that the Province had selected for the new correctional facility. Our MPP knew about the
Municipality’s strategic plan to develop the former Kemptville Agricultural College into a
community hub, one that included what had been termed the “farmside land”, to restore it to its

roots of agricultural research and development projects and/or one of sustainable food growth.

34, To that end, our MPP, Mayor and Council had already been approached by entrepreneurs
and investors from RANA Development Inc. to propose the North Grenville Centre for

Agricultural and Environmental Technologies which was planned to be a Public-Private-
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Partnership (P3) between Agritech Alliance Canada and the Municipality of North Grenville as
well as with involvement of First Nations representation. The concept was to develop an eco-
agricultural research centre in North Grenville. The plan included projects related to: Vertical
Farming, Dairy research and development, development of the equestrian centre, an Aquaculture
operation (a fish hatchery), active use of the W.B. George building for shows and exhibits and an
agricultural museum for the region, among others. The concept was in support of North Grenville’s
vision to be an ecologically responsible municipality. This proposal and associated meeting pre-

dates the official announcement by SolGen regarding the land.

35.  All the while this project, in keeping with the farmland’s history and Class 2 agricultural
land designation, was being explored, our MPP and provincial Cabinet Minister never disclosed
that the Province had already earmarked the land, nor did he explain why the municipality was not
permitted to purchase the land, as it had with the rest of the former Kemptville Agricultural College
in 2018. The Kemptville Campus, owned by the municipality, now houses schools, pre-school
programs, businesses and was selected in the recent Tourism strategy for the municipality, to be

the community hub.

36. As the list of impacts on the community became clearer to residents, I and other members
of JOG and CAPP became increasingly worried that our Mayor and Council were not taking a
very firm stand on the Province’s proposal. Our volunteer organizations, with the help of
academics and other experts, had already identified the following local repercussions that would

have to be addressed:

a. Increase demand on local infrastructure, including roads as well as water and

wastewater services that do not yet extend to the proposed site.
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The permanent loss of 186 acres of Class 2 agricultural land that has served the
community for well over a century in a variety of ways, including yielding various

types of crops and enabling agricultural education programs.

Policing costs for the facility borne by the local taxpayer.

The absence of social services for discharged inmates.

The lack of any transit connection to Ottawa for inmates leaving the facility or

visitors coming to see them.

The absence of a local courthouse, requiring frequent inmate transport to and from

the facility.

Our complete reliance on a small volunteer fire department. If a large fire or riot
were to erupt in the proposed facility, there would simply be no local means of

adequately responding.

The stretched resources of our small, heavily utilized hospital.

Impacts on wetland and mature forest.

The loss of historical agricultural buildings.

. Impacts on the recently developed tourism strategy for the town.

The lack of traffic studies, environmental assessments and other fundamental due

diligence evaluations.
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37. 1 consistently asked (as did others) our Mayor and Council, privately and publicly, to
simply request that the project be held in abeyance until these fundamental questions were
answered to the satisfaction of all local stakeholders. The interactions with our local government
in the months following the announcement include, but are not limited to, the following dates and

events:

e October 9, 2020 - CAPP meeting with Mayor / Deputy Mayor;

e October 29, 2020 - JOG meeting with Mayor, Deputy Mayor and Senior Staffer;

e November 11,2020 - CAPP meeting with Mayor, Deputy Mayor and CAO;

e December 1, 2020 - CAPP meeting with Mayor;

e January 22, 2021 - JOG/CAPP meeting with Mayor, Deputy Mayor;

e January 26, 2021 - Kirk Albert meeting with Councillor Strakerjan;

e June 22,2021 - JOG/CAPP Delegations to Council Meeting

38.  An important piece of information that was communicated to me and other members of
JOG and CAPP by our local elected officials is that, upon notification of the proposed prison, they
sought the guidance of NG’s Chief Administration Officer (CAO), Gary Dyke. I was told that Mr.

Dyke had experience in larger municipalities, and Council valued his advice.

39.  Mr. Dyke’s advice, as it was recounted to me in more than one meeting, was that there was

quite simply no use pushing back at all on the Province and that the prison should be considered a
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fait accompli. Accordingly, the focus of the Mayor and Council should be on leveraging the

situation for as much as they could.

40. The result of this advice was that our local government neither opposed nor supported the
decision publicly. In fact, for more than 6 months, until we pushed for and obtained the right to
bring a delegation at a council meeting on March 23,2021, the matter had not even been discussed

in any Council meetings since the August 2020 announcement.

41.  Inaddition to the concerns regarding the future impacts of the proposed correctional facility
on our community and its resources, the foundational question that those in opposition to the
proposed prison kept raising was (and continues to be) related to the site selection process itself.
What analysis had been conducted for the site selection of the EOCC? What criteria were used?
Since Infrastructure Ontario’s and SolGen’s own documentation showed that Kemptville did not
meet or only partially met some of the criteria, why was the Kemptville property short-listed and
then ultimately selected when others that did not meet some of the same pre-determined criteria

were eliminated from the search exercise?

42. Ms. Lisa Gallant, a community resident, had filed a Freedom of Information (FOI) request
the day after the November 2020 public engagement session specifically on this point. Ms. Gallant
was in regular contact with me and other JOG and CAPP members. Her efforts are set out in detail
in her affidavit, included in the Motion Record. In short, as Ms. Gallant obtained some information
and pursued appeals and adjudication to get at the entire record, what little information was being
released by the Province only raised more questions. The number of locations according to the

documents being released did not match the information provided by the Province. It was clear
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that the Kemptville location did not meet several of the key selection criteria. And yet, the

Kemptville farmland had been selected.

43. By early November 2020, we had also started engaging heavily with several media outlets
and over time, with their assistance, we had promoted the story of the proposed prison broadly,
gaining traction through CBC, CTV, Global News, The Toronto Star, local papers, podcasts and
various radio programs (i.e. CBC’s All in a Day etc.). With more than 300 articles, op-eds, radio
and TV interviews to date, the story has generated good coverage of the reasons for our opposition
and the flawed process to date, including lack of responses being provided despite claims of
transparency and accountability at the SolGen public engagement sessions. The full list of media

stories is referenced in the affidavit of my co-applicant, Victor Lachance.

44. SolGen’s second public session took place November 17,2021, almost 15 months after the
announcement. The presentation again was light on content specific to the questions residents had
asked of them previously in 2020 and new ones posed at this presentation. We also found out that
provincial officials had recently been to Kemptville but had chosen not to accept a standing
invitation for an in-person dialogue, in keeping with their commitments to open and transparent

discussions with the community.

45. There was obvious frustration on the part of many participating residents due to a lack of
substantive answers to the same questions people had raised following the original announcement.
The discussion function (chat function) during the meeting was turned off part way through the
meeting and many questions were left unanswered in the queue (see Exhibit G). Despite claims

by SolGen to collect all questions and provide responses, this once again did not occur. Written
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questions sent in advance of the meeting, at SolGen’s request, also remain largely unanswered to

this day.

46. It is important to note that the only other meetings held by SolGen with Kemptville
stakeholders were closed to the public. There was a meeting on December 18, 2020, with the local
hospital CEO and local school boards, as well as on May 3 and 4, 2021 with the English and French
school boards. It should be noted that Indigenous groups were also stated as key stakeholders in
this process, but no information was ever provided to indicate that they were contacted by SolGen.
In a private conversation, Mayor Peckford has noted to me personally that Indigenous consultation

1s an area where the Province has not met their commitments.

47.  In parallel to our efforts to hold provincial officials to their commitments, the political
strategy I was involved in with other members of JOG and CAPP also unfolded, with particular
attention on our local MPP and provincial Minister, Mr. Clark. We had been requesting a meeting

with him for some time and had not yet been able to secure a commitment from him to that effect.

48. However, relations with Mr. Clark became more complicated when, unbeknownst to either
JOG or CAPP, he filed a complaint with Elections Ontario regarding a lawn sign campaign we had
launched in May 2021 to render the opposition to the proposed prison more tangible and visible.
Mr. Clark filed his complaint on September 15", 2021, alleging that JOG and CAPP were

potentially breaking the law.

49. It was both surprising and upsetting to find out that allegations had been made by our MPP,
attacking our grassroots efforts in an effort to seemingly scare us or quash the exercise of our
democratic rights. It was however, reassuring that after only 15 business days (October 6, 2021),

Elections Ontario concluded that the prison opposition lawn signs did not meet the definition of
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political advertising and that Minister Clark’s complaint had been closed accordingly. (see Exhibit

H for the relevant correspondence.)

50. On October 15, 2021, one of our activities saw many residents visit Mr. Clark’s election
campaign office (a provincial general election was slated for June 2, 2022) with various presenters
making clear statements about why the selection process for Kemptville was flawed and why the

facility would be detrimental to the town.

51. Our political pressure seemed to pay off when our MPP committed publicly, during the
November 17, 2021, SolGen engagement session, that he would meet with JOG and CAPP to
better understand and discuss our concerns. Mr. Clark repeated this commitment on November 18,

2021, on the floor of the legislature at Queen’s Park.

52.  More than a year has passed since those commitments were made by Mr. Clark and we
have had no follow-up communication from him or from his office to organize a meeting with

members of JOG and CAPP, despite repeated attempts on our parts.

53. After the Elections Ontario complaint, and after the rather pointless second engagement
session hosted by SolGen, it seemed clear that we had to rethink our political strategy. We therefore
decided to shift our efforts to seeking other politically linked opportunities to shed some light on

the unresolved issues and the Province’s reluctance to provide information freely.

54. We enlisted the support of other organizations to selectively put political pressure on
different individuals. For example, letters to the Provincial Minister of Agriculture, Food and Rural
Affairs, Lisa Thompson, were sent on December 13, 2021, February 18, 2022 and April 8, 2022,

by CAPP and on January 24, 2022 by the National Farmers Union. The letters asked the Minister
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and her department to slow down or stop any request to transfer the land from the Agricultural
Research Institute of Ontario (ARIO) to the SolGen since the result of the transfer would not align
with their mandate to protect increasingly scarce agricultural land. We pointed out that the Ontario
Federation of Agriculture (OFA) had recently concluded that Ontario was losing 319 acres of

farmland every day, according to a 2021 Census on Agriculture.

55. By then, other organizations were also writing to the Minister, including Canadian Organic
Growers, the Ecological Farmers Association of Ontario, and Sustain Ontario. Minister Thompson
did not reply until March 31, 2022 stating that she and her Ministry would be unable to assist us.
In fact, by then, the transfer of land had taken place without any notice to anyone in the community.

(See Exhibit I for copies of the correspondence.)

56.  Further contacts continued via emails, phone calls, letters and in person meetings with
ONDP leaders Gilles Bisson and Joel Harden, MPP/SolGen critic Lucille Collard, OLP MPP
candidate Josh Bennett, Canadian Civil Liberties Association, Senator Kim Pate, NDP Correction
Critic Kevin Yarde, Liberal caucus members, Liberal and NDP Agriculture Critics, National
Farmers Union and other Farming associations, the Mayor of Penetanguishene, and the list goes
on. All these efforts were aimed at obtaining information that we were promised multiple times by

SolGen and IO as well as our MPP, in the name of transparency.

57. We also held out hope that both a provincial and municipal election could see changes that
would help in our prison location opposition efforts. Of all the candidates running to be MPP of
our riding Leeds—Grenville—Thousand Islands and Rideau Lakes, only one was supportive of
the prison, that being the incumbent Steve Clark. It is important to highlight that the candidates

from the OLP, ONDP, Ontario Green Party, all formerly announced that if elected, they would
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either pause or stop the plan to put a prison on agricultural land in Kemptville. Similarly, of the
candidates running municipally for mayor and council in Kemptville and our municipality of North
Grenville, almost all were opposed to the prison. So it was certainly logical to wait and hold out

hope for political leadership changes.

58.  After more than 15 months, it became clear that the information we were seeking — and
which had been repeatedly promised by the Province — was not forthcoming. With the project
timeline shown to us by SolGen on multiple occasions in mind, I and other JOG and CAPP
members felt that our window of opportunity would soon begin closing. We felt that we had no
alternatives other than to follow the lead set by Ms. Gallant and her initial FOI request in the hope
that even some information might be released. (Details of Ms. Gallant’s efforts are found in her

affidavit included in our Motion Record.)

59. Out of necessity and faced with what, by now, could only be characterized as stonewalling
by the Province, we initiated 13 additional related FOI requests that were submitted mostly in
January 2022, with a few more in February and March 2022. Building on the information provided
by the Province to the effect that it had concluded a number of “due diligence” studies, the
concerted FOI campaign launched by JOG and CAPP sought information on issues such as
planning, site servicing, topographic plans, geotechnical and environmental studies, designated
substance surveys, archeological investigations, natural heritage surveys, as well as any
correspondence between various public authorities on the proposal. The Affidavit of Lisette Major
included in this Motion Record provides full details on the subject matter and the status of these
FOI requests. In short, none of them have produced any of the materials the Province claims it has

completed.
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60.  We have also had to launch a few initiatives along the way to raise money to get
information to those who were either preoccupied with Covid related matters or not on social
media. Money was raised to mail out information flyers and more than 6400 residents received
these by mail. Additionally, various social media have been used to both distribute material and
receive material and support. Youtube, Instagram, Tik Tok, LinkedIn and two Facebook pages all
are functioning with reasonable viewership. They proved invaluable during the pandemic when

social distancing was of the utmost importance.

61.  Among the numerous strategies considered, by JOG in particular, the thought of pursuing
legal action was first discussed in December 2020, in the wake of the highly inconclusive October
and November 2020 public sessions held by SolGen (see Exhibit J). We explored the option with
members who had access to legal resources and advice. However, there were so few details about
the announcement that we simply had no idea what we would be asking lawyers to advise us on.
It seemed logical to wait, receive the information promised to us by provincial official, and then

consider legal options.

Not the “journey” the Province had promised us

62. Over the past 28 months, we have had to wade through a number of issues in our efforts to
seek the truth about the site selection for the proposed prison in Kemptville. We had high hopes
of inclusion and transparency when these commitments were made, but these hopes did not
materialize. With what I would characterize as systematic obfuscation by the Province, and the
timelines for the project moving, particularly after finding out that the Province had transferred the

land to SolGen, I and the other JOG and CAPP members had to take stock:
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a. We were told that the Kemptville property met their site selection criteria when in
fact it did not.
b. We were told that 100 to 130 properties were assessed for their location only to find

out from the Province’s own documentation that 38 were reviewed.

c. Only two public meetings have been held, despite claims of being on a joint

“journey” in which residents would be partners, along with our municipal government.

d. The farmland was transferred to SolGen despite obvious and continuous opposition

from large groups of residents.

e. We were told that no cost would be incurred by the local taxpayer, yet it was clear

that NG would foot the bill for policing costs.

f. Our MPP never followed through on his promise to meet with us — not even once.

g. Promises of economic benefits to our community have been largely debunked and

are no longer seen as credible.

h. FOI requests for documents that, according to the Province’s own affidavit in
support of this Motion to Dismiss our Application, have been completed, are refused on

the grounds that such documents do not exist.

It is clear we have been working at a distinct disadvantage. JOG and CAPP members are

only concerned residents doing their best, giving this issue as much time and effort as possible, all

the while facing a steep uphill battle to obtain any information.
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64. Throughout our efforts, we maintained our belief that our opposition could bear fruit, given
the successful opposition efforts put forth when the Ottawa Carleton Detention Centre (OCDC)
expansion project was eventually abandoned after three years into the planned project. It showed
us that the provincial government had little difficulty changing its mind, even after many years of
activity. In our minds, it was reasonable to continue to wait for answers from the province to either
be told or shown that the process of site selection that had been used was sound and that the results

from due diligence activities identified no issues.

65. I will conclude, by stating that I have spent countless hours for more than two years,
seeking facts about a selection process for a piece of land, facts that under any other circumstances
would be readily available and accessible. I have prioritized informing the public, presenting at
various rallies, meeting with political representatives, speaking at various information forums,
attempting to establish the foundational pieces to this decision. I have done this not as an advocate
but rather as someone who believes infrastructure projects should have established processes and
that these processes should be followed. I have been steadfast in my commentary since the early
days following the announcement in asking to be shown that a process exists for the site selection
and that the province followed it. Initially my opposition efforts, which was the first of its kind
for me, felt awkward, uncomfortable and at times isolating, being questioned about my
justifications for continuing my efforts, even by friends and family, often being told it was a “David
and Goliath” situation, so why bother. However, I have always believed that the questions we were
asking on behalf of the residents were thoughtful and genuine and that appropriate due diligence
by the province would have made responses to the questions simple and straightforward. This was

not what occurred, responses just never came at all.
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66. It has been a very busy time over the past two years, I’ve been involved in everything from
researching information, chairing meetings for JOG members, meeting with local and provincial
government officials, attending and speaking at rallies and public forums, meeting with
stakeholders such as Indigenous leaders, and our local hospital CEO, visiting and presenting at our
MPP constituency office, engaging with other municipal and provincial leaders to better
understand the similar challenges they continue to face with receiving information from SolGen,
and representing the opposition efforts as a spokesperson for JOG, meeting with Ontario Liberal,
Green, NDP leaders and provincial caucus members and finally taking a leadership role with the

local steering committee developing strategy and guiding ongoing opposition activities.

67.  Despite my deep-rooted interest in this matter, I do not have any personal financial interest,
nor do I stand to gain financially from any outcome of the judicial review process. Additionally,
my personal property value will hopefully not be significantly affected as I do not live in close
proximity to the proposed prison. My commitment to this endeavour has not only been from a time
perspective. I have also committed to the process financially both in early stages of fund raising,

purchasing signage and now with the Judicial Review process that has commenced.

68. To this day, substantive information about the province’s site selection process or its
decision to pave over valuable Class 2 designated farmland in Kemptville for a prison has not been
provided. In part, that is why we felt the Judicial Review application was warranted. We felt that
we did all we could do to avoid taking legal steps. From many perspectives, we strongly believe
that the province has failed in its commitments to our local government and to our fellow residents,
this is clear. We had exhausted all other avenues and concluded that we simply would never get to

the bottom of how and why Kemptville was selected and whether a process was followed.
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A Touri43elight - The North Grenville Times

A Tourist Delight

By NG Times - September 2, 2020

by Jim Bertram

Well ladies and gentlemen of North Grenville, the
government of Ontario has struck again. Apparently, it
was not enough to strip our municipality of the
Kemptville College six years ago under the Wynne
regime. Now, under Conservative auspices, the town is

to become a jail town.

The recent announcement that a jail is to be located in
the South end of town within easy reach of four schools
was made two days ago. It is my understanding that
members of our Council had NO KNOWLEDGE of this project before its unveiling. If that is entirely
true, it means that our provincial masters did not see fit to consult our local municipal
representatives, a step that would have shown at least an elementary level of respect for the
needs and interests of the residents of North Grenville. Given the support given locally to the
party in power, it makes one wonder what North Grenville has to do to gain the consideration of

the provincial powers.

I wonder if this project was floated elsewhere closer to the large centres which produce the
potential inmates of this jail and rejected by powerful interests. “Not for us”, said the well-placed
interests in the South of the province. Dump it somewhere else where the people are milder,
automatically supportive of the Party, and not likely to “answer back” to the power of

government.

The project will be brightly portrayed as an important spur to “economic development”. How will
that occur? Should be a great boon to Council's new emphasis on tourism, right? Well, not exactly.
Will Council still need to do a tourism study?

This new jail will be touted as a shining jewel showcasing the most up-to- date methods in dealing
with those who can’t manage to operate within the generous limits of the law. But what will those
people bring with them in terms of criminal activity? The jail will be said to be a rich provider of
jobs. To whom? To local people, or to specialised people from other areas? It will be said to spark
growth in the economy. Even as it drives economic development away from Kemptville and
causes home values to rise more slowly than in surrounding areas not saddled with a nice shiny
new prison. And - will this prison itself grow as its initial phase becomes established? What will be

the social effects of this huge institution? Has anyone thought about that? Anyone at all?

And what will be the effect of this addition to our municipality on municipal finances? How much
will this institution contribute to municipal finances? How much will it cost the municipality to

provide services? What will be the impact on the sewage and water systems? And, given the

https://ngtimes.ca/a-tourist-delight/
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negative impact on public safety, will the province come across with a generous subsidy to help
provide an additional police presence? You know- like IN KEMPTVILLE , not patrolling Hwy 4017 Or
will the province leave the local taxpayer to flounder in a morass of additional costs and pay
much increased property taxes? Another version of the many-headed beast of provincial

downloading?

Ladies and gentlemen, | hope you will become informed on this issue. Whatever your analysis of
the pros and cons, be aware that, as Councillor Barclay has told me, there will be a consultative
process relative to this project. | will be writing further on aspects of this initiative as information
becomes more plentiful. | really hope you will be too. And | look forward to seeing you at
meetings which should be held in the above-mentioned consultation process. In the final analysis,
| hope the province doesn't try to avoid this consultative step under the veil of Covid-19. Be aware

and be active in the defense of your own interests.

il Post Views: 4

NG Times
https://ngtimes.ca

This article was either written by the North Grenville Times staff, or submitted to us for publication.
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Hi Colleen,

Thanks for your time earlier this evening.
| was reading through the items from Justin and others.

Questions on my radar are as follows (in no particular order and some of JP’s have been used
below):

1/ Environmental Impact Assessment - when? By whom?

> You note that you will be building a LEED facility. Nonetheless, what are the
environmental impacts of taking usable farmland offline and building a facility of this
kind, especially down the road when infrastructure gets older?

> Are you planning an environmental assessment before moving the project any further to
determine whether this plan is environmentally sound and to identify mitigation measures
to limit the environmental impact of a new prison if it indeed gets built here?

2/ Why Kemptville, a suburb of approx. 4000 residents to house such a facility — all other 25
sites are in larger urban areas with maybe the exception of Penetanguishene at more than double
our population (~9000)?

3/ What other sites were considered? Why not selected? Russell Rd. or Burritt's Rapids sites or
expanding facilities elsewhere in Eastern Ontario?

4/ Provincial Surplus Lands listing - where is this available publicly?

5/ OCDC - Recently, the Minister has said that a decision regarding whether or not to renovate
the Ottawa-Carleton Detention Centre will be assessed once the prison in Kemptville is built. Is
there a scenario where you decide to shutdown the Ottawa-Carleton Detention Centre and
expand the prison in Kemptville to accommodate the prisoner population there?

» Is it possible you could expand the prison in Kemptville down the road given the amount
of provincial land you have here? OCDC after all opened as a 164-bed facility and now
has around 600 beds.

» What percentage of prisoners do you anticipate will be on remand versus serving a
sentence here in Kemptville’s prison and how will that shape program offerings?

6/ Kemptville Hospital

» Advocates and experts have been calling for healthcare to be transferred out of your
hands over to the Ministry of Health for years. How will this new prison not further
burden our already taxed local healthcare services given that prisoners generally have
poorer health than the general population?
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7/ Public Consultation

>

>

What steps are being taken to consult the public?
What is the purpose of your consultation process?

Are we just going to be picking wall paint colours or will we have a real say in what will
happen in the facility?

How can public input shape the process given that the decision already seems to have
been made?

If one goal of this project is to improve community safety in eastern Ontario, why not
have public consultations in our communities to ask us how we should spend funds that
are currently earmarked for the Kemptville prison to improve public safety?

If another goal of this project is to stimulate the local economy, why not have public
consultations in North Grenville to ask us how we should spend funds that are currently
earmarked for the Kemptville prison economic development?
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New Kemptville
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Introductions -

Ministry of the Solicitor General

Ali Veshkini
Karen Ellis
Renu Kulendran
Maria Duran-Schneider
Mena Zaffino
Angelo Gismondi
woocm Houghton
Robert Greene
Melanie Mayoh
Daniel Kielly
Nick Liantzakis
Rob Bauman

Marion Isabeau Ringuette

Peter Copeland

2 Ministry of the Solicitor General

Associate Deputy Minister

Assistant Deputy Minister — Institutional Services (IS)
Assistant Deputy Minister — Community Services (CS)
Chief Administrative Officer (CAO) — Corporate Services (CSD)
Assistant Deputy Minister — Operational Support (OS)
Senior Vice President — Infrastructure Ontario (I0)
Executive Director (A) — Institutional Services

Director, Facilities and Capital Planning (CSD)

Director, Corporate Health Care, Operational Support (OS)
Manager, Major Projects (CSD)

Manager, Major Capital Projects (IS)

Project Lead (IS)

Director of Communications, Solicitor General’s Office

Senior Policy Advisor, Solicitor General’s Office

Ontario @
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Agenda

Site Selection

Site Comparisons Walkthrough

- Project Overview

- Design Excellence

- Discharge Planning & Community Reintegration
- Health Care

- Local and Economic Benefits

- Project Timeline & Upcoming Engagements

Questions & Answers

3 Ministry of the Solicitor General Ontario @
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Site Selection
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Site Selection

- Already in Government Portfolio (government policy)

- Value for money

. Private land purchase costs ranged from $S10M - S40M
- Appropriate size to accommodate new facility
- Within Catchment area of existing facility in Ottawa
- Adjacent to the highway 417 or 416
- No development impediments (i.e. liens, 3 party rights)
- Staff home locations in proximity to new location

- Build smaller, more efficient and manageable sized facility

5 Ministry of the Solicitor General Ontario @



Test Fit

Notes

- Conceptual design
greyed out due to
commercial sensitivites.

- Plan is conceptual and
subject to further
studies, investigations
and approvals prior to
final placement on
property.

LEGEND

PROPOSED BUILDING

FLOOD PLAIN

LANDSCAPING

R—— - PROPERTY BOUNDARY

— CREEK
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Site Comparisons
2 Walkthrough
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Year Opened
Security Level
# of Beds

1) John Knox

Christian

2) Queen Street
Public

3) Ridgeview
Public

4) St. Augustine
Catholic

Description

1973

Medium

228

0.3km

0.5km

0.8km

1.2km

Ontario @



North Bay Jail

N Ecole éléme _.,.m.w ire"
publigue Im..q:muw B
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Description

1 Year Opened 1929

Security Level Maximum

# of Beds 111

1) Ecole 0.6km

secondaire

publique

Odyssée

2) Ecole 0.7km

élémentaire

publique

Héritage

3) WIJ Fricker 0.7km

Public

10 Ministry of the Solicitor General Ontario @



Thunder Bay Jail

NV Year Opened 1928
- i 4
mﬂ_m:m.ﬁ_ﬁ.ﬂ FighiSchool . Security Level Maximum
F— # of Beds 145
@ . e .
nder, BaylJall : nE 1) St. Ignatius 0.2km
(W . High School
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Niagara Detention Centre

H.ﬂ_. Ontario| P School
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chael's Banquet

ra Detention Centre

Ministry of the Solicitor General

Year Opened
Security Level
# of Beds

1) Ontario
Public School

2) Residential
Development

Description

1973
Maximum
272

0.6km

0.5km

Ontario @



Project Overview

1
(o]



Correctional Services Overview

- |Institutional Services
- Currently operate 25 institutions across the Province
- Average daily count of approximately 6,000 inmates
- Over 6,300 staff

" Community Services
- 120 Probation & Parole Offices across the Province

- Responsible for an average of approximately 40,000
offenders per day

- Over 1,200 staff

14 Ministry of the Solicitor General Ontario @
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New Kemptville Facility

Facility Profile

Inmate Profile

Functional
Space

Project Delivery

Description

235 beds
Maximum Security (based on security envelope)

Accommodate Men and Women Inmates
Accommodate minimum, medium and maximum classified inmates

Single cell occupancy

Program and cultural spaces

Day area (soft furniture, television, telephones — where
appropriate)

Appropriate level of alternative housing and medical/mental health
services

Regular access to outdoor spaces

Open visitation spaces

Improved professional development space for staff

Video court suites

Private Public Partnership (P3) - Design Build Finance and Maintain

15 Ministry of the Solicitor General Ontario @



Design Excellence
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South West Detention Centre (Windsor)

17 Ministry of the Solicitor General Ontario @



Toronto South Detention Centre

Public Waiting Area
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Major Project Examples - Hospitals
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Institutional Area: Inm