
 
01-22-AAC 
Nottawasaga Valley Conservation Authority 
Mar 31, 2022 at 10:00 AM EDT to Mar 31, 2022 at 12:00 PM EDT 
Virtual 
 
 

Agenda 

1. CALL TO ORDER 

2. MOTION TO ADOPT AGENDA 

Recommendation: 
Moved by: Ted Woods 
Seconded by: Dave Ritchie 
RESOLVED THAT: The Agenda for the Agricultural advisory Committee 01-
22-AAC dated March 31, 2022 be approved. 

3. DECLARATION OF PECUNIARY AND CONFLICT OF INTEREST 

4. APPROVED MINUTES 

Recommendation: 
Moved by: Cllr. Dane Nielsen 
Seconded by: Dave Spring 
RESOLVED THAT: the minutes of the Agricultural Advisory Committee 
Meeting 01-21-AAC dated June 23, 2021 be approved. 

5. DISCUSSIONS ON ELECTIONS/APPOINTMENT OF NEW MEMBERS 

Members must vote on two organizations to send an invitation for 
membership as there are two spaces available. 

6. CONSERVATION AUTHORITIES CORE MANDATES 

Doug Hevenor, CAO will go over the recent changes to the Conservation 
Authorities Act. 

7. AGRICULTURAL REPRESENTATIVE  
Byron Wesson, Director, Conservation Services will go over the MECP 
Agricultural Representative.  

8. NVCA's 5 YEAR STRATEGIC PLAN 

Chris Hibberd, Director, Watershed Management Services will go over 
NVCA's 5 Year Strategic Plan.  

9. COMMITTEE TERMS OF REFERENCE 



Doug Hevenor, CAO will go over the Terms of Reference.  

10. TENTITAVE 2022 MEETING DATES 

Recommendation: 
Moved by: Cllr. Donna Jebb 
Seconded by: Dave Ritchie 
2nd Quarter Date: June 30, 2022 
3rd Quarter Date: September 30, 2022 
4th Quarter Date: December 2, 2022 

11. OTHER BUSINESS 

12. ADJOURN 

Recommendation: 
Moved by: Cllr. Donna Jebb 
Seconded by: Dave Spring 
RESOLVED THAT: this meeting of the Agricultural Advisory Committee 01-
22-AAC adjourn at _______.  

 



 

MINUTES 
Agricultural Advisory Committee 

AAC-01-21 
Wednesday, June 23, 2021 
10:00 a.m. to 12:00 p.m. 

                                            Virtual Meeting Via WebEx 
 
Present: 
Chair, Colin Elliott, North Simcoe Soil and Crop Assoc. (had technical difficulties) 
Cllr. Gail Little, NVCA Member (Dufferin County FA representative)  
Cllr. Donna Jebb, NVCA Member 
Ted Woods, President Christian Farmers Association, arrived at 10:27am  
David Ritchie, President SCFA 
David Spring, Spring Valley Farms Inc. 
 
Regrets: 
Jim Partridge, Simcoe County FA 
Vice-Chair, Hugh Simpson, Grey County FA 
Cllr. Dane Nielsen, NVCA Member  
John Elder, Simcoe County FA  
 
Staff Attendance: 
Doug Hevenor, Chief Administrative Officer   
Byron Wesson, Director, Conservation Services 
Chris Hibberd, Director, Watershed Management Services  
Haleigh Ferguson, Executive Administrator/Recorder 
Kerry Jenkins, Administrator Assistant/Recorder 
Sheryl Flannagan, Director Corporate Services/Recorder, departed at 11:00 am  
 
 
 

1.  CALL TO ORDER  
 
Acting Chair David Ritchie called the meeting to order at 10:21 a.m.  

 
2.   MOTION TO ADOPT AGENDA 

 
RES: 01-21 
Moved by: David Spring  Seconded by: Cllr. Donna Jebb 
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RESOLVED THAT: the Agenda for the Agricultural Advisory Committee AAC-
02-20 dated October 15, 2020 be approved. 

               Carried; 
 

3.    DECLARATION OF PECUNIARY AND CONFLICT OF INTEREST 
 
None declared. 

 
4.    REVIEW OF MINUTES 

 
The minutes were approved by the Board of Directors on November 27th, 
2020.  

                
5.    PRESENTATIONS 

 
Byron Wesson, Director Conservation Services conducted a 
presentation on Proposed Changes to the CA Act Lands Program. 
 
Discussion Ensued 
 
Chris Hibberd, Director Watershed Management Services conducted a 
presentation on NVCA Draft Net Gains Guidelines. 
 
Discussion Ensued 
 

6.     OTHER BUSINESS  
 

The AAC will meet again in September or October 2021. NVCA staff will 
provide the dates and times to all members by majority vote.  

       
 

7.   ADJOURN 
 

RES: 02-21 
Moved by: Donna Jebb  Seconded by: Gail Little 
RESOLVED THAT: this meeting of the Agricultural Advisory Committee AAC-
01-21 adjourn at 11:45 a.m. to meet again in September/October or at the 
call of the Chair. 

      Carried; 
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PURPOSE 
 
The Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks (the “ministry”) is consulting 
on a second phase of provincial regulatory and policy proposals that would be made 
under the Conservation Authorities Act to ensure that conservation authorities focus and 
deliver on their core mandate including helping protect people and property from the risk 
of natural hazards, the conservation and management of conservation authority-owned 
lands, and their roles in drinking water source protection and to improve governance 
and oversight in conservation authority operations.   
 
The purpose of this Consultation Guide (guide) is to provide a description of the 
proposed Phase 2 levy and budget regulations (Lieutenant-Governor-in-Council (LGIC) 
and Minister’s regulation),provincial policy to be made under the Conservation 
Authorities Act, and complementary regulatory proposals, in order for the ministry to 
obtain feedback on the proposals. The guide describes the proposals that would inform 
the drafting of the regulations and associated policy document and is not intended to 
convey the precise language that would be used in regulation or policy.  
 
Comments on the proposals may be submitted before the date indicated through either 
the Environmental Registry of Ontario or can be emailed directly to the ministry at 
ca.office@ontario.ca. Comments received will be considered by the ministry when 
developing the final regulations and policy.  

INTRODUCTION  
 
In 2018, the government made a commitment in its environment plan to collaborate with 
municipalities and other stakeholders to ensure that conservation authorities focus and 
deliver on their core mandate.  
 
As part of that commitment, the government made amendments to the Conservation 
Authorities Act through the More Homes, More Choice Act, 2019 which received Royal 
Assent on June 6, 2019. Beginning in late 2019, the ministry undertook extensive 
consultations with municipalities, the public, landowners, development, agricultural, 
environmental and conservation organizations as well as conservation authorities, about 
the core role of conservation authorities.  
 
Based on the extensive and valuable feedback received, legislative amendments to the 
Conservation Authorities Act were made through Bill 229, Protect, Support and Recover 
from COVID-19 Act (Budget Measures), 2020 which received Royal Assent on 
December 8, 2020.  
  
The government is proclaiming unproclaimed provisions in the Conservation Authorities 
Act (stemming from amendments made in 2017, 2019, and 2020) through a staged 
process enabling a staggered rollout of regulations and policies in two phases.  
 

mailto:ca.office@ontario.ca
https://www.ola.org/en/legislative-business/bills/parliament-42/session-1/bill-229/status
https://www.ola.org/en/legislative-business/bills/parliament-42/session-1/bill-229/status
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The first stage of proclamations occurred on February 2, 2021 and included 
housekeeping amendments as well as provisions related to conservation authority 
governance, government requirements and the Minister of the Environment, 
Conservation and Park’s powers. These were followed by the first phase of regulatory 
proposals posted to the Environmental Registry of Ontario and Ontario’s Regulatory 
Registry for comment for 45-days from May 13 to June 27, 2021. 
 
Following extensive consultation, the final regulations were filed on October 1, 2021 
when the enabling provisions in the Conservation Authorities Act were proclaimed.  
 
More information on the recently proclaimed provisions and approved regulations can 
be found via https://ero.ontario.ca/notice/019-2986. 
 

REGULATORY AND POLICY PROPOSALS FOR CONSULTATION  
 
The proposals in this guide for consultation are to support development of the following:  
 

1. LGIC regulation governing the apportionment by conservation authorities of their 
capital costs and operating expenses to be paid by their participating 
municipalities through municipal levies, as well as related conservation authority 
budgetary matters, including requirements that conservation authorities distribute 
their draft and final budgets to relevant municipalities and make them publicly 
available – i.e. “Municipal Levies Regulation”.  
 

2. Minister’s regulation governing the determination by a conservation authority of 
costs owed by specified municipalities for the authority’s mandatory programs 
and services under the Clean Water Act, 2006, and the Lake Simcoe Protection 
Act, 2008 – i.e. “Minister’s regulation for determining amounts owed by specified 
municipalities”. 
 

3. Minister’s published list of classes of programs and services in respect of which a 
conservation authority may charge a user fee.  
 

4. Complementary regulations to increase transparency of authority operations.  
 

Until the levy regulations and policy proposals noted above are finalized and in effect 
and the associated legislative provisions proclaimed into force, conservation authorities 
and municipalities would continue to follow current levy and budgeting processes, as 
well as the current list of eligible user fees set out in provincial policy. The schedule of 
timing for the effective date of these proposed regulations and provincial policy is 
proposed to align with municipal and conservation authority calendar year budget 
cycles, beginning January 1, 2023. This would ensure that conservation authority 2024 
budgets and levy processes would follow the updated regulations, and conservation 
authorities would have the necessary time to satisfy the legislative requirements 
following the Minister’s publication of the list of classes of programs and services for 
which an authority may charge a user fee.  

https://ero.ontario.ca/notice/019-2986
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PART 1: PROPOSED MUNICIPAL LEVIES REGULATION 
 

BACKGROUND 
 

MUNICIPAL LEVY FRAMEWORK  
 

The province established conservation authorities through the Conservation Authorities 
Act based on resolutions by municipalities within a common watershed to address 
provincial and cross-municipal boundary interests in resource management, principally 
for water and natural hazard management.  
 
The participating municipalities who petitioned for or later joined a conservation authority 
were agreeing to appoint their share of representative members to the authority, with the 
collective membership being the authority.  
 
Municipalities also were agreeing to finance the conservation authority which, under the 
Conservation Authorities Act, must be done through the levy provisions. This Act 
enabled municipalities to take advantage of cost sharing through joint municipal funding 
of the conservation authority and its programs, services and projects (e.g., flood control 
infrastructure) that provide economic benefits, including through the protection of people 
and property.  
 
A ‘levy’ is a compulsory financial charge on participating municipalities. Under the 
Conservation Authorities Act, an authority has the power to charge the participating 
municipalities for its operating expenses and capital costs if not funded by other revenue 
sources. The municipal levy provisions under the Act provide that the authority can 
determine the amount of levy required for expenses/costs and can apportion an amount 
of the total to each participating municipality as prescribed in the regulation. The levy 
under the Act is a debt due by the participating or specified municipalities to the 
authority and may be enforced by the authority as such.  
 
Un-proclaimed provisions under the Act will, once proclaimed, continue to provide 
participating municipalities with the ability to appeal to the Ontario Land Tribunal 
regarding levy apportionments. Participating municipalities also have an opportunity to 
provide direct input into the authority annual municipal levy and authority budget.  
 
Current legislation, regulations and provincial policy provide direction to the authorities 
and municipalities on the annual conservation authority budget process. The budget 
process also determines the total municipal levy required to be paid and how each type 
of authority cost can be apportioned among the participating municipalities based on the 
benefit each such municipality receives (or derives) from the costs. The Conservation 
Authorities Act provides that a conservation authority can determine the total benefit 
afforded to all the participating municipalities and the proportion of the benefit afforded 
to each of the participating municipalities (clause 21(1)(h)).  
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In 2019, participating municipalities provided over $231 million to their conservation 
authorities through municipal levies (general and special project levies) under the 
Conservation Authorities Act. Municipal levies, the principal source of conservation 
authority funding, accounted for 56.6% of total authority revenue in 2019 with authority 
self-generated revenue accounting for 33.6%. Self-generated revenue could include 
cash raised through fees, such as user fees for park admissions, permitting fees, nature 
centre programs or stewardship services. Other revenue sources included provincial 
grants (6%) and federal grants (3.8%) (Conservation Ontario 2019 statistics).  
 
Given the varying scope of programs and services each of the 36 conservation 
authorities provide and the size of their annual budgets to support those programs and 
services, each has a different makeup of revenue sources to finance their operations. 
For example, one authority may finance up to 81% of its annual operations through the 
municipal levy while another may only rely on the municipal levy for 28% of their budget, 
with the rest covered through other sources including self-generated revenue or 
provincial and federal grants (2019 conservation authority statistics).   
 
Please see the Appendix for more information on the current municipal levy framework. 
 

NEW LEGISLATIVE AND REGULATORY FRAMEWORK  
 
With the proclamation of recent amendments made to the Conservation Authorities Act 
and newly approved regulations (Environmental Registry of Ontario notice number 019-
2986) made under this Act, the ministry is reviewing the current municipal levy context. 
Unproclaimed amendments to the Conservation Authorities Act would replace the 
existing municipal levy provisions with new levy provisions, once proclaimed, and would 
be supported by proposed regulations intended to bring the municipal levy framework 
into alignment with the new legislative and regulatory framework. 
 
The new legislative amendments and corresponding regulations now require the 
categorization of conservation authority programs and services into three categories: 
category 1 (those programs and services every conservation authority is required to 
provide), category 2 (programs and services a municipality requests the conservation 
authority to undertake pursuant to a memorandum of understanding or agreement) and 
category 3 (programs and services the authority decides to adopt to further the 
purposes of the Act).  
 
Category 1 mandatory programs and services that conservation authorities must now 
deliver pursuant to O. Reg. 686/21: “Mandatory Programs and Services,” may be funded 
by provincial grants and, in some cases, conservation authority self-generated revenue 
(e.g., user fees, resource development). Where such revenue sources cannot finance 
the entire cost of these programs and services, under the unproclaimed levy provisions, 
a conservation authority will have the authority to levy their participating municipalities to 
finance these mandatory programs and services without any separate agreement. Most 
of the mandatory programs and services reflect long-standing programs and services 
that all 36 CAs have provided within their areas of jurisdiction. 

https://ero.ontario.ca/notice/019-2986
https://ero.ontario.ca/notice/019-2986
https://www.ontario.ca/laws/regulation/210686
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Category 2 programs and services are those that a conservation authority delivers at the 
request of and on behalf of one or more municipalities (i.e., are municipally requested). 
Under the Conservation Authorities Act, a memorandum of understanding or service 
level agreement (or other similar agreement) between the parties is required and would 
describe the program(s) or service(s) to be delivered and will include provisions for how 
it is funded, where appropriate. Funding for such programs and services could be 
through special project levy and/or combined with user fees, or by other means as may 
be specified in the agreement if the municipality is not a participating or specified 
municipality. The ability for municipalities to request programs and services to be 
delivered by authorities on behalf of the municipalities is fundamental in the 
Conservation Authorities Act and long standing in authority budgets.  
 
Category 3 programs and services are those a conservation authority determines are 
advisable to deliver in their area of jurisdiction (authority determined). For a 
conservation authority to levy for these programs and services, the authority must have 
cost apportioning agreements in place with the participating municipalities who have 
individually agreed to fund the programs and services. This requirement for participating 
municipalities to decide on funding category 3 programs and services and then enter 
into a cost apportioning agreement where the municipal levy is proposed to be used, is 
new to the funding and programming relationship between conservation authorities and 
participating municipalities. Cost apportioning agreements need to be in place as of 
January 1, 2024, for authorities to be able to levy for these category 3 programs and 
services as per the recently approved O. Reg. 687/21 “Transition Plans and Agreements 
Regulation”. 
 

PROPOSAL 
 

MUNICIPAL LEVY 
 
Unproclaimed provisions of the Conservation Authorities Act provide for legislative 
changes to the current levy provisions to reflect the changes stemming from the new 
categorization of programs and services and provide for an enhanced LGIC  “Municipal 
Levies” Regulation to replace existing LGIC levy regulations (O. Reg. 670/00 
“Conservation Authority Levies”; Ontario Regulation 139/96 “Municipal Levies”).  
 
We are proposing to proclaim unproclaimed provisions of the Conservation Authorities 
Act that provide expanded regulatory authority for the LGIC to develop regulations which 
will govern the apportionment of the authority ‘operating expenses’ and ‘capital costs’ 
and conservation authority budgetary matters in general. ‘Operating expenses’ are 
defined in the Conservation Authorities Act and includes salaries of authority staff, per 
diems of authority members, rent and other office costs, program expenses, and costs 
related to the operation or maintenance of a project, and authority budgets break down 
these types of costs.  
 

https://www.ontario.ca/laws/regulation/210687
https://www.ontario.ca/laws/regulation/210687
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In order to safeguard the effective and timely transition of conservation authority 
operations to the new funding framework, we are proposing as part of this new 
Municipal Levies Regulation to apply the long practised municipal levy processes to the 
changed municipal levy context by: 
 

• Maintaining consistency with current budget and municipal levy processes (i.e., 
budget, voting and apportionment methods as described in this guide). 
 

• Using and adapting existing voting and apportionment methods and practices set 
out in current regulations or provincial policy.  
 

Please see the Appendix for more details on the current municipal levy voting and 
apportionment methods. 
 
The overall proposed approach in general is to provide direction as well as clarification 
where required while ensuring conservation authorities and municipalities have the 
necessary flexibility to respond to local circumstances. For example, for category 3 
programs and services where an authority and participating municipalities are entering 
into cost apportioning agreements, these agreements could be with one, some or all 
municipalities and could use different apportioning methods on a case by case basis.  
 
As a result, we propose that the Municipal Levies Regulation would: 

• Incorporate the two current levies regulations (O. Reg. 670/00 “Conservation 
Authority Levies”; O. Reg. 139/96 “Municipal Levies”) and update as appropriate, 
including terminology such as ‘general levy’, ‘special project levy’, and removing 
‘matching’, and ‘non-matching’ levy (see appendix for definitions). 

• Incorporate the standards and policy for the authority budget process as currently set 
out in regulation and provincial policy. This is summarized in Table 1 below. 
  

The intent is to ensure clear, consistent and transparent practice by the authorities and 
municipalities in the annual budget and municipal levy process and approval, and in the 
authority apportionment of project capital costs and operating expenses, including 
corporate administrative costs, to participating municipalities.  

 
Additionally, we propose that the Municipal Levies Regulation would include:  

• The two existing voting methods (i.e., the ‘one member, one vote’ and ‘weighted 
vote’, as set out in current legislation and regulation). 

• The three current methods of apportioning expenses/costs (i.e., modified current 
property value assessment, agreement of the authority and participating 
municipalities, and as decided by the authority), while adapting the appropriate use 
of the apportionment and voting methods to the categories of programs and services 
where costs may be apportioned among all participating municipalities or to one or 
some.  
 

See the Appendix for a summary of the current voting methods and methods for 
apportioning expenses/costs. 
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CONSERVATION AUTHORITY BUDGETING 
 
The total annual municipal levy amount is confirmed with the approval of the annual 
authority budget by the authority (the members) at the annual budget meeting.  
 
Unproclaimed provisions provide the LGIC with regulatory authority to develop 
regulations that govern conservation authority budget matters including the process 
authorities must follow when preparing a budget, the consultations required, and the 
rules and procedures governing budget meetings including quorum for these meetings 
and voting on the budget. 
 
Current budget processes that the authorities and participating municipalities have 
developed at the local level are based on a mix of legislation, regulation, policy and 
guidance, and appears generally to function well and often leads to unanimous approval 
of the authority budget.  
 
We propose to update and consolidate current regulation, policy and guidance for the 
budget, where relevant, into the proposed Municipal Levies Regulation. We propose to 
leave the working relationship for authorities and municipalities to develop, and they can 
coordinate and communicate their fiscal and budgetary timelines and expectations. The 
proposed regulation would include what is in the current O. Reg. 139/96 “Municipal 
Levies”, such as the items provided in Table 1 (i.e., methods of voting and notice). 
 
In addition, it is proposed that as part of the consultation process on the budget with the 
participating municipalities, conservation authorities would be required to provide a 
summary of how the authority considered opportunities for self-generated revenue. We 
know that many conservation authorities provide valuable programs and services that 
are important to their local communities. These may be funded in whole or in part by 
self-generated revenue including from contracts with other organizations and user-
generated fees or through other means. A greater reliance on self-generated revenue 
can reduce demands on the overall municipal levy and respect taxpayer dollars. Self-
generated revenue can also come from resource development (e.g. logging, 
hydroelectric generation), fundraising and donations, services such as weddings and 
other events, as well as other rental / leasing opportunities such as for movie 
productions. 
 
To enable full transparency in the conservation authority budget process, we are also 
proposing that the LGIC regulation would require each conservation authority to: 

1) Publicly post its full draft budget, including the details related to operating and 
capital costs, on its website, irrespective of sources of revenue. This shall be 
done upon circulation to the municipality a minimum of 30 days prior to the 
meeting to decide any municipal levy component of the budget. 

2) Distribute a copy of the final approved conservation authority budget to the 
Minister and its participating municipalities; and, make the final budget available 
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to the public by posting on its website and any other means the authority deems 
appropriate.  

 
Table 1. Elements of the proposed conservation authority budget process to 
be included in the proposed Municipal Levies Regulation.  
 

Conservation 
Authority Budget   

Description 

1. Draft Annual 
Budget 

Process: 

• Conservation authority staff prepare draft budgets each year 
including proposed municipal levy amounts (general and special 
project levies) and apportionments. The overall budget addresses 
all anticipated revenues and expenditures for the core mandatory 
programs and services and local priorities (category 2 and 3) as 
well as corporate costs.  

• Budgets are set based on the experience from the previous year, 
staff recommendations to address current priorities, and authority 
member input and direction.   

• An authority and participating municipalities coordinate and 
communicate with each other their fiscal and budgetary timelines 
and expectations for the municipal levy and for the budget. 

• The draft preliminary authority budget is circulated to participating 
municipalities and upon circulation, the authority would be required 
to publicly post the draft budget to its website a minimum of 30 days 
before a vote on the final budget by the municipally appointed 
members. 

• NOTE: this proposal aligns with current provincial policy. 
 
Vote: 

• The authority (i.e. the members) vote to approve the draft 
preliminary budget for circulation to the participating municipalities 
by one member/one vote (i.e., each member is entitled to one vote 
per subsection 16(1) of the Conservation Authorities Act). 

2. Notification of 
Meeting  

• Minimum 30 days’ notice given to participating municipalities of the 
conservation authority meeting to decide on the municipal levy 
component of the annual budget (generally held at the meeting to 
approve the annual budget).  

• Notice must contain the amount of the municipal levy to be voted on 
and be accompanied by the financial information used to determine 
the levy, including the full draft authority budget which includes all 
operating and capital costs.  

• NOTE: this proposal aligns with requirements set out in the current 
Municipal Levies Regulation and provincial policy. 

• In addition, it is proposed that the conservation authority must 
provide a summary of how the authority considered opportunities 
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for self-generated revenue as part of the consultation process with 
participating municipalities on the budget and the levy. 

3. Municipal Levy 
Vote  

• The municipal levy part of the authority budget includes both the 
general and special project levies, and would continue to be 
approved by a ‘weighted’ majority vote of 51% of all the members 
present at the meeting for the levy vote (generally also the meeting 
for the budget vote), as set out in current regulations. 

• Member votes are ‘weighted’ by the percentage of municipal levy 
their appointing municipality pays to the authority (‘pay for say’ 
principle). 

• A municipality cannot have a weighted vote of its members 
exceeding 50% of all the weighted votes unless that municipality 
has more than 50% of the members in the authority. 

• When a member represents more than one municipality, each of 
their weighted votes would be based on the respective municipal 
weighting.  

• Municipal levy vote is a recorded vote. No proxy vote. 

• NOTE: this proposal aligns with requirements set out in the current 
Municipal Levies Regulation and provincial policy. 

4. Budget Vote  

• Proposal is to provide the two voting options:  
o Each member is entitled to one vote.  
o The member vote is ‘weighted’ (as noted above). 

• The budget vote is a recorded vote. No proxy vote. 

• NOTE: this proposal aligns with current practices, where some 
authorities use the one member/one vote while others use the 
‘weighted vote’.  

5. Final Budget 

• The conservation authority would distribute a copy of the final 
approved conservation authority budget to the Minister and its 
participating municipalities and would be required to make the final 
budget publicly available by posting it on their website in a timely 
manner and by any other means the authority considers advisable. 

• NOTE: this proposal aligns with current practices of many 
conservation authorities. 

 

APPORTIONMENT METHODS FOR CONSERVATION AUTHORITY PROGRAMS 
AND SERVICES COSTS  
 
Conservation authorities will be able to levy for all category 1 mandatory programs and 
services, and only levy for category 2 and 3 programs and services with memorandums 
of understanding or service level agreements (or other similar agreement) or cost 
apportioning agreements in place. It would be required that the conservation authority 
budget clearly show these programs and services categories and detailed associated 
cost apportionment method for the municipal levy among the participating municipalities 
for each going forward. 
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As noted above, we are proposing to provide direction on the methods available to 
conservation authorities to apportion ‘capital costs’ and ‘operating expenses’ while 
enabling flexibility in determining which method meets local needs.  
 

Category 1 Mandatory Programs and Services 
 
Apportionment of ‘operating expenses’ and ‘capital costs’ of mandatory programs and 
services and the voting on the municipal levies for these programs and services is not 
proposed to change significantly from the current levy requirements. For the most part, 
the prescribed mandatory programs and services have been delivered by conservation 
authorities for many years, paid for (in whole or part) through the municipal levy.  
 
‘Operating expenses’ for mandatory programs and services are proposed to be 
apportioned against all the participating municipalities using the modified current 
property value assessment method as set out in the current O. Reg. 670/00 
“Conservation Authority Levies.” However, where there may be operating expenses that 
do not apply to all participating municipalities (e.g., ice management, certain types of 
infrastructure operation and maintenance costs) it is proposed that those operating 
expenses may be apportioned by agreement of the authority and participating 
municipalities, or as decided by the authority, rather than the modified current property 
value assessment method.  
 
Currently maintenance costs may be apportioned using two of the methods (i.e., 
modified current property value assessment or agreement of the authority and 
participating municipalities). It is proposed that capital costs would still be apportioned 
by any of the three of the current apportionment methods.  
 

Category 2 and 3 Programs and Services 
 
We propose that the apportionment method(s) used for costs/expenses related to 
category 2 and 3 programs and services would provide flexibility, allowing the 
conservation authority and its participating municipalities to decide the method to use, 
which must be set out in an agreement (e.g., memorandum of understanding or service 
level agreement (or other such agreement) for category 2, or cost apportioning 
agreement for category 3). This would likely be dependent on the benefit afforded or 
derived by a municipality from the program or service relative to other participating 
municipalities funding the program or service and how many participating municipalities 
may be involved.  
 

Conservation Authority Corporate Administrative Costs  
(costs not directly related to the delivery of programs and services)  
 
In order to successfully deliver all categories of programs and services, conservation 
authorities have ongoing ‘operating expenses’ and ‘capital costs’ to function effectively 
as an organization and ensure they can best deliver their programs and services. These 



 

11 

on-going ‘corporate administrative’ costs are not directly related to the delivery of any 
specific program or service and are costs to maintain the organization itself.  
 

These costs could include for example: staffing and expenses for the authority members 
(governance costs), general management, clerical, financial (e.g., accounting, payroll), 
general asset management planning, IT staff, senior management costs, legal costs 
(e.g. ‘back office functions’), office equipment and supplies including IT, vehicles and 
machinery, workshop space, main office occupancy costs (e.g., heating, utilities, 
potentially rent), depreciation on owned buildings and equipment, main office 
maintenance, repair as well as insurance and property taxes. 
 
These corporate administrative costs do not require a memorandum of understanding or 
service level agreement (or other similar agreement) or cost apportioning agreement 
with a participating municipality for an authority to levy for these costs. We are 
proposing that these costs be included in the Municipal Levies Regulation and 
accounted for in a transparent, detailed and stand-alone manner in the authority’s draft 
and approved budgets.  
 
Unproclaimed provisions in the Conservation Authorities Act would also continue, once 
proclaimed, to enable a conservation authority to apportion a minimum levy for 
operating expenses to a participating municipality. The unproclaimed term ‘operating 
expenses’ under the Act includes corporate administrative costs as well operating costs 
of programs and services. 

PART 2: PROPOSED MINISTER’S REGULATION FOR 
DETERMINING AMOUNTS OWED BY SPECIFIED 
MUNICIPALITIES 
 

BACKGROUND  
 
Recent changes to the Conservation Authorities Act include unproclaimed provisions 
that, once proclaimed, would allow conservation authorities to levy participating 
municipalities and ‘specified municipalities’ for the mandatory programs and services 
related to authority responsibilities under the Clean Water Act, 2006 and for the Lake 
Simcoe Region Conservation Authority mandatory policy implementation under the Lake 
Simcoe Protection Act, 2008.  
 
A ‘specified municipality’ is a municipality designated by regulation for a source 
protection authority/area under the Clean Water Act, 2006 or designated under a 
regulation of the Lake Simcoe Protection Act, 2008 as a municipality in the Lake Simcoe 
Region Conservation Authority; however, a specified municipality is not a participating 
municipality of a conservation authority under the Conservation Authorities Act. In other 
words, a specified municipality is a municipality or part of a municipality that did not join 
a conservation authority under the Conservation Authorities Act and is geographically 
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outside of any conservation authority area of jurisdiction under the Conservation 
Authorities Act. 
 
The Conservation Authorities Act provides the Minister of the Environment, 
Conservation and Parks with regulatory authority to govern the determination of 
amounts owed by any of the specified municipalities for the programs and services an 
authority provides in respect of the Clean Water Act, 2006 and the Lake Simcoe 
Protection Act, 2008. 
 
We are proposing to proclaim the unproclaimed provisions in the Conservation 
Authorities Act related to the municipal levy and those related specifically to these other 
Acts.  
 
No change is anticipated to the provincial funding for the drinking water source 
protection program under the Clean Water Act, 2006 or Lake Simcoe Protection Act, 
2008.  
 
The unproclaimed provision (subsection 27.2(2)) of the Conservation Authorities Act 
would enable, once proclaimed, conservation authorities to determine amounts owed by 
any of its specified municipalities in connection with the mandatory programs and 
services the authority provides in respect of the Clean Water Act, 2006 and Lake 
Simcoe Protection Act, 2008 as set out in O. Reg. 686/21 “Mandatory Programs and 
Services Regulation.”  
 

PROPOSAL 
 
For the proposed Minister’s regulation with respect to determining amounts owed by 
specified municipalities related to the programs and services under the Clean Water Act 
2006 and the Lake Simcoe Protection Act, 2008, as set out in the Mandatory Programs 
and Services Regulation, we propose to:  

• clearly identify the specified municipalities for each of these Acts; and  

• identify the methods available for conservation authorities to determine the costs 
that the specified municipalities may need to pay, including a process of 
engagement with and integration of the specified municipalities with the 
participating municipalities into the levy and budget process for the costs 
associated with these two mandatory programs and services, as set out in the 
LGIC regulation.  

 
For the levy of participating and ‘specified’ municipalities under the Lake Simcoe 
Protection Act, 2008, the ministry is proposing that the modified current property value 
assessment method be the method for apportionment. It is anticipated that this would 
primarily cover operating expenses for the implementation of the mandatory Lake 
Simcoe Protection Plan policies by the Lake Simcoe Region Conservation Authority. 
 
For the levy of participating and ‘specified’ municipalities for programs and services 
provided by a conservation authority in respect of the Clean Water Act, 2006, all three 
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apportionment methods are being proposed (i.e., modified current property value 
assessment, agreement of the authority and municipalities, and as decided by the 
authority). This is intended to enable flexibility for the local circumstances in each source 
protection area, with apportionment, if needed, taking into consideration the extent of 
risk to sources of drinking water in each municipality. The consideration of risk may 
involve assessing different agreed upon criteria (e.g., number of municipal drinking 
water systems, extent of wellhead protection areas and intake protection zones with 
significant drinking water threats).  
 
The process for engaging specified municipalities on levies under the Lake Simcoe 
Protection Act, 2008 and Clean Water Act, 2006 is proposed to be similar to the levy 
process and budget process for participating municipalities under the Conservation 
Authorities Act (see Table 1, including the requirement for a minimum of 30 days’ notice 
of the levy vote, distribution of the draft budget to the specified municipalities and public 
posting of the draft budget to the authority’s website upon circulation of it to the specified 
municipalities). Voting on these levies is proposed to occur with both appointed 
members from the participating and specified municipalities together and the member 
vote on the municipal levy for these programs and services is “weighted” by the amount 
of levy for these mandatory programs and services the municipality pays to the 
authority. In addition, it is proposed that a copy of the final conservation authority budget 
be distributed to the specified municipalities, in addition to the Minister and the 
participating municipalities.  

PART 3: PROPOSAL FOR MINISTER’S PUBLISHED LIST OF 
CLASSES OF PROGRAMS AND SERVICES FOR WHICH A 
CONSERVATION AUTHORITY MAY CHARGE A FEE  
 

BACKGROUND  
 
The current clause 21(1)(m.1) of the Conservation Authorities Act provides conservation 
authorities with the ability to charge fees for services that are approved by the Minister. 
The Minister approved list of services that conservation authorities may charge a fee for 
that is currently in effect is set out in the provincial Policies and Procedures for the 
Charging of Conservation Authority Fees (June 13, 1997) and includes section 28 
permit fees, plan review, response to legal, real estate and public inquiries, extension 
services (e.g., technical advice / implementation of erosion control measures, forest 
management / tree planting), information and education services, and sale of products.  
 
Also, in addition to the services the Minister approved for the charging of fees, under 
Conservation Authorities Act clause 21(1)(m), conservation authorities may charge 
admission for the use of lands that they own or control and to their building and facilities 
on that land for recreational purposes.  
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PROPOSAL  
 
We are proposing to proclaim s. 21.2 of the Conservation Authorities Act, which 
provides that the Minister may determine a list of ‘classes of programs and services’ that 
a conservation authority may charge a fee for, publish this list and distribute it to each 
conservation authority. An authority would be permitted to charge a fee for a program or 
service only if it is set out in the Minister’s list of classes of programs and services. Once 
a conservation authority is granted the power to charge a fee for a program and service, 
the authority may determine the fee amount to charge.  
 
The proclamation of s. 21.2 would ensure that a conservation authority administers fees 
in a transparent and accountable manner. For example, it would require a conservation 
authority to adopt and publish a written fee policy and fee schedule that lists the 
programs and services for which it charges a fee and the amount to be charged. If an 
authority makes changes to its fee schedule, it would be required to notify the public. 
The section also requires a conservation authority to set out the frequency with which 
the authority will conduct a review of its fee policy, including its fee schedule, the 
process for carrying out a review of the policy, including giving notice of the review and 
how the policy will be changed as a result of a review, and the circumstances and 
procedures under which any person may request the authority to reconsider a fee that 
was charged to the person.  
 
In addition, a conservation authority would be required to reconsider a fee at the request 
of any person who finds that a fee the authority has charged is contrary to their fee 
schedule or excessive in relation to the program or service for which it was charged. 
After being requested to reconsider a fee, the authority may either vary the amount of 
the fee to be charged to an amount the authority considers appropriate, order that no 
fee be charged or confirm the original amount of the fee.  
 
The Minister’s classes of programs and services for which conservation authorities may 
charge fees captures ‘user’ fees - i.e., fees paid by a person or organization who 
requests a service they specifically benefit from. This includes use of a public resource 
(e.g., park access or facility rental) or the privilege to do something (e.g., receive an 
approval through a permit or an approval to undertake a regulated activity). The ‘user’ 
pay principle is considered appropriate when a program or service is delivered by a 
conservation authority to a requestor that is the primary beneficiary of the program or 
service. Conversely, the principle holds that those who do not benefit from the delivery 
of a program or service should not be obliged to pay. For these types of programs and 
services, such as the delivery of programs and services by the conservation authority 
that generate a public good or service, the municipal levy is the primary mechanism to 
fund conservation authorities.  
 
The Minister’s list of classes of programs and services is not however meant to capture 
fees for programs and services that are already enabled under other legislation. For 
example, North Bay-Mattawa Conservation Authority may charge a fee to administer on-
site sewage systems approvals as prescribed in the Building Code Act, 1992. Since the 



 

15 

ability to charge this fee is already enabled through another statute, it is not proposed to 
be listed in the published list of classes of programs and services for which a 
conservation authority may charge a fee under the unproclaimed s. 21.2 of the 
Conservation Authorities Act. Similarly, where conservation authorities have been 
delegated by municipalities the role of a risk management official under the Clean Water 
Act, 2006, they may charge a fee for this role as set out by that Act; this fee will not be 
listed in the proposed Minister’s list of classes for which a conservation authority may 
charge a fee. 
 
Once subsection 29(1) of the Conservation Authorities Act is proclaimed and O. Reg. 
688/21 “Rules of Conduct in Conservation Authorities” is in effect, the current authority 
for conservation authorities to charge fees under subsection 29(1) would be repealed 
and a conservation authority’s ability to make such regulations would be transferred to 
the Minister. However, since the new Minister’s section 29 regulation does not prescribe 
any fees, the power to impose fees will depend on the Minister’s list of classes of 
programs and services that conservation authorities can charge a fee for, in amounts 
that the conservation authority may determine, under section 21.2 of the Act. This would 
affect the charging of fees by authorities for permits required to engage in activities on 
conservation authority owned or controlled lands, such as camping permits, and for the 
use (i.e. rental) of conservation authority property including vehicles, boats, recreational 
facilities and services.  
 
It is recognized that continuing to enable user fees can increase opportunities for a 
conservation authority to generate their own revenue as well as reduce the overall 
municipal levy, respecting taxpayer dollars. We are proposing to continue to enable 
conservation authorities to charge fees where the user-pay principle applies and that the 
following be the published list of classes of programs and services that conservation 
authorities may charge fees for:   
 
Table 2. Proposed classes of programs and services for which a conservation 
authority may charge a fee. 
 

List of Classes Qualifications 

Category 1 Mandatory 
programs and services 

All mandatory programs and services where the following 
requirement is met: 

• Where the ‘user’ pay principle is appropriate such as:  
– Administration of s. 28 permits (current s. 28 and 

proposed s. 28.1, including technical advice and 
studies) 

– Responses to legal, real estate and public inquiries 
regarding a s. 28 permit 

– s. 29 regulation activities  
– Review of applications under other legislation 
– Access to authority owned or controlled land for 

passive recreation 

https://www.ontario.ca/laws/regulation/210688
https://www.ontario.ca/laws/regulation/210688
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Category 2 programs and 
services – i.e. those 
requested by municipalities 
and requiring a 
memorandum of 
understanding or service 
level agreement (or other 
similar agreement). 

All Category 2 programs and services where the following 
requirements are met: 

• Where the ‘user’ pay principle is appropriate and 

• Provisions for the charging of fees are set out in the 
memorandum of understanding or service level 
agreement (or other similar agreement) between the 
authority and municipality(ies) for these programs and 
services. 

 
Examples may include commenting on Planning Act 
applications for matters other than natural hazards, such as 
for consistency with natural heritage policies. 

Category 3 authority 
determined programs and 
services with cost 
apportioning agreement 
with participating 
municipalities  

All Category 3 programs and services requiring a cost 
apportioning agreement where the following requirements 
are met: 

• Where the ‘user’ pay principle is appropriate and 

• Provisions for the charging of fees are set out in the cost 
apportioning agreement1 between the authority and the 
participating municipality(ies) for the program and 
service. 

 
Examples may include stewardship extension services that 
are partially funded by municipal levy. 
 
Exception to the requirement for provisions to charge fees in 
the agreement is where the cost apportioning agreement is 
to fund: i) category 3 park or non-passive recreational 
programs and services offered by conservation authorities 
on authority owned or controlled land that are funded in part 
by the municipal levy (for example, for public access and 
use (rental) of authority land, facilities and services such as 
active recreation and equipment rentals) or, ii) community 
relations, information and education as well as product 
sales. An authority would be able to charge a fee as 
appropriate in this case. 

Category 3 authority 
determined programs and 
services without cost 
apportioning agreement  

All Category 3 programs and services with no cost 
apportioning municipal agreement (i.e., no levy required), 
where the ‘user’ pay principle is appropriate, such as:  

• Programs and services offered by conservation 
authorities on authority owned or controlled land (for 

 
1 To support this proposed fee class, amendments to O. Reg. 687/21 “Transition Plans and Agreements 
for Programs and Services Under Section 21.1.2 of the Act” are proposed to allow a participating 
municipality and conservation authority to determine where user fees can be established for those 
programs and services. 

https://www.ontario.ca/laws/regulation/210687
https://www.ontario.ca/laws/regulation/210687
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example, public access and use (rental) of authority land, 
facilities and services such as active recreation). 

• Sale of products from on or off authority owned land.  

• Provision of community relations / information / education 
services when on or not on conservation authority owned 
land. 

PART 4: COMPLEMENTARY PROPOSALS TO INCREASE 
TRANSPARENCY OF AUTHORITY OPERATIONS 
 

PROPOSAL  
 
Complementary regulations are proposed to increase transparency of conservation 
authority operations. Specifically, the proposed Minister’s list of fee classes would 
enable fees for category 3 programs and services where a cost apportioning agreement 
is in place for a program or service if the ‘user’ pay principle is appropriate and 
provisions for the charging of fees are set out in the cost apportioning agreement 
between the authority and the participating municipality as noted in the Table above, 
including the proposed exception. To support this proposed Minister’s fee class, 
amendments to O. Reg. 687/21 “Transition Plans and Agreements for Programs and 
Services Under Section 21.1.2 of the Act” are proposed to allow a participating 
municipality and conservation authority to determine, through agreement, if user fees 
can be established for those programs and services. Requiring conservation authorities 
and participating municipalities to include provisions in the cost apportioning 
agreements increases transparency of user fees.  
 
We are proposing through a Minister’s regulation that conservation authorities be 
required to maintain a Governance section on their website in a conspicuous and easily 
accessible location for the public to access key information. This section must include 
the conservation authority membership with email and phone contact information; 
authority bylaws; draft and final budgets; category 2 and 3 agreements between 
conservation authorities and municipalities; meeting schedule and could include other 
relevant governance documents (e.g. strategic plans). Noting that the Conservation 
Authorities Act already requires the following to be posted on the authority website: 
financial statements, meeting agendas and meeting minutes.  
 
We are also proposing the authority would be required to include a notice on the website 
when it amends or enters into a new memorandum of understanding or other agreement 
with municipalities and ensure the most up to date version of the agreements are 
available on the authority’s website. The regulation would provide an exception for 
agreements that relate to the authority participating in a procurement process or 
portions of agreements that contain commercially sensitive information.  

  

https://www.ontario.ca/laws/regulation/210687
https://www.ontario.ca/laws/regulation/210687
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APPENDIX 

CURRENT MUNICIPAL LEVY FRAMEWORK 
 
There are two current LGIC regulations governing the nature and amount of the 
municipal levies:  

• Municipal Levies regulation (O. Reg. 139/96) – provides the procedure for the 
‘weighted’ votes for ‘non-matching’ levies and the requirement for notice to 
participating municipalities when the levy would be approved by a weighted vote. 
Also, it provides that levies cannot exceed the total cost of the project.   

• Conservation Authority Levies regulation (O. Reg. 670/00) – provides the process 
to ‘apportion’ costs among all the participating municipalities using the modified 
current property value assessments. Also, it provides that an authority may 
establish a minimum sum to levied against a participating municipality. 

 
Guidance materials are in place which support authorities and municipalities on the 
development of the annual authority budget and municipal levy, the voting method on 
the levies and the accountability of authority members to their appointing municipalities 
for the authority budget and municipal levy.  
 

CURRENT AUTHORITY BUDGET AND MUNICIPAL LEVY APPROVAL PROCESS 
 
The total municipal levy amount is confirmed by the approval of the authority’s annual 
budget by the authority. Once the budget is approved, the levy for each participating 
municipality is automatically apportioned.  
 
The amount of levy required from each municipality is sent in a notice of apportionment. 
Single-tier and regional municipalities are the ‘participating municipality’ in an authority 
and the levy would be apportioned to them. The levy is a debt due by the participating 
municipality to the authority and may be enforced by the authority as such. 
   
The levy amount sent out in the notice to a municipality includes the municipality’s 
portion of the shared costs that are apportioned among all the participating 
municipalities, referred to as ‘general’ levy, and the costs specific to that municipality (or 
shared among a few) for specific authority programs or services, generally referred to as 
‘special project levy’.  
 

CURRENT ANNUAL AUTHORITY BUDGET AND MUNICIPAL LEVY VOTING 
METHODS 
 
For the authority’s current voting process on the municipal levy and the annual authority 
budget, there are two different voting methods: the ‘weighted vote’ in the Municipal 
Levies regulation, and ‘one member/one vote’ set out in the Act. 
 
A ‘weighted’ vote occurs in a manner prescribed by the current Conservation Authority 
Levies regulation which is based on the ‘pay for say’ principle, where the ‘weighting’ 
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reflects the percentage of municipal levy the appointing municipality pays to the 
authority. This levy vote is carried by a ‘weighted majority’; each authority member’s 
vote is ‘weighted’ by the percent of levy the member’s appointing municipality pays to 
the authority. For example, if a municipality has 10 members in an authority that has a 
total of 15 members and that municipality has 89% of the levy to pay, the vote for each 
member of that municipality would ‘weigh’ 8.9% of the total ‘weighted’ vote.  
 
The Conservation Authority Levies regulation stipulates however that a municipality 
cannot have a ‘weighted’ vote that exceeds 50% of the overall vote unless that 
municipality has more than 50% of the actual authority members. This ensures that 
unless that municipality has more than half the members in the authority, the 
municipality would need to have at least one other municipality’s member(s) vote to 
pass the ‘non-matching’ levy.  For example, if a municipality has 4 appointed members 
of a total of 10 authority members and that municipality provides 75% of the levy to the 
authority, the total weighted vote of its four members would not exceed 50% of the total 
weighted vote. Each member’s weighted vote would then be 12.5%; the total of all four 
members’ weighted vote equals 50% of the total weighted vote. Without the ‘weighing’, 
each member’s vote would have been 18.75% for a total of 75% of the vote. Neither the 
Act nor current regulations specify when a ‘weighted’ vote should be used or for what 
sections of the Act.  
 
Methods for authority voting on the annual budget is also variable among conservation 
authorities: some vote on the whole budget using the weighted vote, others may use the 
one member, one vote, with the levy portion of the budget voted by ‘weighted vote’.  
 
For approval of the levy associated with certain eligible provincial grant ‘projects’ (i.e., 
flood forecasting and warning) that require the authority to match or cost share with 
matching municipal levy, authority members use the one-member/one vote method. 
 

CURRENT APPROACH TO APPORTIONMENT OF CONSERVATION AUTHORITY 
COSTS 
 
How the authority’s current costs (administration, maintenance, and capital) under the 
Act are apportioned among the participating municipalities, is determined in different 
ways for the different types of costs.  
 

1. Modified Current Property Value Assessment              
 
This long-standing apportionment method set out in O. Reg. 670/00 Conservation 
Authority Levies is based on two principles: 
 

a. ‘Municipal Ability to Pay’: determined through the relative value of a municipality’s 
total property tax base to the other property tax bases of the other municipalities 
in an authority; and  
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b. ‘Benefit derived’ by a municipality from being in the authority: determined through 
the percentage of a municipality physically in an authority’s jurisdiction (which can 
be in whole or in part) relative to the percentages of all the other municipalities’ 
jurisdictions in an authority’s jurisdiction. 

 
The combination of relative modified current property value assessment dollars and the 
relative percentage of municipal jurisdiction in the authority’s jurisdiction creates a 
percentage of what each municipality is to pay of the total levy amount the authority 
determines for its annual budget. While the method is complex, basically municipalities 
with relatively high property tax value pay a larger proportion of authority costs than 
municipalities with relatively low property tax value, tempered by how much of the 
geographic area of the participating municipality (the municipal jurisdiction in whole or in 
part) is located within the authority’s area of jurisdiction.  
 
This apportionment approach currently must be used when apportioning administration 
costs (as currently defined under the Act) as all the participating municipalities would be 
paying for these costs. This method may also be used for apportioning maintenance and 
capital costs of a project, again when all participating municipalities are to share these 
costs. The Conservation Authority Levies regulation describes this apportionment 
method.  
 
This current levy apportionment method uses municipal property tax assessments at the 
single and lower tier municipal levels; however, the notice of apportionment (payment) 
from the authority goes to the ‘participating’ municipality which would include regional 
municipalities.   
 

2. Agreement among the Authority and Participating Municipalities  
 
A second method for authorities to apportion costs among all the participating 
municipalities is also enabled by the Conservation Authority Levies regulation. As an 
alternative to apportioning based on the modified current property assessment-based 
method, maintenance costs can be apportioned by agreement among the authority and 
participating municipalities on what the ‘benefit derived’ is for each participating 
municipality related to these maintenance costs where the modified current property 
assessment value based method is not considered appropriate. Capital costs may also 
be apportioned by this method. 
 

3. As Determined by the Authority  
 
A third method for an authority to apportion costs is for the authority (the members) to 
decide among the themselves. This is the method often used for capital projects. The 
authority decides which participating municipalities should pay and how much each 
should pay (‘benefit derived’). Dividing capital costs on the basis of ‘benefit’ is intended 
to ensure that costs paid by individual participating municipalities in support of project 
capital costs are proportionate to the benefits they receive (i.e., those who receive the 
greatest benefit pay the greatest share of costs). 
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Table 3. Summary of current apportionment methods and authority costs. 

Current Conservation 
Authority Project 
Costs 

Apportion by Modified 
Current Property 
Value Assessment  

Apportion by Authority 
/ Municipal Agreement 

Apportion by the 
Authority 

Capital Yes Yes Yes 

Maintenance Yes Yes No 

Administration Yes No No 

 
Table 4. Summary of the current municipal levy framework. 

Conservation 
Authorities Act  

Capital Costs for a Project Maintenance and Administration 
Costs 

Rules for 
administering 

s. 25, s. 26, Municipal Levies 
regulation and provincial policy 

s. 27, Municipal Levies and 
Conservation Authority Levies 
regulations and provincial policy 
 

Voting ‘Weighted Vote’ method under 
the current Municipal Levies 
Regulation and provincial policy 
is required for capital costs 
unless there are specific 
provincial natural hazard grants 
for the authorities, in which case 
the one vote per member method 
applies. However, for capital 
costs, there are no provincial 
grants to be matched under the 
Conservation Authorities Act 
therefore the vote for capital 
costs has been by weighted vote.  
 

One vote per member method for 
maintenance and administration 
costs funded by a specific provincial 
grant, and ‘Weighted Vote’ method 
under Municipal Levies regulation 
and provincial policy for costs not 
associated with activities or projects 
funded by the province.  

Apportionment Authority determines 
apportionment by benefit derived. 

Authority determines apportionment 
of benefit derived using the modified 
current property value assessment 
method for administration costs. 
 

Maintenance costs portion may use 
alternative system to the modified 
current property value assessment 
method if agreed upon by the 
participating municipalities and the 
authority.  
 

Minimum levy Not available. Authority may set a minimum for 
administration costs. 
 

 



Nottawasaga Valley Conservation 
Authority 

 
Ministry Environment, Conservation and Parks 
 
URL  https://www.nvca.on.ca/ 
Address 8195 8th Line, Utopia L0M1T0 
 
Background 

Conservation Authorities Act, R.S.O. 1990, CHAPTER C.27, ss 14(4)(opens a 
new window) 

Function 
On December 8, 2020, Bill 229, the Protect, Support and Recover from COVID-
19 Act (Budget Measures), 2020, received Royal Assent. Schedule 6 of Bill 229 
made changes to the Conservation Authorities Act and the Planning Act to 
improve the governance, oversight and accountability of conservation 
authorities, while respecting taxpayer dollars by giving municipalities more say 
over the conservation authority programs and services for which they pay. New 
powers proclaimed under subsection 14(4) of the Conservation Authorities Act 
allow the Minister to appoint an agricultural sector representative to each 
conservation authority membership to increase agricultural sector perspectives 
in conservation authority operations.   

Membership 
The Minister of the Environment, Conservation and Parks may appoint an 
agricultural sector representative to each conservation authority, which is 
otherwise made up of municipally appointed members.  

Qualifications 
• resident in a participating municipality in which the CA has jurisdiction 
(subsection 14(3) of the CAA), and 

• knowledge of and experience in/with the local agricultural sector.  

Term 
Agricultural sector representative members are appointed by Minister’s letter 
for a term of up to four (4) years, as may be determined by the Minister, in 
accordance with the CAA, and their terms are subject to renewal. The 
Minister’s appointment/s of agricultural sector representatives to CA 
membership is made at the pleasure of the Minister. 

Meetings 
Meetings will be determined by each conservation authority to which 
agricultural sector representatives are appointed. 

 
 

https://www.nvca.on.ca/
https://www.ontario.ca/laws/statute/90c27?search=Conservation+authorities+act
https://www.ontario.ca/laws/statute/90c27?search=Conservation+authorities+act
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Authority 

 
Remuneration 

Agricultural sector appointees will be offered remuneration on a per diem basis 
when appointed to a CA where per diems are offered to its municipally 
appointed members. The appointee of this CA is to be remunerated $150 per 
diem according to Schedule A, Level 1 of the Agencies and Appointments 
Directive as they will be appointed to a CA that does remunerate its other 
members. Appointees are reimbursed for mileage and other reasonable 
expenses incurred while performing duties of this position in accordance with 
the Travel, Meal and Hospitality Expenses Directive.  
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Keith White

Chair, Board of Directors

Doug Hevenor

Chief Administrative Officer

On behalf of the Nottawasaga Valley Conservation Authority (NVCA), 
we are pleased to present our five-year Strategic Plan, which identifies 
our priority areas of work from 2020 to 2025. It responds to the 
comprehensive feedback received during the development of the 20-year 
Integrated Watershed Management Plan, which was released in June 
2019.

While the strategic plan addresses the importance of protecting human 
life and property from natural hazards, we remain grounded to our roots 
and founding principles to safeguard and enhance water quality and 
natural places, provide education and engagement with our residents 
and connect people with nature. Our plan emphasizes the value of 
collaboration and partnerships, and allows for resilience in the face of 
political, legislative, and climatic change. 

The Nottawasaga Valley Watershed consists of a diverse mix of growing 
cities, small towns, rural communities, and productive agricultural land. 
It is also home to a variety of natural landscapes, abundant recreational 
trails and other amazing natural features like the internationally 
significant Minesing Wetlands and Niagara Escarpment. 

We rely on these natural features as they provide valuable ecosystem 
services that sustain life, provide clean air and water while reducing the 
impact of drought, flooding, erosion hazards and climate change. They 
also support economic development, including industry, agriculture, real 
estate, and recreation.

The NVCA has a pivotal role to play in assisting all stakeholders in 
sustainably managing this watershed by balancing social, economic, and 
environmental interests through an integrated watershed management 
approach. 

As we move forward over the next five years, this strategic plan will be 
a blueprint to shape and improve all areas of the NVCA, guiding us while 
providing enough flexibility to meet changing needs.
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Vision
A sustainable watershed 
that is resilient to the 
effects of climate change, 
urban growth and other 
stressors and provides 
for safe, healthy and 
prosperous people and 
communities.

Mission
Working together to deliver 
innovative, integrated 
watershed management 
that is responsive to the 
environmental, economic 
and social sustainability 
of the Nottawasaga Valley 
watershed.

What We Value

An abundance of clean water, clean 
air and fertile soils that provide for 
healthy people and ecosystems.

Natural heritage systems and the 
ecosystem services they provide, 
particularly as they support 
resilience to the effects of a 
changing climate.

Distinctive landforms and 
waterways including the Georgian 
Bay coastline, Niagara Escarpment, 
Minesing Wetlands and others that 
give our watershed a unique sense 
of place.

Quality recreational opportunities 
that our hills, forests, meadows, 
wetlands, waterways and coastline 
provide for residents and tourists 
alike.

A wealth of resources within the 
capacity of our watershed to 
provide for thriving communities, 
successful economies and 
sustainable agriculture, now and in 
the future.
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Water Quality, Biodiversity, Habitats, Air Quality, 
Geology, Climate Change

Manufacturing, Agriculture, Transportation, 
Forestry, Tourism

Drinking Water, Natural Hazards/Flood, Recreation, 
Waste Management, Land Use

Environment

Society

EconomyIntegrated 
Watershed 

Management
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Integrated watershed management 
is the process of managing human 
activities and natural resources on a 
watershed basis, taking into account 
social, economic and environmental 
issues, as well as community interests 
in order to manage natural resources 
sustainably.

In 2019, through stakeholder 
engagement, NVCA completed a 20-
year Integrated Watershed Management 
Plan (IWMP) for the Nottawasaga Valley 
Watershed. It provides a framework and 
guidance on current and future policy 
decisions related to watershed planning 
while incorporating natural heritage, 

water resource management, natural 
hazard management, climate change, 
biodiversity, and resilience planning.

This strategic plan captures the 
Integrated Watershed Management 
approach through four core strategic 
areas: business excellence, watershed 
resilience, conservation through 
education, and watershed knowledge.

By adopting the IWMP, NVCA’s multi-
disciplinary and cross-departmental 
teams are able  collaborate and carry 
out responsibilities in a professional, 
accountable and transparent manner 
while and delivering the services 
expected by stakeholders.

The Integrated Watershed 
Management Approach



Goal: 
Provide effective 
communication 
with our partners, 
residents, and 
stakeholders that 
enhances transparency 
on decisions and 
actions which benefit 
the watershed, 
and ensure NVCA 
programs and services 
are maintained for 
watershed health.

Strategy

Priorities

• Develop new business models to increase organizational 
resilience, predictable funding opportunities and capacity. 

• Enhance partnerships across federal, provincial and 
municipal jurisdictions.

• Work with non-governmental organizations, educational 
institutions and the private sector to better understand 
and address watershed issues.

• Effectively communicate with partners from all sectors 
to raise awareness around a changing climate in the 
Nottawasaga Valley watershed. 

• Operate a sustainable, well-managed, service and science 
driven organization fueled by engaged employees and 
technology.

• Reduce our corporate carbon footprint by developing a 
business culture of conservation, using best practices. 

• Invest in technologies and innovative tools to improve 
workflow and access to information for our partners, 
residents and stakeholders.

Enhance business excellence through 
governance and technology creating a 
well-managed organization that provides 
transparency and efficient operations.
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Goal: 
Encourage 
all watershed 
stakeholders to work 
collaboratively to 
attain a sustainable, 
healthy, resilient 
watershed that 
benefits communities, 
economies, natural 
resource industries, 
and the environment.

Strategy

Priorities

• Identify and seek partnership opportunities to actively 
manage and restore natural systems to mitigate the 
effects of urban development, agricultural intensification 
and a changing climate.

• Support municipalities to prepare for the increase of 
natural hazards associated with impacts of climate change.

• Support member municipalities in the management of 
wetlands in accordance with applicable legislation.

• Encourage and support strategic land acquisition to 
increase landscape connectivity.

• Partner with watershed stakeholders to update natural 
hazard and natural heritage mapping.

• Support municipalities in implementing provincial 
legislation for safe drinking water.

Promote resiliency and capacity in the 
face of dynamic conditions within the 
watershed.
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Strategy

Goal: 
Foster awareness and 
appreciation of the 
watershed’s natural 
features through 
outdoor experiences, 
opportunities and 
education. 

Priorities

• Ensure that recreational use of NVCA conservation lands 
and programs are responsive to the effects of climate 
change. 

• Promote the integral role of restoration services delivered 
through forestry and stewardship when managing the 
overall health of the natural systems of the watershed. 

• Promote and encourage the benefits of EcoHealth and 
environmental education through the use of conservation 
lands and restoration services.

• Provide opportunities for our watershed communities to 
learn about and engage with the natural environment. 

• Ensure the viability of conservation lands through 
education and land management strategies.

• Implement restoration projects to restore aquatic habitat, 
reduce flooding, and provide green infrastructure across 
the watershed. 

Inspire conservation through 
outdoor experiences and 
education. 
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Goal: 
Improve scientific 
understanding of 
environmental issues 
within the watershed.

Strategy

Priorities

• Enhance knowledge of the watershed’s natural 
environment and its response to land use changes and 
climate change.

• Monitor and regularly communicate on the status of 
watershed health, emphasizing trends and required 
actions. 

• Leverage scientific knowledge and monitoring capabilities 
to advance watershed-based resource management 
decisions and restoration initiatives. 

• Evaluate the watershed assimilative capacity related to 
phosphorus and the water quality treatment capacity 
provided by our wetlands and streams.   

• Develop an information management system to support 
improved scientific understanding of the watershed and to 
better communicate scientific information to stakeholders.

Enhance watershed knowledge to 
support decision making for the 
improvement and maintenance of 
watershed health. 

Goal:  Improve scientific understanding of environmental issues within the 
watershed.
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     NOTTAWASAGA VALLEY CONSERVATION AUTHORITY 

AGRICULTURAL AD-HOC COMMITTEE 

TERMS OF REFERENCE 

April 25, 2014 

 

Purpose: 

The purpose of the Ad-Hoc committee is to: 

 Improve communications with a diverse agricultural representation group, 

 Identify areas of common interest/issues and or concerns with respect to NVCA 

programs as they relate to the agricultural community.  

  Act as a discussion group to bring forward communication and recommendations 

to the NVCA Board of Directors. 

 

Mandate: 

The mandate of the Agricultural Ad-Hoc Committee shall be to act as an information 

sharing body to: 

1. Increase communications with a diverse agricultural committee, representing a   

broad range of agricultural interests within the NVCA watershed. 

 

2.  Provide input/recommendations on matters referred to it by the agricultural 

community regarding areas of interest to the community that are relevant to 

NVCA programs including but not limited to; NVCA stewardship programs, land 

programs, regulations and plan review policies.  

 

Composition: 

The Agricultural Ad-Hoc Committee shall be composed generally of 11members, who live, 

farm or work or represent an organization within the NVCA watershed. It will be the 

responsibility of the individual Organizations to appoint annually in writing their 

representatives, by Jan. 30th to the NVCA Chief Administrative Officer. An invitation for 

membership would be sent to the following organizations: 

 

Ontario Federation of Agriculture:     

3 representatives from Simcoe County Federation of Agriculture    

1 representative from Dufferin County Federation of Agriculture    

1 representative from Grey County Federation of Agriculture   

  

Other Agricultural Groups: 

1 representative from Christian Farmers Association 

2 additional representatives from the Agricultural Community (selected annually by the 

Advisory Committee through an open/by invitation selection process) 

-  Simcoe County Farm Fresh has been selected for 2014 

 

NVCA Representatives: 

3 members from the Board of Directors appointed at large. 
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Staff Resources: 

Depending on the topics to be discussed, any of the following three Directors could take 

the meeting lead: 

 

   Director, Land, Operations and Stewardship 

   Director, Planning 

   Director, Engineering and Technical Services. 

 

Meetings: 

The committee will meet up to 4 times per year subject to agenda content and need.  

Additional meetings will be at the call of the Chair if required for timely matters. 

 

The Committee will set the meeting schedule annually at the first meeting of the year. 

 

Meetings will be generally held during regular business hours at the NVCA Tiffin 

Administration Centre, 8195 8th Line, Utopia, Ontario at the call of the Committee Chair. 

 

Procedural Rules: 

The Committee will follow the administrative procedural policies of the NVCA.  In the case 

where the policy is silent, Roberts Rules of Order will take precedent.  

 

The agenda will be developed by the NVCA Staff with input from the Committee Chair. 

 

The Committee does not have the authority to specifically direct the activities of NVCA 

staff and will communicate through the NVCA CAO/Secretary-Treasurer. 

 

Committee Chair - Vice Chair: 

The Committee will elect a Chair and Vice Chair from its membership annually at the first 

meeting of the year.  

 

Decision Making: 

Consensus based decisions will be encouraged for all matters, however if required, normal 

simple majority rules will be implemented.  Each Ad-Hoc Committee member shall have 

full voting rights, (excluding NVCA CAO/staff) 

 

Remuneration: 

Remuneration will be pursuant to the policies established by the NVCA. 

 

Reporting: 

The Committee Chair  shall report to the NVCA Board of Directors in the form of a report 

containing Committee Agendas, meeting minutes, and recommendations.  When required 

the Committee may appoint a representative who best represents the topic of discussion 

to speak to the report. The Committee shall provide the CAO and Executive Assistant with 

a copy of the reports to be circulated to the NVCA Board of Directors.  
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Resources: 

NVCA staff and other resource experts will be invited as required, to provide additional 

input to the Committee.  NVCA will provide administrative support, including the 

preparation of reports to the NVCA Board of Directors, distribution of agendas and the 

general administrative co-ordination of the meetings. 

 

Approved by the BOD: December 13, 2013    

Amended by NVCA Agricultural Committee April 11, 2014 

Approved by the BOD:  April 25, 2014  
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