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Nottawasaga Valley Conservation Authority
04-21-BOD Agenda
April 23, 2021
9:00 am-12:00 pm
Virtual Meeting Via WebEx

EVENTS
Please visit our website for more information at nvca.on.ca
There are no upcoming events.
1. CALL TO ORDER
2. LAND ACKNOWLEDGEMENT
The Nottawasaga Valley Conservation Authority Board acknowledges
that we are situated on the traditional land of the Anishinaabeg. The
Anishinaabeg include the Odawa, Saulteaux, Anishinaabeg,
Mississauga and Algonquin who spoke several languages including
Anishinaabemowin and Potawatomi. We are dedicated to honouring
Indigenous history and culture and committed to moving forward in
the spirit of reconciliation and respect with all First Nation, Métis and
Inuit people.
3. DECLARATION OF PECUNIARY AND CONFLICT OF INTEREST
4. MOTION TO ADOPT AGENDA
Recommendation:
RESOLVED THAT: the agenda for the Board of Directors Meeting
#04-21-BOD dated April 23, 2021 be approved.
5. ANNOUNCEMENTS
a. There are no announcements for this meeting.
6. PRESENTATIONS
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a. Tiffany Cecchetto, CPA, CA from KPMG will conduct a presentation
on the NVCA's 2020 Audit.
Recommendation:
RESOLVED THAT: the Board of Directors receive the NVCA's 2020
audit presentation as presented for information.
NVCA's 2020 Audit
b. Rick Grillmayer, Manager Forestry will conduct a presentation on the
NVCA's forestry program.
Recommendation:
RESOLVED THAT: the Board of Directors receive the NVCA's
forestry presentation as presented.
NVCA's Forestry Program
7. DEPUTATIONS
There are no deputations for this meeting.
8. DELEGATIONS
There are no delegations for this meeting.
9. HEARINGS
There are no hearings for this meeting.
10. DETERMINATION OF ITEMS REQUIRING SEPARATE DISCUSSION
Board Members are requested to identify items from the Consent List
that they wish to have considered for separate discussion.
11. ADOPTION OF CONSENT LIST AND IDENTIFICATION OF ITEMS
REQUIRING SEPARATE DISCUSSION
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Recommendation:
RESOLVED THAT: agenda item number(s), ______ was identified
as requiring separate discussion, be referred for discussion under
Agenda Item #10; and
FURTHER THAT: all Consent List Agenda Items not referred for
separate discussion be adopted as submitted to the board and staff
be authorized to take all necessary action required to give effect to
same; and
FURTHER THAT: any items in the consent list not referred for
separate discussion, and for which conflict has been declared, are
deemed not to have been voted on or discussed by the individual
making the declaration.
12. CONSENT LIST
a. Adoption of Minutes
i. Recommendation:
RESOLVED THAT: the minutes of the Board of Directors
Meeting #03-21-BOD dated March 26, 2021 be approved.
03-21-BOD Minutes
b. Correspondence
There is no correspondence for this meeting.
c. Staff Reports
i. Staff Report from Director, Conservation Services regarding
Infrastructure Repair for NVCA Tree Cooler.
Recommendation:
RESOLVED THAT: the staff recommendation to use a
maximum of $5,000 from the NVCA Operational Reserve to
secure the services of RCH HVAC & Automation for the supply
and install of a new refrigeration unit be approved as presented.
Staff Report No. 10-04-21-BOD
ii. Staff Report No. 11-04-21-BOD from Director, Conservation
Services regarding New Lowell Conservation Area Reserve
Use.
Recommendation:
RESOLVED THAT: staff recommendation to use the New
Lowell Conservation Area reserve for hazard tree removals be
supported; and
FUTHER THAT: Falls Tree Service be contracted for the
project at a cost not to exceed $35,000.
Staff Report No. 11-04-21-BOD
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iii. Staff Report No. 12-04-21-BOD from Director, Conservation
Services regarding the Swaley Drain Reserve Use.
Recommendation:
RESOLVED THAT: staff recommendation to use no more than
$6,000 from the NVCA Land Management Acquisition reserve
to secure the services of Sid Vander Veen from R.J. Burnside
& Associates Ltd for professional opinion purposes be
approved as recommended.
Staff Report No. 12-04-21-BOD
iv. Staff Report No. 13-04-21-BOD from Manager, Planning
Services regarding Draft Achieving Net Gains Through
Ecological Offsetting.
Recommendation:
RESOLVED THAT: the Board of Directors receive Staff Report
No. 13-04-21-BOD regarding Achieving Net Gains Through
Ecological Offsetting Draft Document.
Staff Report No. 13-04-21-BOD
Achieving Net Gains Through Ecological Offsetting Draft
Document
TRCA Feature Creation Cost Estimate – Forested Wetland
TRCA Feature Creation Cost Estimate – Marsh Wetland
TRCA Feature Creation Cost Estimate – Riparian Planting
Wetland
TRCA Feature Creation Cost Estimate – Wetland Shrub
Thicket Wetland
v. Staff Report No. 14-04-21-BOD from Director, Corporate
Services regarding the 2021 1st Quarter Budget.
Recommendation:
RESOLVED THAT: the Board of Directors receive Staff Report
No. 14-04-21-BOD regarding the 2021 first quarter financials;
and
FURTHER THAT: staff continue to monitor budget activities.
Staff Report No. 14-04-21-BOD
Statement of Operations March 2021
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vi. Staff Report No. 15-04-21-BOD from Communications
Coordinator regarding NVCA Communications – March 13,
2021 – April 9, 2021.
Recommendation:
RESOLVED THAT: Staff Report No. 15-04-21-BOD regarding
NVCA Communications – March 13, 2021 – April 9, 2021, be
received.
Staff Report No. 15-04-21-BOD
Media Clippings
13. OTHER BUSINESS
14. ADJOURN
Recommendation:
RESOLVED THAT: this meeting adjourn at _____ to meet again on
May 28, 2021 or at the call of the Chair.
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Nottawasaga Valley
Conservation
Authority
Presentation of Audited Financial Statements

April 23, 2021
© 2021 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International Cooperative (“KPMG
International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved. The KPMG name and logo are registered trademarks or trademarks of KPMG International.
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Presentation of Audited Financial Statements

Agenda
1. Communication of significant matters
2. Overview of the audited financial statements
3. Questions

© 2021 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International Cooperative (“KPMG
International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved. The KPMG name and logo are registered trademarks or trademarks of KPMG International.
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Executive Summary
Purpose of the report

Finalizing the audit

•

As of today, we have completed the audit of the financial statements,
with the exception of certain remaining procedures, which include
amongst others:

The purpose of this Audit Findings Report is to assist you, as a
member of the Board of Directors in your review of the results of our
audit of the financial statements of Nottawasaga Valley Conservation
Authority the year ended December 31, 2020

•

Receipt of the signed management representation letter (to be
signed upon approval of the financial statements)

•

Completing our discussions with the Board of Directors

•

Obtaining evidence of the approval of the financial statements

Our audit report will be dated as of the date the Board approves the
financial statements (anticipated to be today’s date)

Audit Risks

Materiality and Audit Adjustments

•

•

We determined materiality and the corresponding audit
misstatement posting threshold to be $143,000 and $7,150
respectively. Materiality was calculated using preliminary current
year revenues which is consistent with the prior year

•

Throughout the course of the audit work, there were no audit
differences noted. There are no items that were required to be
corrected or remain uncorrected.

There were no significant audit risks identified

© 2021 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International Cooperative (“KPMG
International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved. The KPMG name and logo are registered trademarks or trademarks of KPMG International.
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Communication of Significant Matters

Key Points
• Audit is complete
•

Pending Board approval of financial statements

•

Financial statement accounting policies are consistent with prior year

•

Note disclosures included in the financial statements relating to COVID-19 and the
impact on operations.

• Audit Report
•

•

An unqualified audit opinion has been included with the 2020 financial statements.

No other significant matters to communicate to the Board
•
•
•
•

No change in audit plan
No significant issues or unusual transactions
No issues with management
No corrected or uncorrected audit misstatements
© 2021 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International Cooperative (“KPMG
International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved. The KPMG name and logo are registered trademarks or trademarks of KPMG International.
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Overview of the Audited Financial statements

Overview

Summary of Financial Results

 Cash  $889K
 Increase in cash as a result of positive cash flow from
operating activities given the increase in deferred
revenue and accounts payable as of December 31, 2020
along with the redemption of over $500K in investments
in 2020.

 A/R – No significant change noted year over year.
 Investments  $508K
 Current year redemptions of investment upon maturity in
the 2020 year end (it should be noted the interest rate on
the bank account was greater than the stated interest
rate on the GIC)

 A/P  $122K
 Increase in accounts payable mainly as a result of the
increase in the accrued salaries owing to employees as
of year end (increase of $71K) and an increase in trade
accounts payable of $66K
 Deferred Revenue  $255K
 Increase in subdivision, condo fee and site plan deferred
revenue ($102K), Briarwood funding ($75K), Township of
Clearview funding ($139K) offset by a decrease in
deferred revenue from the John H McDonald Foundation
($43K) and Bruce Power ($42K) given project spending in
2020
 Tangible Capital Assets
 Purchased assets:
$47K
 Amortization
(207K)
© 2021 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG
International
$160K Cooperative (“KPMG
International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved. The KPMG name and logo are registered trademarks or trademarks of KPMG International.
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Overview of the Audited Financial statements (cont’d)

Summary of Financial Results

Overview
 Municipal Funding (overall)  $1K
 Overall, municipal levies have increased (based on
population growth and inflation) by $42K in the current year.
Grants have decreased by $43K due to the lower grant
funding for the Risk Management Official (RMO)
 Provincial grants  $31K
 Increased provincial grant funding mainly as a result of the
increase in the Source Water Protection Planning funding in
2020
 Federal grants  $10K
 Decreased funding throughout 2020 for the municipalities
climate change innovation and the national disaster
mitigation program ($100K) offset by increases relating to
the temporary wage subsidy funding ($25K), environmental
damages funding ($15K), fisheries funding ($27K) and
environmental damages funding ($15K).
 User fees  $337K
 Decrease in the revenue for subdivision and site and condo
plans given the stage the projects as of the year end date
($122K), lower camp, educational programming, pavilion and
camp booking fees ($231K) offset by miscellaneous
increases in various smaller user fees in the year.
 Expenses  decrease of 2.8% in actual expenses compared
with a 5.6% decrease in revenue (decrease in user fees as
indicated above as a result of COVID). Additional federal
government subsidies have been applied for in the 2020 year
end. Expenses were also 4% lower than budgeted for 2020.
 Annual deficit  Current year deficit realized as a result of the
decrease in revenue as a result of the COVID-19 pandemic and
reduced user fees noted in the current year

© 2021 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International Cooperative (“KPMG
International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved. The KPMG name and logo are registered trademarks or trademarks of KPMG International.
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Overview of the Audited Financial statements (cont’d)

Summary of Financial Results
Overview






Operations
 $427K cash inflows in operating activities
 Add back of the non-cash transactions (deficit and
amortization). Increase in cash flow from operating
activities mainly as a result of the increase in deferred
revenue as of December 31, 2020 ($255K increase in
cash received for various projects but not yet spent by
the end of the year).
Investing
 Redemption of investments upon maturity in 2020
Capital activities
 $47K spent on capital
 Purchase of various pieces of small equipment and IT
infrastructure (monitors, laptops), a microphone system
and a traffic speed light.

© 2021 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International Cooperative (“KPMG
International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved. The KPMG name and logo are registered trademarks or trademarks of KPMG International.
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Overview of the Audited Financial statements (cont’d)

Summary of Financial Results

© 2021 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International Cooperative (“KPMG
International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved. The KPMG name and logo are registered trademarks or trademarks of KPMG International.
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Overview of the Audited Financial statements (cont’d)

Summary of Financial Results

© 2021 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International Cooperative (“KPMG
International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved. The KPMG name and logo are registered trademarks or trademarks of KPMG International.
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Overview of the Audited Financial statements (cont’d)
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Summary of Financial Results

Overview
• $7K net increase to operational reserve fund (per board resolution, relating to current year surplus)
• $7K increase in human resources fund per board resolution
• $15K net increase to the capital fund (combination of expenditures in the year and allocation of the current year
surplus and capital levy transfer)
• Decrease in the land management acquisition reserve given the funding of the land acquisition strategy
expenditures which were through the reserve as approved by resolution
• Transfer out of the planning reserve fund to the capital repair and replacement reserve per year end resolution
© 2021 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International Cooperative (“KPMG
International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved. The KPMG name and logo are registered trademarks or trademarks of KPMG International.
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Overview of the Audited Financial statements (cont’d)

Summary of Financial Results
Overall total provincial funding has increased
by $31K as a result of an increase in the
Source Water Protection Planning funding
offset by smaller reductions in project
funding compared to the prior year
 $10K – Decreased funding throughout
2020 for the municipalities climate change
innovation and the national disaster
mitigation program ($100K) offset by
increases as a result of the temporary wage
subsidy funding ($25K), environmental
damages funding ($15K), fisheries funding
($27K) and environmental damages funding
($15K).
 $337K- Decrease in the revenue for
subdivision and site and condo plans given the
stage the projects were as of the year end date
($122K), lower camp, educational
programming, pavilion and camp booking fees
($231K) offset by miscellaneous increases in
various smaller user fees in the year.
© 2021 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International Cooperative (“KPMG
International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved. The KPMG name and logo are registered trademarks or trademarks of KPMG International.
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COVID-19 Pandemic Audit Response
Our audit approach
In March 2020, the COVID-19 outbreak was declared a pandemic by the World Health Organization and has had a significant financial
market and social dislocating impact. As such enhanced subsequent events procedures are warranted.
There are two types of subsequent events, with the accounting treatment dependent on the categorization as follows:

−

Events that provide future evidence of conditions that existed at the financial statement date. For these conditions, the financial
statements should be adjusted for measurable impact to the assets, liabilities, revenues and expenditures.

−

Events that are indicative of conditions that rose subsequent to the financial statement date. For these conditions, disclosures, at a
minimum, should include a description of the event and an estimate of the financial impact, when practicable or a statement that an
estimate cannot be made.

Audit response:
Management worked with the audit team to customize language for the COVD related note disclosure.
An assessment for any financial indicators of financial implications was undertaken and documented by management and reviewed by the
audit team.
A list of any financial implications and actions undertaken by NVCA was disclosed in the notes, including:
•

Closure of administrative buildings based on public health recommendations

•

Mandatory working from home requirements for those able to do so, and put in place measures to limit and control access to the
premises by staff

•

Cancellation of weddings booked and educational programs including summer camps and school field trips

The Authority has applied for the Canadian Emergency Wage Subsidy (“CEWS”) program for the 2020 year end. The amounts were not
recorded within the financial statements as the amounts have not been received as of the date of these financial statements.
A statement as to whether or not these factors present uncertainty over future cash flows, may cause significant changes to the assets or
liabilities and may have a significant impact on future operations. Along with measurement of an estimated impact on the financial effect
or indication if one is not practicable at this time.
Management has included an “Effects of COVID-19 Pandemic” note in its financial statements that appropriately describes and responds to
the above matter.
© 2021 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International Cooperative (“KPMG
International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved. The KPMG name and logo are registered trademarks or trademarks of KPMG International.
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Thank you
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© 2021 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG
network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International Cooperative (“KPMG
International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved. The KPMG name and logo are registered
trademarks or trademarks of KPMG International.
The information contained herein is of a general nature and is not intended to address the
circumstances of any particular individual or entity. Although we endeavour to provide accurate
and timely information, there can be no guarantee that such information is accurate as of the date
it is received or that it will continue to be accurate in the future. No one should act on such
information without appropriate professional advice after a thorough examination of the
particular situation.

Page 20 of 145

Forestry at the
Nottawasaga Valley
Conservation
Authority (NVCA)
Rick Grillmayer
Manager, Forestry
April 23, 2021

Our Mission: Working together to lead, promote,
support and inspire innovative watershed management.
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Who we are
Rick Grillmayer
Alisha Tobola

NVCA since 1992,
1997 to present in
Forestry. 2,639,715
trees planted to date.

Since 2014
813,790
trees planted.
We also get help from Spencer
Macdonald, Lands and
Operations in peak seasons.

History of Tree Planting or how it all
started
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History of tree planting in Southern
Ontario
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The Early Years.
• Promoted in 1871 as a means of preventing “further
degradation” of agricultural lands.
• Has its roots in agriculture.
• The Ontario Tree Planting Act 1883.
• Landowners paid $0.25/tree to transplant from the “back”
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Agreement Forests – 1921 – 1998.
The planting and management of Municipal lands
by the Province of Ontario.
• Simcoe County – 1922
• York Region – 1924
• CA lands 1946
Transfer of Agreements from OMNR
to Counties completed by 1998.

E.C. Drury beside horse and buggy on Orr Lake wasteland. Photo
taken by E.J. Zavitz in 1907.
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Province leads
Woodlands Improvement Act – 1966
– 1993.
• Allowed the Department of Lands and
Forests to work with individual landowners.
• 15 year agreement.
• Signs still visible today.

Page 27 of 145

Province leaves
Provincial Tree Planting
• Provincial Nurseries 1922 – 1999.
• Ontario Tree Seed Plant 1923 – 2018

Why we care about forests and
plant trees.

We are now the only agency
left in the watershed that
provide this service. We
have been planting trees
each year since 1964.
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Effect of Increased Forest Cover on Baseflows
(GAWSER Model - based on observed conditions in the Grand River watershed)

• increases baseflows...

Fifty Years of Collaborative Afforestation for Watershed Health
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Effect of Increased Forest Cover on Peak Flows
(GAWSER Model - based on observed conditions in the Grand River watershed)

• increased forest cover decreases peak flows.

Fifty Years of Collaborative Afforestation for Watershed Health
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How trees fit into NVCA Goals and
Objectives.

Center for Neighbourhood Technology/ U.S. EPA.
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Carbon Offsets

� Tree

Seedling Carbon Storage - over 10
years:
� 0.039 metric ton CO2/ tree
� (note: average car equiv. 4.6 ton/yr/car)
15,550 trees planted would store 13 car
equivalents per year at 10 years after
planting.
15,550 trees covers 20 acres.

2021 Funding Partnerships – its all
about the numbers.
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�
�
�

�

Levy = $71,053
Partners = $270,000
Forests Ontario, Simcoe
County, Federal Government
(via numerous programs),
Town of New Tecumseth and
the Landowners.
Biggest contributor by far is
Forests Ontario. In the past 5
years they have contributed
$1 million.
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Where the trees come from
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The 2021 Planting Season.
94,000 trees planted on 29
properties in 9 municipalities.

Planting to began on April 26
And with luck completed May
26.
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We always work 1 year in advance

�

Site visits need to be
completed the year
before planting - before
winter sets in.
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The Fall

Tending and Site Preparation

Survival surveys to be completed in
1st, 2nd, and 5th years.

Typical timeline for the
establishment of trees
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Pines as a cover crop – Squair
Plantation
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2019 – 110
years later.
“in Forestry
30 years is
nothing”
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Arbour Day Tree Sale

Special Projects – Living
Snowfences
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Managed Forest Program.
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Historical/Current challenges
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Deer Predation
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Climate Change
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Climate change – species selection
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Forest Loss to Emerald Ash Borer

Gypsy Moth – 2020 was bad, 2021
could be worse
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2 species we are watching for:
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Nottawasaga Valley Conservation Authority
03-21-BOD
MINUTES
March 26, 2021
9:00 a.m. - 12:00 p.m.
Virtual Meeting Via WebEx
Present:
Councillor Keith White
Councillor Gail Little, Vice-Chair
Councillor Mariane Mcleod, Chair
Councillor Margaret Mercer
Deputy Mayor Bob Meadows
Councillor George Watson
Councillor Thom Paterson
Councillor Andrea Matrosovs
Councillor Ralph Manketlow
Councillor Dane Nielsen
Councillor Donna Jebb
Councillor Shirley Boxem
Councillor Rob Nicol
Councillor Cathy Keane
Councillor Walter Benotto
Mayor Don Allen
Councillor Gary Harvey
Councillor Raj Sandhu

Essa (Township)
Amaranth (Township)
Collingwood (Town)
Melancthon (Township)
Adjala-Tosorontio (Township)
Wasaga Beach (Town)
Clearview (Township)
Blue Mountains (Town)
Mono (Town)
Grey Highlands (Municipality)
New Tecumseth (Town)
Mulmur (Township)
Innisfil (Town)
Oro-Medonte (Township)
Shelburne (Town)
Springwater (Township)
Barrie (City)
Bradford West Gwillimbury (Town)

Staff:
Doug Hevenor, Chief Administrative Officer; Chris Hibberd, Director Watershed
Management Services; Byron Wesson, Director Conservation Services; Sheryl
Flannagan, Director Corporate Services; Lee Bull, Manager Planning Services;
Mark Hartley, Senior Engineer; Maria Leung, Communications Coordinator; Peter
Alm, Water Resource Engineer; Mike Francis, Planning Ecologist; Haleigh
Ferguson, Executive Administrator/Recorder
1.

CALL TO ORDER
Chair McLeod called the meeting to order at 9:10 a.m.

2.

LAND ACKNOWLEDGEMENT
The Nottawasaga Valley Conservation Authority Board acknowledges that we
are situated on the traditional land of the Anishnaabeg people. The
Anishnaabeg include the Ojibwe, Odawa, and Pottawatomi nations,
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collectively known as the Three Fires Confederacy. We are dedicated to
honouring Indigenous history and culture and committed to moving forward
in the spirit of reconciliation and respect with all First Nation, Métis and Inuit
people.
3.

DECLARATION OF PECUNIARY AND CONFLICT OF INTEREST
None declared.

4.

MOTION TO ADOPT AGENDA
RES: 19-21
Moved by: Cllr. Keith White Seconded by: Cllr. Margaret Mercer
RESOLVED THAT: the agenda for the Board of Directors Meeting #03-21BOD dated March 26, 2021 be approved.
Carried;

5.

ANNOUNCEMENTS
There were no announcements for this meeting.

6.

PRESENTATIONS

a.

Mark Hartley, Senior Engineer will conduct a presentation on NVCA's
Engineering Program.

7.

RES: 20-21
Moved by: Deputy Mayor Bob Meadows Seconded by: Cllr. George Watson
RESOLVED THAT: the Board of Director's receive the presentation on
NVCA's Engineering Program presented by Mark Hartley, Senior Engineer for
information.
Carried;
DEPUTATIONS
There were no deputations for this meeting.

8.

DELEGATIONS
There were no delegations for this meeting.

9.

HEARINGS
There were no hearings for this meeting.

10.

DETERMINATION OF ITEMS REQUIRING SEPARATE DISCUSSION
Board Members are requested to identify items from the Consent List that
they wish to have considered for separate discussion.
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11.

ADOPTION OF CONSENT LIST AND IDENTIFICATION OF ITEMS
REQUIRING SEPARATE DISCUSSION

12.

RES: 21-20
Moved by: Cllr. Thom Paterson Seconded by: Cllr. Andrea Matrosovs
RESOLVED THAT: agenda item number C-1, was identified as requiring
separate discussion, be referred for discussion under Agenda Item #10; and
FURTHER THAT: all Consent List Agenda Items not referred for separate
discussion be adopted as submitted to the board and staff be authorized to
take all necessary action required to give effect to same; and
FURTHER THAT: any items in the consent list not referred for separate
discussion, and for which conflict has been declared, are deemed not to have
been voted on or discussed by the individual making the declaration.
Carried;
CONSENT LIST

a.

Adoption of Minutes

i.

Approved by Consent.
RESOLVED THAT: the minutes of the Board of Directors Meeting #02-21BOD dated February 26, 2021 be approved.
Carried;
Correspondence

b.

There was no correspondence for this meeting.
c.

Staff Reports

i.

Staff Report No. 07-03-21-BOD from Manager, Planning Services regarding
Growing the Greenbelt.
RES: 22-20
Moved by: Cllr. Donna Jebb Seconded by: Cllr. Shirley Boxem
RESOLVED THAT: The Board of Directors receive Staff Report No. 07-0321-BOD regarding Growing the Greenbelt.
Carried;

ii.

Staff Report No. 08-03-21-BOD from Director Corporate Services regarding
the Administrative Bylaws Update.
Approved by Consent.
RESOLVED THAT: the Board of Directors approve Staff Report No. 08-0321-BOD regarding the Administrative Bylaws Update.
Carried;
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iii.

Staff Report No. 09-03-21-BOD from Communications Coordinator regarding
Communications Report February 13, 2021 – March 12, 2021.

13.

Approved by Consent.
RESOLVED THAT: Staff Report No. 09-03-21-BOD regarding NVCA
Communications – February 13, 2021 – March 12, 2021, be received.
Carried;
OTHER BUSINESS

a.

Verbal update from Doug Hevenor, CAO regarding NVCA COVID-19 protocols.

b.

Verbal update from Sheryl Flannagan, Director Corporate Services regarding
NVCA staffing updates.

14.

ADJOURN
RES: 23-20
Moved by: Cllr. Donna Jebb Seconded by: Cllr. Gary Harvey
RESOLVED THAT: this meeting adjourn at 10:41 a.m. to meet again on
April 23, 2021 or at the call of the Chair.
Carried;
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Staff Report:

10-04-21-BOD

Date:

23/04/2021

To:

Chair and Members of the Board of Directors

From:

Byron Wesson
Director, Conservation Services

SUBJECT:

Infrastructure Repair for NVCA Tree Cooler

Recommendation
RESOLVED THAT: the staff recommendation to use a maximum of $5,000
from the NVCA Operational Reserve to secure the services of RCH HVAC &
Automation for the supply and install of a new refrigeration unit be
approved as presented.

Purpose of the Staff Report
The purpose of this Staff Report is to seek support for use of funds within the
Operational Reserve to replace the refrigeration unit within the NVCA’s Tree
Cooler.
Background
NVCA has used a refrigerated building to store its tree seedlings since 1994. Bare
– root seedlings need to be stored at 2-4C during their wait to be planted. We ship
trees from the nursery in bulk, and use a refrigerated building to hold them as
they are planted. Our existing “tree cooler” located at Tiffin was a donation from
Rotary in 2003. The refrigeration unit was used when it came to us and has been
operating for the past 18 years. The past few years has realized more repair than
usual as age took its toll.
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Issues/Analysis
A recent test run of the cooler in preparation for this years tree plant saw a
complete breakdown of the refrigeration unit. Our service provider has indicated
that any more repairs would not be a wise use of our resources as the unit
completely failed. Our tree seedlings will be delivered by April end. They number
over 85,000 at a cost of approximately $1.00 each. Staff have reached out to our
service provider as well as others to secure a new replacement unit that could be
installed before our trees arrive.
The following replacement prices were received:
Suppliers
RCH HVAC
Temp Air Services
RA Archer Refrigeration

Cost
$4734.89 +hst
$7800.00 + hst
$7599.52 +hst

The quote from RCH HVAC has come in considerably less due to this company
wishing to provide training for their technicians. They would cover their own labor
and provide all necessary materials at cost.
Relevance to Authority Policy/Mandate
NVCA 2020-2025 Business Plan - Promote resiliency and capacity in the face of
dynamic conditions with the watershed.
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.
Impact on Authority Finances
The NVCA Operational Reserve currently sits at $265,000. The staff
recommendation to use the services of RCH HVAC would realize a final cost of
$4,818.22 (includes HST and our rebate).
Reviewed by:
Byron Wesson
Original Signed by
Byron Wesson
Director Conservation Services

Approved for submission by:
Original Signed by
Doug Hevenor
Chief Administrative Officer

Page 60 of 145

Staff Report:

11-04-21-BOD

Date:

23/04/2021

To:

Chair and Members of the Board of Directors

From:

Byron Wesson
Director, Conservation Services

SUBJECT:

New Lowell Conservation Area Reserve Use

Recommendation
RESOLVED THAT: staff recommendation to use the New Lowell
Conservation Area reserve for hazard tree removals be supported; and
FUTHER THAT: Falls Tree Service be contracted for the project at a cost
not to exceed $35,000.

Purpose of the Staff Report
The purpose of this Staff Report is to request use of funds within the New Lowell
Conservation Area reserve to undertake hazard tree removals.
Background
The New Lowell Conservation Area is managed as a seasonal campground through
a lease with a private company. Lease duration has been an annually renewed
five-year term since 1998. As per the lease conditions there is a set payment to
NVCA that includes an annual 3% increase. Select costs for New Lowell CA
(property taxes) are covered by NVCA through use of each year’s lease payment.
The balance of each year’s lease payment goes into the New Lowell Reserve fund.
Past reserve use costs have included infrastructure repair, road and waste water
upgrades. Using the past 3 years as an example would see approximately $20,000
going to the reserve each year. The New Lowell reserve currently sits at $60,000
with an additional $20,000 added by the end of May.
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Issues/Analysis
The portion of the New Lowell Conservation Area that is utilized as a seasonal
campground currently houses approximately 100 large trailers. The entire site is
well treed and natural in appearance. More recently, the Emerald Ash borer has
made its appearance known and an unfortunate number of larger trees are
starting to show the effects. Many of the trees grow amongst the numerous trailer
sites and as such have to come down in a safe manner. Earlier this year three
local tree removal companies toured the site and submitted quotes for removal.
Staff are recommending the New Lowell reserve fund be used to cover a portion of
these costs. Our lessees would be committing towards this project through use of
their staff and other associated costs.

Company
Pro Tree Service
Brad’s Tree Service
Fall’s Tree Service

Cost including tax
$55,245.00
$54,014.00
$37,855.00

Cost with tax rebate
$49,750.46
$48,641.28
$34,089.00

Relevance to Authority Policy/Mandate
Section 21(c) of the Conservation Authorities Act gives Conservation Authorities
the power to sell, lease or otherwise dispose of land.
Impact on Authority Finances
The New Lowell Reserve will realize $80,000 by May of 2021. Use of $35,000 for
the proposed hazard tree removals would see the balance sit at $45,000 to the
end of 2021.
Reviewed by:
Byron Wesson
Original Signed by
Byron Wesson
Director Conservation Services

Approved for submission by:
Original Signed by
Doug Hevenor
Chief Administrative Officer
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12-04-21-BOD

Date:

23/04/2021

To:

Chair and Members of the Board of Directors

From:

Byron Wesson
Director, Conservation Services

SUBJECT:

Swaley Drain - Springwater Township

Recommendation
RESOLVED THAT: staff recommendation to use no more than $6,000 from
the NVCA Land Management Acquisition reserve to secure the services of
Sid Vander Veen from R.J. Burnside & Associates Ltd for professional
opinion purposes be approved as recommended.

Purpose of the Staff Report
The purpose of this Staff Report is to seek support for use of funds within the
Lands Management Acquisition Reserve to secure a professional opinion that will
aid us in understanding our role, rights, and responsibilities as a landowner along
the Swaley drain in Springwater Township.
Background
In response to a landowner petition, the Township of Springwater has retained a
drainage engineer to address reports of insufficient outlet for agricultural lands
along the Swaley Drain. A presentation by Kenn Smart from K. Smart Associates
Ltd. was made to the NVCA Board in 2018. The NVCA is involved with this project
both as a Regulatory authority (permission requirements under Ontario Regulation
172/06 due to interference with wetlands and alteration to watercourse(s) based
on the proposal) and as a landowner on the drain.
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Issues/Analysis
The NVCA is not looking to secure a professional opinion on the Drainage
Engineers proposal beyond our inhouse comments. Rather, the objective would be
to identify our options/obligations as a landowner, including how a decision under
the CA Act may impact the outcome of the Drainage Act review process (for
example, allocation of costs). We currently receive no benefit from the drain nor
do we plan to farm the lands. As our ‘use’ of the land is connected to its natural
heritage function it could be argued that any impairment/alteration of natural
heritage function would limit our benefit from the land.
This file is unique in its entirety. Staff are recommending that we sole source the
services of Sid Vander Veen from R.J. Burnside. Mr. Vander Veen was the
provincial drainage coordinator with Ministry of Agriculture and Food for 30 years.
As the trainer for the province’s municipal drainage course he has worked with
many drainage superintendents across the province. His extensive background
knowledge and expertise will assist staff on this complex file.
Relevance to Authority Policy/Mandate
Section 21(c) of the Conservation Authorities Act gives Conservation Authorities
the power to sell, lease or otherwise dispose of land.
Impact on Authority Finances
The Land Management Acquisition Reserve currently sits at $45,000. It is
estimated that total costs of $5,500 will be realized leaving a balance of $39,500
in this reserve.
Reviewed by:
Byron Wesson
Original Signed by
Byron Wesson
Director Conservation Services

Approved for submission by:
Original Signed by
Doug Hevenor
Chief Administrative Officer
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13-04-21-BOD

Date:

23/04/2021

To:

Chair and Members of the Board of Directors

From:

Chris Hibberd, Director Watershed Management Services
Lee Bull, Manager Planning Services
Mike Francis, Planning Ecologist

SUBJECT:

Achieving Net Gains Through Ecological Offsetting Draft
Document

Recommendation
RESOLVED THAT: the Board of Directors receive Staff Report No. 13-0421-BOD regarding Achieving Net Gains Through Ecological Offsetting
Draft Document.

Purpose of the Staff Report
To provide an overview to the NVCA Board of Directors on a draft ecological
offsetting document, entitled ‘Achieving Net Gains Through Ecological Offsetting’
the ‘document’, and next steps.
Background
Population growth and resulting urbanization presents a challenge for the
protection and enhancement of wetlands throughout Southern Ontario
watersheds. In addressing this challenge, one concept that is gaining momentum
is the establishment of policies which outline an approach to ‘compensation’ or
‘offsetting’ for the loss of natural assets, which may include wetlands. Like many
other Conservation Authorities (CAs), NVCA has historically accepted informal
offsetting as a mitigation measure for wetland loss on an ad hoc basis. In recent

Page 65 of 145

Achieving Net Gains Through Ecological Offsetting Draft Document
Staff Report No. 13-04-21-BOD

years, other CAs within fast-growing watersheds, such as LSRCA and TRCA, have
standardized this process through instituting formal ecological offsetting policies.
Following a staff report submitted at the December 2017 board meeting, the
Board directed staff to develop a guideline that provides clear direction to
watershed stakeholders and municipal partners on how to achieve a net gain of
natural heritage features within the watershed by offsetting for the loss resulting
from various development proposals. In 2018 staff drafted a document entitled
‘NVCA Policy Guidelines for Achieving Ecological Net Gains’. The guideline
development process included reviewing similar guidelines of other conservation
authorities (e.g., TRCA’s and LRSCA’s offsetting plans). The draft guidelines were
circulated early in 2019 to representative stakeholders and the Board members.
The document outlined the proposed direction of the Authority with regards to
offsetting for the loss of natural heritage features through the development
process.
NVCA staff have since developed an updated watershed-specific policy and
guideline which sets clear direction with respect to when and how offsetting should
be implemented. The intention of this guideline is to ensure that, moving forward,
natural heritage offsetting is conducted using clear standardized criteria and
metrics. This concept assigns a responsibility to compensate, where appropriate,
for the value and function of lost natural features, thereby ensuring important
functions are maintained and enhanced on the landscape.
Issues/Analysis
The draft guidelines have been updated to address stakeholder comments and
recent legislation changes (e.g., Bill 229). The updated draft guidelines are
appended to this report. In general, the majority of stakeholders expressed
support for the concepts outlined in the guideline; however, several concerns were
also expressed, and revolved around a few common themes. The following list
outlines some of those key concerns:






Consistency with the costing metrics contained in other CA policies and
guidelines;
Potential for increased delays to development applications;
Potentially excessive feature replacement requirements;
Lack of clarity with respect to eligibility and applicability of the policy;
Potential burdens placed on existing landowners for small developments
(e.g. garages, single homes).
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These concerns and others have been thoughtfully considered and addressed in
the latest draft guidelines.
Staff are of the opinion that through the development of formal guidelines for
wetland and ecological offsetting the NVCA has provided a solutions-based
approach that will increase consistency and efficiency in the review of
development applications. The guidelines strive to set a standard of prioritizing
avoidance, minimization, and mitigation of impacts, prior to considering offsetting
as an option. Offsetting is a long-term, adaptive, and co-operative process
undertaken by multiple stakeholders, including developers, landowners,
municipalities, the agricultural community, environmental organizations, and
regulatory agencies.
The next steps in the guideline development includes circulation of the draft
document to municipalities and development industry representatives. Staff would
then address any comments provided through the circulation process as
appropriate, and present the final draft guidelines to the Board for approval.
Relevance to Authority Policy/Mandate
The Conservation Authorities Act (the Act) provides CAs with the mandate to
develop programs to conserve, restore, develop, and manage the watershed’s
natural resources. Under the Act, CAs may prohibit development within wetlands
or adjacent areas where development could interfere with ecological and
hydrologic functions of a wetland. However, in certain cases, a CA may grant
permission for development in such areas if, in its opinion, the control of flooding,
erosion, dynamic beaches, pollution or the conservation of land will not be
affected by the development.
The Conservation Authorities Act has recently undergone revisions which relate to
the issuance of permits for developments subject to Minister’s Zoning Orders
(MZOs). Under the updated legislation there is a requirement for the
Conservation Authority (CA) to enter into an Agreement with proponents whose
developments receive an MZO; these agreements are intended to set out the
requirements of the Conservation Authority that must be satisfied in order to
compensate for any ecological impacts that result from the development.
The draft document before the Board will provide the formal framework to
implement these new requirements under the CA Act in a standardized and
transparent manner under such circumstances where an MZO has been issued.
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Impact on Authority Finances
The preparation of this report was completed with the confines of the approved
2021 budget.
Submitted by:
Original Signed by
Chris Hibberd
Director, Watershed Management Services
Attachments:

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)

Approved for submission by:
Original Signed by
Doug Hevenor
Chief Administrative Officer

Achieving Net Gains Through Ecological Offsetting Draft
Document
TRCA Feature Creation Cost Estimate – Forested
Wetland
TRCA Feature Creation Cost Estimate – Marsh Wetland
TRCA Feature Creation Cost Estimate – Riparian Planting
Wetland
TRCA Feature Creation Cost Estimate – Wetland Shrub
Thicket Wetland
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1.0 Introduction
The Nottawasaga Valley watershed contains a diverse and interconnected system of
natural features. Within this system, wetlands play an important role in terms of the
services they offer to both humans and the natural environment. Wetlands directly and
indirectly support a wide range of land uses, and provide invaluable services for
landowners, businesses, and numerous other stakeholders throughout the watershed,
including maintaining healthy drinking water, providing flood and climate change
mitigation functions, providing diverse recreational opportunities, and ensuring that
native plants and wildlife have the necessary space to thrive. Maintaining all of these
important natural services must be balanced with the current development pressures
that the watershed is experiencing, and will continue to experience moving forward.
Population growth, and resulting urbanization, presents a challenge for the protection
and enhancement of wetlands throughout the watershed. In addressing this challenge,
one concept that is gaining momentum is the establishment of policies which outline an
approach to ‘compensation’ or ‘offsetting’ for the loss of natural assets, which may
include wetlands. Such policies promote an alternative approach to ensuring ‘no net
loss’, and are regularly structured to promote overall ‘net gains’ of natural features on
the landscape. This concept assigns a responsibility to compensate, where appropriate,
for the value and function of lost natural features, thereby ensuring important functions
are maintained and enhanced on the landscape. In keeping with this principle,
Nottawasaga Valley Conservation Authority (NVCA) has formalized an approach to
ecological offsetting. This guideline aims to ensure that further losses of regulated
natural heritage features within the Nottawasaga Valley watershed are highly limited
and, where appropriate, met with equal or greater gains in area, value, and function.
It’s important to note that by instituting a formal offsetting policy, NVCA is not
promoting or supporting an increase in removal of wetlands and associated natural
features throughout the watershed. On the contrary, and like many other Conservation
Authorities (CAs), NVCA has historically accepted informal offsetting as a mitigation
measure for wetland loss on an ad hoc basis. The intention of this formal offsetting
policy is to ensure that, moving forward, wetland offsetting is conducted using
standardized criteria and metrics. To accomplish this, natural features must be
assigned a standardized value, and natural feature losses must be quantified on a
project-specific basis. Furthermore, proponents must be able to clearly understand
when offsetting is available to them as a tool for obtaining regulatory approvals.
Instituting and implementing a formal policy for wetland and ecological offsetting is a
solutions-based approach that will increase consistency and efficiency in the review of
development applications. NVCA’s policy strives to set a standard of prioritizing
avoidance, minimization, and mitigation of impacts, prior to considering offsetting as an
option. When projects are considered eligible for offsetting, the process must always
be scientifically defensible, and planned and implemented by qualified professionals.
Offsetting is a long-term, adaptive, and co-operative process undertaken by multiple
stakeholders, including developers, landowners, municipalities, NGOs, and regulatory
agencies.
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Note: This document should be read in its entirety to ensure an understanding that the
requisite assessments of project eligibility and policy conformity are the primary
considerations contained within. Additional information contained within, including a
discussion of potential ‘costs’ associated with offsetting, are considered a secondary
component of the process.

2.0 Policy Context & Applicability
2.1 Offsetting Policy Context
The Conservation Authorities Act (the Act) provides CAs with the mandate to develop
programs and policies to conserve, restore, develop, and manage the watershed’s
natural resources. Under the Act, CAs may prohibit development within wetlands or
adjacent areas where development could interfere with ecological and hydrologic
functions of a wetland. However, in certain cases, a CA may grant permission for
development in such areas if, in its opinion, the control of flooding, erosion, dynamic
beaches, pollution or the conservation of land will not be affected by the development.
NVCA administers and enforces Ontario Regulation 172/06 under Section 28 of the Act.
Staff at NVCA review development applications using the Planning and Regulations
Guidelines, approved by NVCA’s Board of Directors in August 2009. These guidelines
support staff in the implementation of the Section 28 Regulation, including Section
4.7.4, which directs staff with regard to development and interference within (and
adjacent to) wetlands. Present direction stipulates that, in general, development and
interference is not permitted within a wetland or within 30m of wetland. A few
exceptions are provided, including development undertaken for conservation purposes,
or for public infrastructure and various utility works undertaken through an
Environmental Assessment process or under other strict conditions.
The policy context above provides the basic foundation for NVCA’s offsetting guidelines.
This guideline is prepared on the premise that, for the vast majority of development
applications, NVCA’s existing Planning & Regulations Guidelines do not presently allow
for development and interference within a wetland or within 30m of a wetland. NVCA
staff are tasked with ensuring that applications for development remain consistent with
these policies. This represents an ongoing constraint for development proponents and
NVCA’s municipal partners. In the interest of working toward defensible solutions, and
in order to meet the general intent of the Act, this guideline provides a potential
alternative pathway to regulatory compliance. Also, it provides NVCA staff with an
option to permit development within wetlands, subject to meeting strict criteria and
subsequently preparing an offsetting plan which meets the standards of this guideline.
It is noted that recent changes to the Act include provisions that may oblige a CA to
enter into an offsetting/compensation agreement in scenarios where a Minister’s Zoning
Order (MZO) is issued. The CA Act (Section 28.01 (24)) provides that a Conservation
Authority that grants a permit for development that has been authorized by an MZO
may enter into an agreement with the landowner; further (Section 28.01(25)) provides
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that the agreement may set out the requirements that must be completed to
compensate for any ecological impacts that result from the development. These
changes clearly demonstrate the importance of CAs developing policies pertaining to
offsetting, and imply direction from the province with respect to the use of offsetting as
a planning tool.
It is further noted that aspects of ‘eligibility criteria’ contained in this document are
premised on the NVCA’s role as a commenting agency to its member municipalities on
matters of natural heritage-related policy conformity. Municipal and provincial land-use
planning policies generally prohibit or discourage development within significant natural
heritage features, often associated with wetland and woodlands, unless, in certain
cases, the proposal can demonstrate no “negative impacts” to these natural features
and their associated functions. As discussed below, demonstrating consistency and
conformity with applicable land-use planning policies is a key pre-requisite to
determining proponents’ eligibility for pursuing regulatory compliance through
offsetting.

2.2 Project Policy Conformity
All proposals for development are subject to an objective assessment of consistency
and conformity with relevant municipal and provincial-level planning policies. As the
key pillar of NVCA’s offsetting policy, no project will be considered eligible to conduct
offsetting for wetland loss/encroachment without first demonstrating such. Planning
policies develop and change over time, and conformity must be demonstrated with
those policies in place at the time a project application is submitted. Applicable policy
documents include (but are not limited to):








Provincial Policy Statement (MMAH, 2020)
The Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe (MMAH, 2017)
Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation Plan (MMAH, 2002)
Niagara Escarpment Plan (NEC, 2017)
County/Regional level Official Planning policies (e.g. Simcoe, Grey, Dufferin,
Peel)
Municipal level Official Planning policies
NVCA Planning and Regulations Guidelines

In determining eligibility for offsetting, a project must be strictly consistent with the
Provincial Policy Statement (PPS). To evaluate this, the proponent and/or the planning
authority must retain a qualified ecologist to prepare an Environmental Impact Study
(EIS), which will assess technical components of the project site and compare the
results against relevant technical criteria. Among other things, the EIS will be expected
to identify features and functions of ‘significance’, the presence of which will have direct
bearing on a project’s capacity to demonstrate consistency with the PPS.
In general, the PPS does not permit activities which would adversely impact significant
features, e.g. Provincially-significant Wetland (PSW), Significant Woodland, Significant
Wildlife Habitat (SWH), etc. In support of PPS policies, negatively impacting wetlands
which are significant and/or which host significant features/functions will not be
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permitted, regardless of a plan to conduct offsetting. It is noted that a lack of formal
designation of an applicable feature as ‘significant’ within relevant official planning
documents does not equate to the absence of significance. The proponent is
responsible for assessing feature significance in support of each application by applying
site-specific data to relevant provincially-supported criteria. For example, in
determining if an applicable regulated feature represents a Significant Woodland, the
proponent would be expected to objectively apply the criteria outlined in Section of 7.3
of the Natural Heritage Reference Manual (MNRF 2010) and/or more specific criteria
available for the local planning jurisdiction. Likewise, the presence/absence of SWH
must be objectively evaluated on a site-specific basis by reviewing the criteria outlined
in the Significant Wildlife Habitat Criteria Schedules for Ecoregion 6E (MNRF 2015).
In addition to the above discussion, NVCA’s Planning & Regulations Guidelines may
stipulate additional criteria that NVCA staff can review in determining a projects
eligibility to conduct offsetting for wetland removal/encroachment. This document
should be read in conjunction with NVCA’s Planning & Regulations Guidelines. Further,
nothing stated in this document will preclude applicants’ responsibility to meet
requirements related to natural ‘hazards’ which are regulated by NVCA.

2.3 Project Applicability
The following points are intended to provide clarity on the types of development
applications which may be eligible for (or subject to) offsetting requirements for
removal of regulated features. In general, and subject to other eligibility requirements
discussed in this guideline, NVCA’s policy for standardized offsetting is applicable to
development applications which meet the following criteria:






‘Major’ development applications which require Planning Act approval, such as
‘Plans of subdivision’ and ‘Site Plans’, or as approved through a Minister’s Zoning
Order.
Development applications on lands which are ‘regulated’ by NVCA, as per Ontario
Regulation 172/06. This specifically includes wetland communities, and other
natural communities (e.g. woodlands) which are ‘regulated’ for wetland
interference, e.g. within a regulated wetland buffer.
Development applications within designated settlement areas.

In general, NVCA’s policy for standardized offsetting is not applicable to development
applications which meet the following criteria:






Development applications requiring ‘minor’ Planning Act approvals, such as
requests for ‘Minor Variance’, as determined through formal pre-consultation
with NVCA.
Development applications which require no Planning Act approvals, but which
require a permit under the Conservation Authorities Act, e.g. small-scale,
supported by existing zoning. Projects falling under this category should refer to
NVCA’s Planning & Regulations Guidelines for further direction.
Development applications on lands which are not regulated by NVCA. However,
outside of NVCA-regulated area limits, the principles contained within these
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guidelines may be used by individual municipalities to support decision making
processes regarding ecological offsetting.
Development applications outside of designated settlement areas [i.e. scenarios
where relevant provincial policy would prohibit development in wetlands (key
hydrologic features), precluding opportunities for offsetting].

Further to the above, it is noted that offsetting will generally not be considered
retroactively applicable to draft-approved plans of subdivision, with the following
potential exceptions:




Where such projects require revisions (e.g. ‘red-line’ edits) which would propose
an increase to the total extent of loss to applicable regulated features, i.e. loss of
features which were not assessed or approved as part the initial approval.
Where an updated EIS (or equivalent) is required as a condition of draft
approval, and the results of such works identify applicable regulated features
which were not identified in support of initial draft approvals.

Finally, applicability to municipal infrastructure projects, completed through an
approved Environmental Assessment or otherwise, will be determined on a case-specific
basis.

3.0 Preliminary Considerations for Developing a Strategy
If a proponent wishes to pursue offsetting, and the development application meets the
general policy and eligibility criteria outlined in Section 2.0, the proponent will engage
in a pre-consultation discussion with NVCA staff. By this stage, a project EIS will have
been completed and submitted to NVCA for review in order to aid in offsetting preconsultation discussions. Most importantly, the EIS will assess policy conformity based
on the technical site-specific data.
If NVCA staff agree that the project conforms to applicable policy and meets applicable
eligibility criteria, then the pre-consultation will proceed to a review of rationale, i.e.
determining why impacting a regulated feature is warranted. Offsetting for removal of
a regulated feature will not be permitted solely on the basis of convenience, increasing
lot yield, or making an otherwise ‘undevelopable’ property (or section of a property)
into a ‘developable’ property. Generally, the only acceptable rationale for pursuing
offsetting will be the reasonable ‘regularization’ of a development envelope. If a
property is too severely constrained by regulated features to facilitate a development,
the proponent will be encouraged to pursue an alternative development scenario.
If, following review of technical materials and pre-consultation discussions, NVCA staff
determine the application is eligible to pursue offsetting, it will be indicated whether the
proponent should move forward with preparing an offsetting strategy. An overview of
the preliminary stages of developing a strategy are as follows:


Reviewing the Mitigation Hierarchy: Determining if/how much offsetting is
actually necessary.
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Quantifying the Area of Loss: Determining the extent of proposed impacts to
the affected feature(s).
Calculating the Area of Gain: Determining the overall net gain required to
offset the overall loss of the original feature(s) and its function.
Identifying an Offsetting Path: Determining what offsetting options are
available within the given area and within a reasonable timeframe, and
prioritizing preferred options.

These key aspects are discussed below on an individual basis.

3.1 Reviewing the Mitigation Hierarchy
Avoidance of impacts is the first priority for any development proposal, followed by all
reasonable efforts to minimize impacts. Rationale for an inability to avoid/minimize
must be demonstrated through more than project efficiencies or practicalities. NVCA
staff will actively participate in this portion of the pre-consultation, and may provide
input on potential project alternatives.
Mitigation can often be accomplished by employing appropriate measures during the
construction process to reduce impacts to an affected natural heritage feature. NVCA
will require that development plans creatively explore opportunities to maximize the
retention of natural features, instead of defaulting to their removal, even if removal
may represent the more convenient option. Mitigation may also take the form of
restoration, where a natural heritage feature must be temporarily impacted during the
development process, but can be demonstrably rehabilitated post-development. Such
is often the case where temporary impacts from site grading or construction staging
can be reversed to ensure that the original function of the subject feature is restored or
improved post-development.

3.2 Quantifying the Area of Loss
In general, the area of loss (i.e. the total area of wetland that must be offset) is
quantified by calculating the total area of the applicable feature(s) which will be directly
and permanently removed for the purpose of the proposed project. This includes any
and all activities associated with the project which will result in a direct loss of the
original feature, including building and grading envelopes. The cumulative area of loss
must be calculated for each relevant impacted feature.

3.3 Quantifying the Area of Gain (Offsetting Ratio)
The proponent will then determine the required ‘area of gain’ for their specific project, a
figure which is derived from calculating the area of loss, then applying a specified
factor, the ‘offsetting ratio’. The offsetting ratio is applied to ensure that offsetting
works result in an overall net gain, whereby the area of gain will meet or exceed the
area of loss. For example, an offsetting ratio of 1:2 would dictate that the proponent is
responsible for ‘replacing’ an area equivalent to twice the area of loss. Generalized
offsetting ratios are provided in the table below for wetland communities and areas
within 30m of a wetland, which are regulated for ‘wetland interference’.
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The area of loss and the appropriate offsetting ratio for each impacted feature will guide
the proponent in determining the total area of gain for which they are responsible to
compensate. The area of gain can dictate the spatial requirements for offsetting works,
or assist in calculating an appropriate figure for offsetting through ‘project sponsorship’
(i.e. ‘cash-in-lieu’), as discussed in Section 4.0.
Regulated
Feature/Area
Wetlands

Offsetting
Ratio
1:2

Rationale/Notes

Wetland Setback
(i.e. within 30m)

1:1

In general, any permitted encroachment into naturally-occurring
upland vegetation communities within 30m of a wetland shall be
offset at a ratio of 1:1. Other areas, such as ‘cultural’ settings,
within the 30m minimum setback may be subject to same, as
determined through consultation.

In general, any permitted encroachment into wetland communities
shall be offset at a minimum ratio of 1:2. The requirement to
provide a net gain when conducting offsetting is an industry
standard, premised on the idea of providing an overall
improvement to a system in exchange for permission to remove a
natural feature. The net gain concept is also reflective of the
complexities, uncertainty, and time lags involved with this
process. For example, by creating a surplus of wetland by area, a
created wetland will have some built-in contingency in case
portions of the built feature do not function as designed. Ratios
for replacement of wetlands with a predominant cover of exotic
species (e.g. Phragmites australis ssp. australis) may be subject
to reduction as determined through consultation.

Example area of gain calculation:
Through a ‘subdivision’ development application, NVCA staff approve the removal of
1500m2 of a wetland feature, and an additional 1000m2 of mixed woodland within
the 30m regulatory wetland setback area. The area of loss in this scenario is the
sum of the 1500m2 and 1000m2 metrics. To offset and demonstrate a net gain, the
respective offsetting ratios are applied to calculate the required area of gain as
follows:
(1500m2 x 2) + (1000m2 x 1) = 4000m2
In this scenario, the proponent would be responsible to provide an offset of 4000m2
of wetland area, in order to demonstrate a net gain following the removal of
1500m2 of wetland area and 1000m2 of wetland setback area.
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4.0 Technical Considerations
At this stage, the proponent has determined that they are eligible to conduct offsetting,
and has further quantified the area of gain that is required to appropriately offset the
impacts of their project. The proponent must now determine which of the two primary
offsetting paths will account for this gain. These options include:



Proponent-led Offsetting
Project Sponsorship Offsetting

The following section provides guidance on a variety of technical considerations for
following each offsetting path.

4.1 Proponent-led Offsetting
NVCA’s preferred approach is for a proponent to take the lead in planning and
implementing their offsetting project(s). In this scenario, NVCA will serve to review
and approve the proposed offsetting strategy including a review of the technical plans.
The proponent will be responsible for all costs associated with the project, and may also
be responsible for posting ‘securities’ if the project will involve a delay between removal
of the original feature and creation of the new feature. A monitoring and maintenance
component is required, which can be undertaken by a qualified consultant and reviewed
by NVCA staff. Additional fees will be required if the proponent chooses to implement
the project but have NVCA conduct the monitoring and maintenance component.
Further specific technical considerations are outlined below.

4.1.1 Project Site Selection
NVCA maintains a set of standards for the selection and securement of appropriate
locations for implementing offsetting works. The following parameters must be
considered:


Land Ownership: It is the preference of NVCA that proponent-led offsetting
projects are undertaken on public lands to ensure the long-term security of the
project. Where projects will be undertaken on private lands, portions of such
lands may require conveyance to public authority or establishment of a
conservation easement/agreement.



Geographic Location: NVCA promotes a site-selection hierarchy, preferring
that proponents seek out offsetting project sites which are as close as possible to
the original impacted feature. Completing the offsetting works on the same
property is ideal, provided that the property has the space to accommodate the
required area of gain. Where this is not feasible, the proponent should strive to
source a location that is within the same municipal jurisdiction, e.g. settlement
area or township. Failing the above, a proponent should source a location which
is contained within the same subwatershed as the feature proposed to be
impacted.
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Site-specific Suitability: In addition to geographic location, it is imperative to
select a project site which can physically accommodate the target feature type
for creation. For example, topography and soil composition of a candidate site
should be assessed to determine if these parameters will support the desired
hydrologic condition and target vegetation communities. Existing cover of a
candidate project site must also be evaluated before confirming if the site is
appropriate. For example, one natural heritage feature cannot be removed to
accommodate another (e.g. clearing a woodland to construct a wetland).



Replacement of Core Function: While it may be difficult or impossible to
immediately replace the ecological function associated with an impacted feature,
there must be consideration for replacement of core functions. As a prime
example of this, removal of a wetland with significant flood storage capacity
should be offset by the creation of a feature with an equal or greater flood
storage function within the same system.

NVCA may be able to assist the proponent in the process of securing a project site;
however, it should not be expected that NVCA will have candidate project sites readily
available for prospective offsetting projects. Examples of previously-identified priority
restoration areas within NVCA watershed can be reviewed in the watershed Fisheries
Habitat Management Plan (NVCA 2009). Proponents are encouraged to review this
report to identify priority areas where natural feature creation would provide maximum
landscape-scale benefits to the watershed. The Fisheries Habitat Management Plan can
be reviewed on NVCA’s website. To continue to increase the efficiency of the offsetting
process, NVCA will strive to produce additional guidance documents to support the
selection of potential project sites.

4.1.2 Design and Implementation
Proponent-led offsetting projects should focus on the following list of priority project
types:


Wetland feature creation: Creation of new wetland features on the landscape
and/or expanding existing wetland features.



Marginal land conversion: Assisted conversion of suitable lands into wetland
features, such as the retirement and naturalization (e.g. tree planting) of wet,
poorly-drained agricultural lands.



Riparian/Floodplain corridor naturalization: Naturalization of degraded
stream channels to support enhanced natural form and function, including
integration of riparian wetland features and functions.



De-commissioning (or otherwise altering in a beneficial way) an ‘online’
pond: Removal of a watercourse impoundment which serves to provide one or
more of the following watershed benefits:
o Re-establishment of natural channel form and functions, including
opportunities for reformation of natural riparian systems with inherent
flood storage benefits;
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o

Controlled transitioning of an online feature into an offline feature, where
the resulting feature will be naturalized to incorporate wetland/riparian
habitat functions.

Once a location and project type has been established, the proponent is responsible for
retaining a qualified professional for the design and implementation of the works.
Design plans for a wetland will need to include considerations for grading/earthworks
and pre- and post-construction water balance. It is important to demonstrate that a
proposed project is viable in the long term from a hydrologic perspective, which should
entail review by a qualified hydrogeologist. Landscaping consultants involved in project
planning should be recognized and certified under the Ontario Association of Landscape
Architects, Canadian Society of Landscape Architects, Ontario Professional Foresters
Association, or equivalent.
NVCA and/or other agency permits may be required to support feature creation projects
in certain sensitive/hazard areas, e.g. existing regulated areas. An engineering review
may be required to ensure that proposed creation of a feature would not result in an
increased risk associated with an existing natural hazard, particularly if a proposed
project site would be located in a floodplain. NVCA will assist with identification of such
requirements through the consultation process. Once an offsetting plan is approved by
NVCA, implementation of the approved plan should be undertaken by qualified
individuals. Depending upon scale and complexity, NVCA may require that an offsetting
project reach a specific milestone of completion prior to removal of the original feature.

4.1.3 Monitoring and Maintenance
All proponent-led offsetting plans are expected to maintain their form and function for
the long term. While it is unreasonable to monitor and maintain a feature in perpetuity,
NVCA requires reasonable assurance that a created feature will function long term.
Therefore, monitoring and maintenance should be expected to continue for at least five
(5) years or until such time as the created feature has demonstrably reached a
functional equilibrium.
A monitoring and maintenance plan will need to be prepared and approved by NVCA to
support a proponent-led offsetting project. Two (2) years after installation of the
planting materials, monitoring should verify a minimum 70% success rate for any
original planted materials, with replacement plantings required for projects which fall
short of this threshold. The proponent is solely responsible for ensuring that any failed
planted materials are replaced. It is important to recognize that this may require
financial obligations to the project beyond initial feature creation costs. Monitoring and
maintenance must be carried out by qualified individuals. An annual monitoring and
maintenance report shall be compiled which outlines the following:




The monitoring efforts undertaken for each growing season for the five-year
period;
The names and qualifications of the individuals undertaking the monitoring;
The general condition of planted materials, including a photographic log;
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An outline of any project deficiencies, and a list of steps taken to address the
issues. This should include details on any additional planted materials required
to supplement unsuccessful stock;
A general assessment of the overall health and progress of the project.

The annual monitoring report shall be submitted to NVCA for review. Note that NVCA
may reserve the right to inspect the finished project at specified milestones, which may
necessitate the establishment of access permissions to private lands.

4.1.4 Administrative Considerations
In certain scenarios, the proponent may be required to provide a security payment
and/or a ‘letter of credit’ to cover the projected cost of the offsetting project (or a
portion thereof), potentially extending to the end of the monitoring period. The
requirement for such a payment would be determined during the consultation process,
and held in trust by NVCA until successful completion of the offsetting project. The cost
of the security payment will be calculated using the same approach as would be used to
calculate a ‘cash-in-lieu’ payment, as outlined in section 4.2. A security payment may
not be required if the feature creation project is completed prior to removal of the
original feature.
It is expected that NVCA will provide an advisory role during the course of the project,
including planning, design, implementation, post-construction, and
monitoring/maintenance. While the proponent will be responsible to hire a
consultant/contractor for each of these stages, NVCA will provide comment throughout
the process. This will ensure that projects are being planned and implemented in a
manner that satisfies the original terms of the offsetting agreement.

4.2 Project Sponsorship Offsetting
An alternative approach to proponent-led offsetting is for the proponent to sponsor a
qualified organization or agency to assume the responsibility of offsetting. This may
include a qualified third party with demonstrable experience in wetland creation, such
as Ducks Limited Canada, the Nature Conservancy of Canada, and/or NVCA itself. The
expectation in this scenario is that the proponent provides a ‘cash-in-lieu’ payment to
the party which would be responsible for implementing the works.
If the proponent will pursue this form of offsetting, the value of the cash-in-lieu
payment will be determined based on the estimated cost of creating a wetland feature,
the area of which would be equivalent to the calculated area of gain. Where cash-inlieu payments are provided to NVCA, such funds will be specifically allocated to eligible
in-house stewardship and restoration projects, as discussed further in this section.
Once a proponent makes a cash-in-lieu payment, their responsibilities for offsetting are
considered fulfilled.

4.2.1 Cash-in-lieu Value Calculation
It is important to note that the costs for the design and construction of wetland features
can vary significantly, due to the multitude of variable parameters, such as project
scale, type of wetland, planting densities, degree of earthworks, engineering
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requirements, type of herbaceous planting materials (e.g. plugs vs. seeds), etc. As
such, there is inherent difficulty in accurately estimating true on-the-ground wetland
creation costing. Upon request, NVCA will be available to provide project costing
summaries to illustrate true examples of on-the-ground wetland feature creation
costing.
Notwithstanding the complex nature of project costing, and in the interest of simplicity
and consistency, this guideline provides a single cash-in-lieu value intended to reflect
an estimated cost to create wetland features. The cash-in-lieu value prescribed by this
guideline is $120/m2 or $120,000/ha.
This figure is derived from a review of both internal and external wetland creation
costing examples (LSRCA 2019; TRCA 2018), and is considered to be on the lower end
of industry standard costs for construction of wetland features. This single value
approach is intended to be inclusive of all potential costs associated with implementing
wetland offsetting, including: planning/administration, design, construction, materials,
monitoring, and maintenance of a created wetland feature. This value is subject to an
annual inflationary increase, and subject to further review as needed to adapt to
changes in costs associated with all noted variables in the feature creation process.
Wetland construction costing examples can be provided to interested parties upon
request.
Example cash-in-lieu costing calculation:
Through a subdivision development process, NVCA staff provide a conditional approval
for the removal of 1500m2 of a wetland feature, and an additional 1000m2 of mixed
woodland within the 30m regulatory wetland setback area. The area of loss in this
scenario is the sum of the 1500m2 and 1000m2 metrics. To offset and demonstrate a
net gain, the respective offsetting ratios are applied to calculate the required area of
gain as follows:
(1500 x 2) + (1000 x 1) = 4000m2 = 0.4ha
In this scenario, the proponent would be responsible to offset through the creation of
4000m2 or 0.4ha of wetland area. If the proponent chooses to offset through
sponsoring NVCA or an external party to conduct the works, the value of that cash-inlieu payment for the above scenario would be:
($120,000/ha)(0.4ha) = $48,000.
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4.2.2 NVCA Strategic Use of Offsetting Payments
As previously noted, a proponent may designate NVCA as the party responsible for
fulfilling their offsetting requirements. If a proponent makes a cash-in-lieu offsetting
payment to NVCA, it is NVCA’s responsibility to ensure that funds are administered
appropriately, and in a way that aligns with NVCA’s offsetting priorities.
NVCA will follow the standards contained in this policy guideline to the extent possible,
to ensure that value and function of the lost feature is appropriately compensated for.
At the advice of an internal, multi-disciplinary steering committee, funds received by
NVCA through cash-in-lieu offsetting payments will be directed to one or more of the
priority project categories as listed in Section 4.1.2 of this document. In addition,
NVCA may allocate such funds toward land acquisition initiatives, with a focus on the
following acquisition priorities:


Restoration lands acquisition: Acquisition of lands with demonstrable
potential to host future feature creation projects. Lands should ideally be
located strategically to ensure that future restoration will provide landscape-level
benefits (e.g. corridor connectivity, expanding areas of existing natural cover).



Acquisition of ecologically-significant lands: Acquisition of lands containing
significant natural features as outlined within NVCA’s Land Securement Strategy
for the purpose of long-term conservation and stewardship of such features, with
emphasis on those that abut or are within proximity to existing NVCA
landholdings.

Land acquisition represents a unique but important option for allocation of funds,
particularly when opportunities for direct feature creation are limited due to a lack of
available project sites. Priority lands for acquisition, as outlined within NVCA’s Land
Securement Strategy, may present opportunities for enhancement through the creation
of additional natural features. Through this approach, NVCA will strive to strategically
secure a suite of readily-available opportunities for restoration and feature creation, on
lands that are owned, managed, and protected by NVCA. In some extenuating
circumstances, and as identified, funds may be directed towards the acquisition of lands
which are of significant conservation concern, or of particular ecological significance on
the landscape. NVCA views the acquisition and protection of ecologically-sensitive
lands as an appropriate use of offsetting funds.
In all cases, NVCA will strive to administer any funds received through offsetting
payments in a strategic and adaptive manner. Funds received through a cash-in-lieu
payment may not be immediately directed towards a specific project, but held in trust
until a suitable project opportunity presents itself. One such strategic use of offsetting
funds may be the gradual use by NVCA’s stewardship and forestry departments as
‘seed’ money for grant leverage on relevant feature creation projects (where criteria for
such granting programs permits the use of matching funds acquired through legal
obligations). This means that funds from one single cash-in-lieu payment may be used
to leverage additional funds for multiple projects. Likewise, funds received through
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multiple cash-in-lieu offsetting agreements may be applied cumulatively to one larger
project.
As previously noted, appropriate portions of cash-in-lieu payments will be allocated to
costs other direct capital costs of a project. Generally, a portion of any offsetting
payments would be reserved for monitoring and maintenance requirements, to ensure
that created projects are functioning for the long term.

4.2.3 Payment Administration and Accountability
Details regarding offsetting project fund allocation may be made available upon request
or through a location on NVCA’s website dedicated to showcasing internallyadministered offsetting projects.

4.3 Exemptions and Limitations
This document has been provided as a guideline for understanding eligibility
requirements and technical standards for ecological offsetting. Notwithstanding the
technical components listed in this guideline, there may be extenuating circumstances
that afford exemptions from the standards discussed. Depending on each scenario,
exemptions may be as simple as a reduction in the offsetting ratio used to calculate the
required area of gain, or may be more substantive. Examples of extenuating
circumstances include (but are not necessarily limited to) the following scenarios:


Where a proponent proposes to offset, through design and creation, a feature of
demonstrably higher quality or landscape-scale functionality than the feature
proposed for removal, e.g. greater flood storage capacity, creation of significant
wildlife habitat opportunities. In such scenarios, a potential resulting exemption
may be an agreement to reduce the prescribed offsetting ratio, at the discretion
of NVCA staff. With respect to wetland communities, offsetting can never result
in an areal net loss (i.e. a ratio of less than 1:1).



Where infrastructure projects must be implemented for the sole purpose of
human safety. Depending on the circumstances, NVCA may waive part or all of
the requirements for offsetting, provided that all attempts are made to mitigate
impacts to affected natural heritage features.



Where an isolated wetland feature measures less than 0.2 ha in overall area and
provides no identifiable significant ecological or hydrologic functions (e.g.
providing no connectivity functions, no significant wildlife habitat functions),
NVCA may consider alternatives to direct wetland offsetting.



Where a development proposes to remove a small portion (i.e. <0.2ha) of a
much larger wetland unit. In extenuating circumstances, and if a proposal meets
all eligibility criteria outlined in this document (and NVCA’s Planning and
Regulation Guidelines), NVCA may consider compensation through the
implementation of strict policy protections for the remainder of a wetland
feature, e.g. through application of a restrictive ‘EP’ zoning/designation. In
general, this would require that the associated wetland feature does not already
benefit from restrictive designations.
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With respect to wetland buffers, site-specific exemptions for offsetting may be
achieved through buffer ‘averaging’ exercises, i.e. provision of buffer areas
exceeding 30m to account for areas of minor encroachments into the 30m buffer
width.

4.3 Adaptive Management and Review
It is the intention of NVCA that this guideline be reviewed on an ongoing basis, and
refined as necessary. Revisions may be required periodically and for various purposes,
such as (but not limited to): adjusting costing metrics associated with ‘projectsponsorship offsetting’, accounting for changes in land-use planning policies, reflecting
new available science, or to suit other needs of the authority. Ecological offsetting is an
evolving practice, and NVCA remains open to opportunities to improve this process,
which may include significant revisions to the guidelines outlined in this document. Any
future changes to the document are not intended to negate the project-specific
offsetting agreements which are entered into under this version of the guideline or
subsequent revisions. Likewise, implementation of this guideline is not intended to
negate project-specific offsetting agreements which the authority has previously
entered into.

5.0 Summary and Conclusions
The guidelines contained in this document are intended to serve as a guide to
determining eligibility for offsetting, and to provide standards for quantifying metrics
associated with each potential offsetting project. These guidelines aim to ensure that
losses of natural heritage features in NVCA watershed are met with an equal or greater
gain in value and function. The purpose of this policy is to ensure that growth and
development within the watershed can occur responsibly and not at the expense of the
local natural heritage system. While ecological offsetting is viewed by NVCA as a tool of
last resort, these guidelines aim to ensure that metrics associated with such situations
are standardized for the benefit of all stakeholders. In dealing with this evolving
concept, NVCA will strive to continue to develop and refine this tool based on ongoing
consultation with member municipalities, the development community, and all other
relevant stakeholders.
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Staff Report:

14-04-21-BOD

Date:

23/04/2021

To:

Chair and Members of the Board of Directors

From:

Sheryl Flannagan
Director, Corporate Services

SUBJECT:

2021 First Quarter Budget Report

Recommendation
RESOLVED THAT: the Board of Directors receive Staff Report No. 14-04-21BOD regarding the 2021 first quarter financials; and
FURTHER THAT: staff continue to monitor budget activities.

Purpose of the Staff Report
The purpose of this Staff Report is to provide quarterly information to the Board
regarding the status of the budget activities.
Background
On December 11, 2020 the Board approved the NVCA’s 2021 budget. Quarterly
reports are given to the Board to update on the status of the budget activities and
any variations expected.
Issues/Analysis
The following are the highlights for the first 3 months of operations of the NVCA:
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Expenditures to date are tracking behind schedule, with 16% of the budgeted
expenses (25% of budget year completed), partially due to the pandemic and
partially that expenses are usually low for the first few months of the year.
Revenues are tracking well, with 34% of the budgeted revenues recognized.
This includes the first 3 months of the general municipal levy of $629,087.
Revenue in certain departments are being negatively impacted by COVID-19
such as, Education and Lands (weddings, Spring Tonic festival, other events).
Expenditures have also been reduced.
Currently, the NVCA is sitting in a surplus position, primarily due to two
reasons:
1. The CEWS funding that was received in January, $740,879. The NVCA
applied for this federal funding to assist with the challenges related to
the COVID-19 pandemic. While we have received the funds, they are
still subject to a CRA audit and therefore, should not be relied on until
this has been completed, in case the CRA decides that we are not
eligible given that some CA’s have been told they did not qualify. This
is also mentioned in the 2020 financial statements.
2. There was a large payroll accrual in 2020 due to the timing of the last
payroll and a larger than normal vacation accrual which when reversed
in 2021, causes our payroll expenses to show lower than normal but
will be caught up as the year moves forward.

Individual Program Updates
Conservation Services:
Forestry 110
 Forests Ontario has confirmed that the 50 Million Tree Program will be
available for 2021 thru 2023.
 Landowner interest in tree planting is strong and well over 25 inquiries for
2022 planting have been received to date.
 The 2021 plant is expected to start the week of April 25th and be completed
May 25th. The 2021 season will see the planting of 94,000 trees on 29
properties.
 All expenses are on track and staff anticipate a balanced budget for 2021.
Conservation Lands – 150
 Visits to conservation areas continue to experience a significantly higher than
usual level of usage. This increased usage paired with daily/annual parking
pass fees increase, has resulted in achieving above the annual budget in the
first three months of the year.
 A year-end mail out to 2019-2020 hunters, paired with increased interest in
NVCA’s hunting program has resulted in 86 of the 100 available passes already
being sold.
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A balanced budget is anticipated for years end.

Tiffin CA – 661
 The majority of events and bookings that were scheduled for 2021 have either
cancelled or have moved to 2022/2023. This has impacted anticipated
revenues.
 To help offset the loss of revenue and to reduce expenditures, staff have held
off on filling a vacant staff position.
 Program expenditures have been considerably reduced to help compensate for
the loss in revenues.
 Staff continue to work with other programs and external funding sources to
increase potential revenues.
 Staff are working with the local health unit to ensure any group bookings or
events conform to local and provincial regulations. The local Royal Canadian
Army Cadet Corps is planning a spring training session at the Tiffin CA
campground, as permitted by provincial regulations.
 Staff anticipate a deficit at years end.
Corporate Workshop-Vehicle and equipment – 650
 The reduced use of vehicles for site visits and field work has reduced fleet
expenditures. Staff are rotating vehicle use so vehicles are not sitting too
long at any given time.
 The reduced number of projects and office operations has resulted in fewer
expenditures required for equipment and shop materials.
 Staff anticipate a balanced budget as a result of these cost saving measures.
Healthy Waters – 120
 Staffing revenue generated in the 1st quarter of 2021 was on-track.
 New funding commitments from World Wildlife Foundation and the Forests
Ontario Grasslands Program have been secured and will provide significant
program funding for the rest of 2021 and beyond.
 Staff delivery dollars linked to 2021 field projects including spring tree
planting, Nottawasaga River Restoration, grasslands restoration, Petun Dam
Removal Phase 2 and Pine River restoration plan development, will provide
support to the Healthy Waters budget.
 Staff are still waiting to receive feedback on several funding applications
submitted this past winter, but are confident for a balanced budget.
Tiffin Education – 630
 We continue working with the SCDSB (through our ongoing contract) to offer
‘Contactless’ school yard visits when children are attending school in person.
There have been several re-bookings to date. To continue and fulfill our
commitment to them, we are developing and delivering virtual content for
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the 18% of students in SCDSB who are learning at home due to COVID-19,
as well as the extra 6 classes transferred to us from other providers unable
to deliver virtual programming.
If schools close for an extended period, then all of our contract deliveries will
need to move to virtual, and we will acquire many more classes in lieu of
‘Contactless’ visits.
The NVCA was contracted in March by Ministry of Environment, Conservation
and Parks to produce a Great Lakes Virtual Field Trip with funding of
$15,000. We are on target to complete this video and receive payment by
April 30, 2021.
Through funding from Georgian Bay Forever (GBF) we aim to book in May
and June for the remaining 8 classes in Collingwood bringing in $3,000.
Summer Camp Tiffin has a large waitlist for children, which we are opening
registration to, but not yet collecting funds. This way parents can plan their
summer but if we cannot provide the service, we do not need to complete
refunds. We have no doubt that we will fill up, if we are able to host, which
will bring in approximately $50,000, less wages if we run at half capacity.
COVID-19 has us expanding our virtual field trip offerings. As the year
finishes out and teachers still cannot take their class on a field trip, they will
be looking for fun options. Pricing will be $80/30 minutes and $100/45
minutes.
We are expanding our virtual programming for public libraries at a reduced
cost for municipal partners. Pricing will be $40/30 minutes. When it is safe to
do so, we will continue to offer the ‘Borrow an Outdoor Educator’ program for
families and friends in their own bubble who can come to Tiffin for a 1.5-hour
program of their choice.
A balanced budget is expected for end 2021.

Watershed Management:
Planning – 310
 Planning user fee revenues as of March 31 are approximately $164,536
(excluding levy, federal funds and reserve use).
 Based on the revenues received to date, the planning user fee revenues for
subdivisions are currently trending lower than anticipated for the year end;
staff are continuing to monitor this.
 Revenues for site plans, consents/minor variances and site-specific official
plan and zoning by-law amendments are currently trending higher than
anticipated for the year end.
 Legal inquiries and Section 28 permits are trending substantially higher than
anticipated for the year end.
 The program expenditures are trending above anticipated values due to
increased enforcement activity and legal fees.
 Staff anticipates a potential to be balanced for the end of the year; with a
possible deficit in subdivisions which staff will continue to monitor.
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Engineering- 400
 The Engineering cost center is used to track engineering special projects.
 There are currently no engineering special projects.
 An application has been submitted to the NDMP for the Pretty River Flood
Conveyance Improvement project. It has been reviewed by the Province and
submitted to the Federal government for further review.
 The NVCA has been awarded a contract with the City of Barrie to maintain
their rain gauge network.
Watershed Science - 420
 This program incorporates Source Water Protection, Risk Management Office,
Environmental Monitoring and Natural Heritage.
 Overall the program at the end of Q1 is presently in a minor surplus position;
however is anticipating a neutral budget at year end.
 Delivery of the Risk Management Official program continues to be significantly
adversely impacted by COVID-19 and associated revenue generation and this
financial impact is anticipated for the duration of the pandemic and possibly
shortly thereafter. The reduction in Risk Management Official revenue has
been offset by increased Source Water Protection revenue.
Flood Program - 430-440




Flood has issued 2 flood messages this year to date (1 water safety and 2
watershed conditions/flood outlook).
The Tottenham Dam Safety Review has been completed. Recommendations
are being reviewed.
The actual year to date expenses are tracking below budget but are expected
to match budget year to date by year end.

Corporate Services: GIS/IT 410/Governance 670/Admin 660/680
GIS/Tech support - 410
 Current revenues and expenditures are tracking as anticipated.
 A slight surplus is anticipated at this time.
Governance 670
 Expenses are tracking lower than the approved budget due to no mileage
payments this quarter due to digital meetings.
 A slight surplus is anticipated at this time.
Corporate Admin 660 & 680
 Staff and administrative expenditures are tracking below anticipated values.
 Showing a large surplus due to the CEWS funding being held in this
department.
 A small surplus is anticipated at this time.
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Impact on Authority Finances
The 2021 Approved Budget totals $4,949,422 in revenue as compared to the 2020
approved budget of $5,005,264. Additionally, staff time to prepare this report is
addressed in the 2021 budget.
Reviewed by:
Original Signed by
Sheryl Flannagan
Director, Corporate Services

Approved for submission by:
Original Signed by
Doug Hevenor
Chief Administrative Officer

Attachments:
1. March 31, 2021 Statement of Operations

SUMMARY OF NVCA BUDGETED PROGRAM ACTIVITY, March 31, 2021 (unaudited)
PROPOSED
Cost
OPERATIONS
Program
Column1
Column2
BUDGET
Expense
Recovery

Capital Asset
Purchases

Total Expense

Expense
vs Budget

Program Levy

Other Program
Revenues

Use of
Reserves

Donated
Land

Total
Revenue

Total
Revenue vs
Budget

Surplus /
Deficit

LAND & WATER & STEWARDSHIP SERVICES
110

Reforestation

350,693.86

27,345.94

5,981.32

33,327.26

9.50%

17,763.47

2,751.77

20,515.24

5.85%

120

Healthy Waters

596,244.63

75,269.76

7,073.62

82,343.38

13.81%

41,358.66

82,670.33

124,028.99

20.80%

-12,812.02
41,685.61

150

Conservation Lands

193,238.95

-7,892.91

7,998.54

105.63

0.05%

35,087.24

35,861.20

70,948.44

36.72%

70,842.81

1,392,396.64

239,202.14

20,126.50

259,328.64

18.62%

100,699.16

164,535.99

265,235.15

19.05%

5,906.51

131.32

131.32

60,824.69

117,701.79

22.26%

46,750.50

54,726.38

13.20%

2,775.06

PLANNING
310

Planning

ENGINEERING & TECHNICAL SERVICES
400

Engineering - Special Projects

420

Watershed Science

528,832.41

60,429.11

131.32
10,522.18

70,951.29

131.32
13.42%

56,877.10

430-442

Flood Control

414,712.50

46,703.72

5,247.60

51,951.32

12.53%

54,726.38

0.00

TIFFIN CENTRE
630

Tiffin Education

185,236.76

21,389.33

3,172.10

24,561.43

13.26%

7,546.69

195.00

7,741.69

4.18%

-16,819.74

661

Tiffin CA - Infrastructure

341,674.87

63,927.61

5,384.42

69,312.03

20.29%

50,843.72

11,636.89

62,480.61

18.29%

-6,831.42

66,879.17

75.00

COST RECOVERY CENTRES
410

GIS / IT Support

650

Workshop Vehicle & Equip

660

Occupancy Costs

670

Governance

680

Corporate Admin Support
Total Operations

318,266.66

51,490.60

89,107.02

15,463.57

40,000.00

26,995.90

-26,995.90

0.00

0.00

0.00

27,228.93

-27,228.93

22,152.85

0.00

0.00

0.00

317,282.96

99,816.91

-11,281.45

88,535.46

69,701.06

500.00

535,415.90

98,467.99

98,467.99

127,603.98

744,073.29

5,213,996.14

830,506.35

629,086.63

1,103,255.48

0.00

22,152.85

73,643.45

852,659.20

16.35%

22,152.85

18,334.40
40,487.25

88,535.46
0.00

0.00

871,677.27

162.80%

773,209.28

1,772,829.36

34.00%

920,170.16

Add Back: Transfer to Reserves
Net to be distributed to Reserves

Budgeted
Capital
Column2
Column3
Expenditure
Reforestation
Healthy Waters
Conservation Lands
-9,800.00
Planning Services
Engineering - Special Projects
50,750.00
GIS / IT Support
Watershed Science
65,324.00
Flood
96,500.00
Education
40,000.00
Workshop Vehicle & Equip
Occupancy Costs
Tiffin CA - Infrastructure
12,000.00
Governance
38,512.88
Resolution #23-20, BOD 02-20 Apr24/20
680 Corporate Admin Support
293,286.88

Column1
110
120
150
310
400
410
420
430
630
650
660
661
670

920,170.16

Approved
Draw From
Reserve*

Actual Use
of
Reserve

Actual
Capital
Expenditure Column4

-9,800.00

50,750.00
65,324.00
96,500.00

22,152.85

22,152.85

40,000.00
12,000.00
38,512.88

293,286.88

9,619.68
8,714.72
40,487.25

22,152.85

*Approved Draw from Reserve--Budgeted and Board Approval

Nottawasaga Valley Conservation Authority
Unaudited Statement of Operations
For The 3 Periods Ending March 31, 2021

Division

110

REVENUE:
Municipal Levy Non Match
Municipal Grants
Contributions
Federal Sources
User Fees
TOTAL REVENUE
EXPENSES:
Wages and Interprogram Charges

Other Interprogram Charges
Cost Recovery

Other Expenses
Staff Expense 110
Memberships Prof.Dues 110
Material&Supply 110
Cost of Trees 110
Equipment Costs 110 Reforestation
Consultant Fees 110 Outsource Cont
Uniform & Special Clothing Expense

TOTAL EXPENSES
SURPLUS (DEFICIT)

ACTUAL
YTD

Reforestation

CURRENT QTR
ACTUALS

CURRENT QTR
BUDGET

BUDGET
YTD

OVER (UNDER)
YTD BUDGET

BUDGET
2021

17,763.47
1.77
2,750.00
20,515.24

17,763.47
17,763.47

17,763.47
1.77
2,750.00
20,515.24

17,763.47
17,763.47

1.77
2,750.00
2,751.77

71,053.88
13,000.00
200,640.00
20,000.00
46,000.00
350,693.88

22,796.38
22,796.38

31,103.24
31,103.24

22,796.38
22,796.38

31,103.24
31,103.24

(8,306.86)
(8,306.86)

124,412.96
124,412.96

5,981.32
5,981.32

10,282.73
10,282.73

5,981.32
5,981.32

10,282.73
10,282.73

(4,301.41)
(4,301.41)

41,130.92
41,130.92

820.00
3,729.56
4,549.56

450.00
450.00

820.00
3,729.56
4,549.56

450.00
450.00

33,327.26

41,835.97

33,327.26

41,835.97

(12,812.02)

(24,072.50)

(12,812.02)

(24,072.50)

370.00
3,729.56
4,099.56

300.00
750.00
3,500.00
90,000.00
500.00
90,000.00
100.00
185,150.00

(8,508.71)

350,693.88

11,260.48

-

Nottawasaga Valley Conservation Authority
Unaudited Statement of Operations
For The 3 Periods Ending March 31, 2021

Division

120

REVENUE:
Municipal Levy Non Match
Provincial Grants
Municipal Grants
Contributions
Federal Sources
TOTAL REVENUE
EXPENSES:
Wages and Interprogram Charges

Other Interprogram Charges
Cost Recovery

Other Expenses
Staff Expense 120 Healthy Waters
Material&Supply 120
Uniform & Special Clothing Expense
Advertisement 120

TOTAL EXPENSES
SURPLUS (DEFICIT)

ACTUAL
YTD

Healthy Waters

CURRENT QTR
ACTUALS

CURRENT QTR
BUDGET

BUDGET
YTD

OVER (UNDER)
YTD BUDGET

41,358.66
873.58
32,420.51
49,376.24
124,028.99

42,358.66
9,215.00
2,250.00
43,000.00
21,000.00
117,823.66

41,358.66
873.58
32,420.51
49,376.24
124,028.99

42,358.66
9,215.00
2,250.00
43,000.00
21,000.00
117,823.66

(1,000.00)
(9,215.00)
(1,376.42)
(10,579.49)
28,376.24
6,205.33

175,434.63
35,000.00
11,000.00
282,400.00
92,410.00
596,244.63

38,383.13
38,383.13

70,679.46
70,679.46

38,383.13
38,383.13

70,679.46
70,679.46

(32,296.33)
(32,296.33)

282,717.86
282,717.86

7,073.62
7,073.62

15,494.19
15,494.19

7,073.62
7,073.62

15,494.19
15,494.19

(8,420.57)
(8,420.57)

61,976.77
61,976.77

36,886.63
36,886.63

200.00
31,000.00
50.00
400.00
31,650.00

36,886.63
36,886.63

200.00
31,000.00
50.00
400.00
31,650.00

(200.00)
5,886.63
(50.00)
(400.00)
5,236.63

800.00
249,000.00
150.00
1,600.00
251,550.00

82,343.38

117,823.65

82,343.38

117,823.65

(35,480.27)

596,244.63

41,685.61

0.01

41,685.61

0.01

41,685.60

BUDGET
2021

-

Nottawasaga Valley Conservation Authority
Unaudited Statement of Operations
For The 3 Periods Ending March 31, 2021

Division

150

REVENUE:
Municipal Levy Non Match
Provincial Grants
Contributions
User Fees
Use of Reserves
TOTAL REVENUE
EXPENSES:
Wages and Interprogram Charges

Other Interprogram Charges
Cost Recovery

Other Expenses
Staff Expense 150 Conservation Lan
Material&Supply
Legal Costs 150
Insurance 150
Taxes
Hydro 150
Interest & Bank Chgs Lands
Maintenance Supplies 150
Advertisement 150

TOTAL EXPENSES
SURPLUS (DEFICIT)

ACTUAL
YTD

Conservation Lands

CURRENT QTR
ACTUALS

CURRENT QTR
BUDGET

BUDGET
YTD

OVER (UNDER)
YTD BUDGET

BUDGET
2021

35,087.24
8,408.55
27,452.65
70,948.44

35,087.24
500.00
8,375.00
43,962.24

35,087.24
8,408.55
27,452.65
70,948.44

35,087.24
500.00
8,375.00
43,962.24

7,908.55
19,077.65
26,986.20

140,348.95
2,500.00
5,000.00
55,190.00
(9,800.00)
193,238.95

(20,293.88)
(20,293.88)

25,327.42
25,327.42

(20,293.88)
(20,293.88)

25,327.42
25,327.42

(45,621.30)
(45,621.30)

101,309.69
101,309.69

7,998.54
7,998.54

12,654.81
12,654.81

7,998.54
7,998.54

12,654.81
12,654.81

(4,656.27)
(4,656.27)

50,619.26
50,619.26

2,533.58
3,638.88
5,452.64
40.33
735.54
12,400.97

1,000.00
1,675.00
9,195.00
50.00
300.00
1,500.00
13,720.00

2,533.58
3,638.88
5,452.64
40.33
735.54
12,400.97

1,000.00
1,675.00
9,195.00
50.00
300.00
1,500.00
13,720.00

1,533.58
1,963.88
(3,742.36)
(9.67)
435.54
(1,500.00)
(1,319.03)

400.00
10,000.00
1,000.00
6,700.00
18,390.00
200.00
1,200.00
500.00
2,920.00
41,310.00

105.63

51,702.23

105.63

51,702.23

(51,596.60)

193,238.95

70,842.81

(7,739.99)

70,842.81

(7,739.99)

78,582.80

-

Nottawasaga Valley Conservation Authority
Unaudited Statement of Operations
For The 3 Periods Ending March 31, 2021

Division

310

REVENUE:
Municipal Levy Non Match
User Fees
TOTAL REVENUE
EXPENSES:
Wages and Interprogram Charges

Other Interprogram Charges
Cost Recovery

Other Expenses
Staff Expense 310
Memberships Prof.Dues 310
Material&Supply 310
Legal Costs
Consultant Fees 310
Insurance 310 E&OLiability Premium
Office Expenses
Bad Debt Expense 310 Planning

TOTAL EXPENSES
SURPLUS (DEFICIT)

CURRENT QTR
ACTUALS

CURRENT QTR
BUDGET

100,699.16
164,535.99
265,235.15

100,699.16
164,485.00
265,184.16

100,699.16
164,535.99
265,235.15

100,699.16
164,485.00
265,184.16

195,763.32
195,763.32

283,205.18
283,205.18

195,763.32
195,763.32

283,205.18
283,205.18

(87,441.86)
(87,441.86)

1,132,820.71
1,132,820.71

20,126.50
20,126.50

50,943.98
50,943.98

20,126.50
20,126.50

50,943.98
50,943.98

(30,817.48)
(30,817.48)

203,775.93
203,775.93

4,945.59
32,420.47
6,072.76
43,438.82

55.00
2,668.00
40.00
1,875.00
625.00
6,675.00
125.00
125.00
12,188.00

4,945.59
32,420.47
6,072.76
43,438.82

55.00
2,668.00
40.00
1,875.00
625.00
6,675.00
125.00
125.00
12,188.00

(55.00)
2,277.59
(40.00)
30,545.47
(625.00)
(602.24)
(125.00)
(125.00)
31,250.82

500.00
4,600.00
500.00
20,000.00
2,500.00
26,700.00
500.00
500.00
55,800.00

259,328.64

346,337.16

259,328.64

346,337.16

(87,008.52)

1,392,396.64

5,906.51

(81,153.00)

ACTUAL
YTD

Planning

5,906.51

BUDGET
YTD

(81,153.00)

OVER (UNDER)
YTD BUDGET

50.99
50.99

87,059.51

BUDGET
2021

402,796.64
989,600.00
1,392,396.64

0.00

Nottawasaga Valley Conservation Authority
Unaudited Statement of Operations
For The 3 Periods Ending March 31, 2021

Division

400

CURRENT QTR
ACTUALS
REVENUE:
Municipal Grants
TOTAL REVENUE

CURRENT QTR
BUDGET

ACTUAL
YTD

Engineering - Special Projects

BUDGET
YTD

OVER (UNDER)
YTD BUDGET

BUDGET
2021

131.12
131.12

-

131.12
131.12

-

131.12
131.12

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

131.12
131.12

-

131.12
131.12

-

131.12
131.12

-

131.12

-

131.12

-

131.12

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

EXPENSES:

Other Interprogram Charges

Other Expenses
Material&Supply 400

TOTAL EXPENSES
SURPLUS (DEFICIT)

Nottawasaga Valley Conservation Authority
Unaudited Statement of Operations
For The 3 Periods Ending March 31, 2021

Division

410

REVENUE:
Municipal Levy Non Match
User Fees
Use of Reserves
TOTAL REVENUE
EXPENSES:
Wages and Interprogram Charges

Other Interprogram Charges
Cost Recovery

Other Expenses
Staff Expense 410 GIS
Material&Supply 410
Consultant Fees 410
Capital Asset Purchases

TOTAL EXPENSES
SURPLUS (DEFICIT)

CURRENT QTR
ACTUALS

CURRENT QTR
BUDGET

66,879.17
75.00
22,152.85
89,107.02

66,879.17
35,000.00
101,879.17

66,879.17
75.00
22,152.85
89,107.02

66,879.17
35,000.00
101,879.17

75.00
(12,847.15)
(12,772.15)

267,516.66
50,750.00
318,266.66

42,519.50
42,519.50

66,879.17
66,879.17

42,519.50
42,519.50

66,879.17
66,879.17

(24,359.67)
(24,359.67)

267,516.66
267,516.66

(11,645.00)
(11,645.00)

11,645.00
11,645.00

(31,220.00)
(31,220.00)

-

(11,645.00)
(11,645.00)

ACTUAL
YTD

GIS/Tech Support

-

BUDGET
YTD

OVER (UNDER)
YTD BUDGET

BUDGET
2021

18.06
8,197.46
755.58
22,152.85
31,123.95

25.00
9,620.00
2,000.00
35,000.00
46,645.00

18.06
8,197.46
755.58
22,152.85
31,123.95

25.00
9,620.00
2,000.00
35,000.00
46,645.00

(6.94)
(1,422.54)
(1,244.42)
(12,847.15)
(15,521.05)

100.00
23,120.00
8,000.00
50,750.00
81,970.00

73,643.45

101,879.17

73,643.45

101,879.17

(28,235.72)

318,266.66

15,463.57

-

15,463.57

-

15,463.57

-

Nottawasaga Valley Conservation Authority
Unaudited Statement of Operations
For The 3 Periods Ending March 31, 2021

Division

420

REVENUE:
Municipal Levy Non Match
Provincial Grants
Municipal Grants
User Fees
Use of Reserves
TOTAL REVENUE
EXPENSES:
Wages and Interprogram Charges

Other Interprogram Charges
Cost Recovery

Other Expenses
Staff Expense 420
Memberships Prof.Dues 420
Material&Supply 420
Consultant Fees 420
Insurance 420 Water Source Prot En
Maintenance Supplies 420 Equipmen
Capital Asset Purchases

TOTAL EXPENSES
SURPLUS (DEFICIT)

ACTUAL
YTD

Watershed Science

CURRENT QTR
ACTUALS

CURRENT QTR
BUDGET

BUDGET
YTD

OVER (UNDER)
YTD BUDGET

56,877.10
56,250.44
4,574.25
117,701.79

56,877.10
44,500.00
5,000.00
13,000.00
119,377.10

56,877.10
56,250.44
4,574.25
117,701.79

56,877.10
44,500.00
5,000.00
13,000.00
119,377.10

11,750.44
(425.75)
(13,000.00)
(1,675.31)

227,508.41
178,000.00
45,000.00
13,000.00
65,324.00
528,832.41

59,514.45
59,514.45

89,313.93
89,313.93

59,514.45
59,514.45

89,313.93
89,313.93

(29,799.48)
(29,799.48)

357,255.70
357,255.70

10,522.18
10,522.18

21,938.18
21,938.18

10,522.18
10,522.18

21,938.18
21,938.18

(11,416.00)
(11,416.00)

87,752.71
87,752.71

578.76
335.90
914.66

625.00
1,625.00
3,000.00
375.00
5,625.00

578.76
335.90
914.66

625.00
1,625.00
3,000.00
375.00
5,625.00

(625.00)
578.76
(1,625.00)
(3,000.00)
(39.10)
(4,710.34)

2,500.00
1,000.00
6,500.00
7,000.00
1,500.00
17,500.00
47,824.00
83,824.00

70,951.29

116,877.11

70,951.29

116,877.11

(45,925.82)

528,832.41

46,750.50

2,499.99

46,750.50

2,499.99

44,250.51

BUDGET
2021

-

Nottawasaga Valley Conservation Authority
Unaudited Statement of Operations
For The 3 Periods Ending March 31, 2021
Consolidated
From Division
To Division

REVENUE:
Municipal Levy Non Match
Matching Municipal Levy (Flood)
Provincial Grants
Municipal Grants
Use of Reserves
TOTAL REVENUE
EXPENSES:
Wages and Interprogram Charges

Other Interprogram Charges
Cost Recovery

Other Expenses
Material&Supply
Corp Fleet Charge 437
Insurance
Taxes
Capital Asset Purchases

TOTAL EXPENSES
SURPLUS (DEFICIT)

430
442
CURRENT QTR
ACTUALS

CURRENT QTR
BUDGET

30,399.63
24,326.75
54,726.38

30,399.63
24,326.76
2,000.00
56,726.39

30,399.63
24,326.75
54,726.38

30,399.63
24,326.76
2,000.00
56,726.39

(0.01)
(2,000.00)
(2,000.01)

121,598.50
97,307.00
97,307.00
2,000.00
96,500.00
414,712.50

41,734.33
41,734.33

58,545.41
58,545.41

41,734.33
41,734.33

58,545.41
58,545.41

(16,811.08)
(16,811.08)

234,181.58
234,181.58

3,357.89
3,357.89

9,552.55
9,552.55

3,357.89
3,357.89

9,552.55
9,552.55

(6,194.66)
(6,194.66)

38,210.20
38,210.20

1,394.53
1,889.71
3,150.00
424.86
6,859.10

4,000.00
2,430.18
3,150.00
1,750.00
11,330.18

1,394.53
1,889.71
3,150.00
424.86
6,859.10

4,000.00
2,430.18
3,150.00
1,750.00
11,330.18

(2,605.47)
(540.47)
(1,325.14)
(4,471.08)

87,500.00
9,720.72
12,600.00
3,500.00
29,000.00
142,320.72

51,951.32

79,428.14

51,951.32

79,428.14

(27,476.82)

414,712.50

(22,701.75)

25,476.81

2,775.06

(22,701.75)

ACTUAL
YTD

Flood Control Structures
4.8 Administration

2,775.06

BUDGET
YTD

OVER (UNDER)
YTD BUDGET

BUDGET
2021

-

Nottawasaga Valley Conservation Authority
Unaudited Statement of Operations
For The 3 Periods Ending March 31, 2021

Division

630

REVENUE:
Municipal Levy Non Match
Contributions
Federal Sources
User Fees
TOTAL REVENUE
EXPENSES:
Wages and Interprogram Charges

Other Interprogram Charges
Cost Recovery

Other Expenses
Memberships Prof.Dues 630
Material&Supply 630

TOTAL EXPENSES
SURPLUS (DEFICIT)

ACTUAL
YTD

Tiffin Education

CURRENT QTR
ACTUALS

CURRENT QTR
BUDGET

BUDGET
YTD

OVER (UNDER)
YTD BUDGET

7,546.69
195.00
7,741.69

7,546.69
500.00
25,687.50
33,734.19

7,546.69
195.00
7,741.69

7,546.69
500.00
25,687.50
33,734.19

(500.00)
(25,492.50)
(25,992.50)

30,186.76
4,000.00
2,100.00
148,950.00
185,236.76

21,373.05
21,373.05

36,751.77
36,751.77

21,373.05
21,373.05

36,751.77
36,751.77

(15,378.72)
(15,378.72)

147,007.09
147,007.09

3,172.10
3,172.10

8,182.42
8,182.42

3,172.10
3,172.10

8,182.42
8,182.42

(5,010.32)
(5,010.32)

32,729.67
32,729.67

16.28
16.28

150.00
1,000.00
1,150.00

16.28
16.28

150.00
1,000.00
1,150.00

(150.00)
(983.72)
(1,133.72)

500.00
5,000.00
5,500.00

24,561.43

46,084.19

24,561.43

46,084.19

(21,522.76)

185,236.76

(16,819.74)

(12,350.00)

(16,819.74)

(12,350.00)

(4,469.74)

BUDGET
2021

-

Nottawasaga Valley Conservation Authority
Unaudited Statement of Operations
For The 3 Periods Ending March 31, 2021

Division

650

CURRENT QTR
ACTUALS
REVENUE:
Use of Reserves
TOTAL REVENUE
EXPENSES:
Wages and Interprogram Charges

Other Interprogram Charges
Cost Recovery

Other Expenses
Material&Supply
Equipment Costs 650
Insurance Corp 650
Hydro 650 Workshop
Fuel Oil Heating Propane Wksp
Maintenance Supplies 650
Uniform & Special Clothing Exp 650
Licence Vehicle
Gas & Oil 650
Capital Asset Purchases

TOTAL EXPENSES
SURPLUS (DEFICIT)

-

CURRENT QTR
BUDGET

-

Corp-Workshop,Vehicle&Equip

ACTUAL
YTD

BUDGET
YTD

-

-

OVER (UNDER)
YTD BUDGET

BUDGET
2021

-

40,000.00
40,000.00

-

77,567.40
77,567.40

19,391.85
19,391.85

19,391.85
19,391.85

19,391.85
19,391.85

19,391.85
19,391.85

(26,995.90)
(26,995.90)

(31,716.85)
(31,716.85)

(26,995.90)
(26,995.90)

(31,716.85)
(31,716.85)

4,720.95
4,720.95

(138,867.40)
(138,867.40)

250.00
2,575.00
500.00
700.00
6,000.00
2,300.00
12,325.00

(60.52)
(258.61)
(237.91)
19.39
(2,976.49)
(1,206.81)
(4,720.95)

1,000.00
500.00
10,300.00
2,300.00
2,500.00
20,750.00
250.00
1,500.00
22,200.00
40,000.00
101,300.00

189.48
2,316.39
262.09
719.39
3,023.51
1,093.19
7,604.05

250.00
2,575.00
500.00
700.00
6,000.00
2,300.00
12,325.00

189.48
2,316.39
262.09
719.39
3,023.51
1,093.19
7,604.05

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

40,000.00
-

Nottawasaga Valley Conservation Authority
Unaudited Statement of Operations
For The 3 Periods Ending March 31, 2021

Division

660

CURRENT QTR
ACTUALS

CURRENT QTR
BUDGET

Corp. Office Infrastructure

ACTUAL
YTD

BUDGET
YTD

OVER (UNDER)
YTD BUDGET

BUDGET
2021

REVENUE:
TOTAL REVENUE

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

EXPENSES:

Other Interprogram Charges
Cost Recovery

Other Expenses
Material&Supply 660
Equipment Costs 660 Office
Insurance 660 Office
Taxes Corp Office
Hydro 660
Telephone 660 Corp Office
Office Expenses
Maintenance Supplies 660 Interior
Leases 660 Equipment
Internet Access 680 SCAN

TOTAL EXPENSES
SURPLUS (DEFICIT)

(27,228.93)
(27,228.93)

(38,275.00)
(38,275.00)

(27,228.93)
(27,228.93)

(38,275.00)
(38,275.00)

11,046.07
11,046.07

(131,200.00)
(131,200.00)

7,455.18
7,352.89
415.27
5,463.77
3,295.64
422.36
249.43
1,460.13
1,114.26
27,228.93

7,000.00
1,750.00
7,650.00
500.00
6,750.00
4,500.00
3,875.00
1,500.00
3,500.00
1,250.00
38,275.00

7,455.18
7,352.89
415.27
5,463.77
3,295.64
422.36
249.43
1,460.13
1,114.26
27,228.93

7,000.00
1,750.00
7,650.00
500.00
6,750.00
4,500.00
3,875.00
1,500.00
3,500.00
1,250.00
38,275.00

455.18
(1,750.00)
(297.11)
(84.73)
(1,286.23)
(1,204.36)
(3,452.64)
(1,250.57)
(2,039.87)
(135.74)
(11,046.07)

7,000.00
7,000.00
30,600.00
1,100.00
27,000.00
18,000.00
15,500.00
6,000.00
14,000.00
5,000.00
131,200.00

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

Nottawasaga Valley Conservation Authority
Unaudited Statement of Operations
For The 3 Periods Ending March 31, 2021

Division

661

REVENUE:
Municipal Levy Non Match
Contributions
User Fees
Use of Reserves
TOTAL REVENUE
EXPENSES:
Wages and Interprogram Charges

Other Interprogram Charges
Cost Recovery

Other Expenses
Material&Supply 661
Equipment Costs 661
Insurance 661 Tiffin Conservation Ar
Taxes Tiffin Conservation Area
Maintenance Supplies 661
Advertisement 661 Tiffin CA
Waste Services 661
Capital Asset Purchases

TOTAL EXPENSES
SURPLUS (DEFICIT)

CURRENT QTR
ACTUALS

CURRENT QTR
BUDGET

50,843.72
11,636.89
62,480.61

50,843.72
1,000.00
6,900.00
58,743.72

50,843.72
11,636.89
62,480.61

50,843.72
1,000.00
6,900.00
58,743.72

58,725.91
58,725.91

58,725.91
58,725.91

58,725.91
58,725.91

58,725.91
58,725.91

5,384.42
5,384.42

12,792.81
12,792.81

5,384.42
5,384.42

12,792.81
12,792.81

(7,408.39)
(7,408.39)

51,171.24
51,171.24

2,647.19
219.49
1,908.81
426.21
5,201.70

6,625.00
250.00
3,100.00
550.00
10,525.00

2,647.19
219.49
1,908.81
426.21
5,201.70

6,625.00
250.00
3,100.00
550.00
10,525.00

(3,977.81)
(30.51)
(1,191.19)
(123.79)
(5,323.30)

24,500.00
1,000.00
1,000.00
900.00
20,400.00
1,000.00
2,800.00
4,000.00
55,600.00

69,312.03

82,043.72

69,312.03

82,043.72

(12,731.69)

341,674.87

(23,300.00)

16,468.58

(6,831.42)

(23,300.00)

ACTUAL
YTD

Tiffin CA & Maintenance

(6,831.42)

BUDGET
YTD

OVER (UNDER)
YTD BUDGET

(1,000.00)
4,736.89
3,736.89

-

BUDGET
2021

203,374.87
9,000.00
117,300.00
12,000.00
341,674.87

234,903.63
234,903.63

-

Nottawasaga Valley Conservation Authority
Unaudited Statement of Operations
For The 3 Periods Ending March 31, 2021

Division

670

REVENUE:
Municipal Levy Non Match
Contributions
Use of Reserves
TOTAL REVENUE
EXPENSES:
Wages and Interprogram Charges

Other Interprogram Charges
Cost Recovery

Other Expenses
Memberships Prof.Dues 670
Member Education/Training
Material&Supply 670
Transportation 670 Municipal Officer
Legal Costs 670
Insurance 670 Directors Liab

TOTAL EXPENSES
SURPLUS (DEFICIT)

CURRENT QTR
ACTUALS

CURRENT QTR
BUDGET

69,701.06
500.00
18,334.40
88,535.46

69,701.06
9,619.68
79,320.74

69,701.06
500.00
18,334.40
88,535.46

69,701.06
9,619.68
79,320.74

500.00
8,714.72
9,214.72

278,804.23
38,478.73
317,282.96

74,853.56
74,853.56

74,820.74
74,820.74

74,853.56
74,853.56

74,820.74
74,820.74

32.82
32.82

321,782.96
321,782.96

(11,281.45)
(11,281.45)

(16,575.00)
(16,575.00)

(11,281.45)
(11,281.45)

(16,575.00)
(16,575.00)

5,293.55
5,293.55

(64,300.00)
(64,300.00)

14,988.00
508.80
8,714.72
751.83
24,963.35

17,000.00
625.00
1,125.00
1,500.00
825.00
21,075.00

14,988.00
508.80
8,714.72
751.83
24,963.35

17,000.00
625.00
1,125.00
1,500.00
825.00
21,075.00

(2,012.00)
(625.00)
(616.20)
(1,500.00)
8,714.72
(73.17)
3,888.35

36,500.00
2,500.00
4,500.00
13,000.00
3,300.00
59,800.00

88,535.46

79,320.74

88,535.46

79,320.74

9,214.72

-

(0.00)

ACTUAL
YTD

Corporate Governance

-

BUDGET
YTD

(0.00)

OVER (UNDER)
YTD BUDGET

0.00

BUDGET
2021

317,282.96
(0.00)

Nottawasaga Valley Conservation Authority
Unaudited Statement of Operations
For The 3 Periods Ending March 31, 2021

Division

680

REVENUE:
Municipal Levy Non Match
Federal Sources
Investment Income
Miscellaneous Revenue
TOTAL REVENUE
EXPENSES:
Wages and Interprogram Charges

Other Interprogram Charges
Cost Recovery

Other Expenses
Staff Expense 680 Staff
Memberships Prof.Dues 680 Admin S
Staff Education/Training
Material&Supply
Legal Costs
Consultant Fees
Audit Fees
Interest & Bank Chgs 680
Uniform & Special Clothing Expense
Advertisement 680
Transfer to Reserves

TOTAL EXPENSES
SURPLUS (DEFICIT)

CURRENT QTR
ACTUALS

CURRENT QTR
BUDGET

127,603.98
740,879.03
3,124.26
70.00
871,677.27

127,603.97
6,250.00
133,853.97

127,603.98
740,879.03
3,124.26
70.00
871,677.27

127,603.97
6,250.00
133,853.97

0.01
740,879.03
(3,125.74)
70.00
737,823.30

510,415.90
25,000.00
535,415.90

61,775.68
61,775.68

127,603.97
127,603.97

61,775.68
61,775.68

127,603.97
127,603.97

(65,828.29)
(65,828.29)

510,415.90
510,415.90

(21,500.00)
(21,500.00)

21,500.00
21,500.00

(211,500.00)
(211,500.00)

-

(21,500.00)
(21,500.00)

ACTUAL
YTD

Corporate Administration

-

BUDGET
YTD

OVER (UNDER)
YTD BUDGET

BUDGET
2021

203.52
1,243.11
2,753.45
5,282.15
2,013.32
17,095.68
4,270.58
215.22
3,615.28
36,692.31

1,500.00
2,500.00
5,000.00
7,250.00
250.00
500.00
5,000.00
1,500.00
4,250.00
27,750.00

203.52
1,243.11
2,753.45
5,282.15
2,013.32
17,095.68
4,270.58
215.22
3,615.28
36,692.31

1,500.00
2,500.00
5,000.00
7,250.00
250.00
500.00
5,000.00
1,500.00
4,250.00
27,750.00

(1,296.48)
(1,256.89)
(2,246.55)
(1,967.85)
1,763.32
(500.00)
17,095.68
(729.42)
(1,284.78)
(634.72)
8,942.31

6,000.00
4,000.00
27,000.00
15,500.00
1,000.00
2,000.00
18,000.00
20,000.00
6,000.00
17,000.00
120,000.00
236,500.00

98,467.99

133,853.97

98,467.99

133,853.97

(35,385.98)

535,415.90

773,209.28

-

773,209.28

-

773,209.28

-
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Staff Report:

15-04-21-BOD

Date:

10/09/2020

To:

Chair and Members of the Board of Directors

From:

Maria Leung
Communications Coordinator

SUBJECT:

Communications Report –
March 13, 2021 – April 9, 2021

Recommendation
RESOLVED THAT: Staff Report No. 15-04-21-BOD regarding NVCA
Communications – March 13, 2021 – April 9, 2021, be received.

Purpose of the Staff Report
This staff report presents a summary of NVCA media coverage and public outreach
during the period of March 13, 2021 – April 9, 2021.
Background
The following outlines the communications and media coverage during the period.
1. Flood Messages – One flood message was issued in this reporting period
Watershed Condition Statement: Water Safety (issued March 26, 2021)
Title

Media Outlet

Date

Possibility Of Flooding
Low But Care Should Be
Taken

92.1 South
Simcoe Today

March 26,
2021

Reference
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Watershed Condition Statement: Flood Outlook (issued March 10, 2021). There
was no media coverage reported for this flood message.
2. Media coverage of NVCA news releases
Fisheries and Oceans Canada contributes to improving habitat for species at risk in
the Nottawasaga River watershed (issued March 23, 2021)
Title

Media Outlet

Date

Reference

Conservation Authority
receives funding to
restore habitat

Toronto Star

April 8,
2021

NVCA and Feds Chip in to
Help Species at Risk

92.1 South
Simcoe Today

March 30,
2021

Fred Dobbs,
Manager,
Stewardship
Services
Fred Dobbs,
Manager,
Stewardship
Services

Check to see if you need permits from NVCA before you build (issued March 25,
2021)
Title

Media Outlet

Date

Reference

Check to see if you need
permits before you build:
NVCA

Barrie Today

March 25,
2021

Check to see if you need
permits before you build:
NVCA

Bradford Today

March 25,
2021

Chris Hibberd,
Director, Watershed
Management
Services
Chris Hibberd,
Director, Watershed
Management
Services

All other media releases can be found on NVCA website under "News."
Other Media Coverage
Title

Media Outlet

Date

Beeton development land
approved by Ministerial
Zoning Order

New Tecumseth
Times

March 18,
2021

Collingwood council
salaries down slightly in
2020 compared to 2019

Collingwood Today March 25,
2021

Reference

Chair McLeod
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Title

Media Outlet

Date

Community needs to work Creemore Echo
together to protect
farmland

March 26,
2021

Shelburne council to meet Toronto Star
in April about new
developments

March 26,
2021

Canoeing the Humber

In the Hills
Magazine

March 31,
2021

Conservation Authorities
v. Doug Ford

In the Hills
Magazine

March 31,
2021

Reference

CAO Hevenor

DISCLAIMER: NVCA does not allege that the information provided in the media articles depicts accurate
statements or testimonies on behalf of any individual named, and is not responsible for any misinterpretation of
information or misquoted statement(s).

2. Other Communication/Media Outreach


Ongoing – social media outreach (Facebook, Twitter, Instagram, LinkedIn)

3. Presentations/Displays/Key Events by NVCA staff


March 9, 2021 - Shannon Stephens, Healthy Waters Coordinator,
participated in discussion regarding Equipment Modifications for Nutrient
Management, Cover Crops & Pollinators, and gave a presentation on farmer
Best Management Practices



March 11, 2021 - Rick Grillmayer, Manager, Forestry, presented at a
webinar for Forests Ontario.



March 12, 2021 - Fred Dobbs, Manager, Stewardship Services, Rick
Grillmayer, Manager, Forestry and Dave Featherstone, Senior Ecologist
gave a presentation about aquatic invasive species information to
Melancthon Township council and staff



March 16, 2021 – Shannon Stephens, Healthy Waters Coordinator,
participated in a Cover Crops & Pollinators discussion, and gave a
presentation on farmer Best Management Practices



March 25, 2021 - Shannon Stephens, Healthy Waters Coordinator,
presented in a webinar called Create you Flutter Buzz Patch, in partnership
with the Township of Essa.



March 27, 2021 – Naomi Saunders, Manager, Education hosted a virtual
program on maple syrup production for the Essa Public Library
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 April 1, 2021 – Naomi Saunders, Manager, Education and Byron Wesson,
Director, Conservation Services presented to the Melancthon council
regarding NVCA’s education programs.
Issues/Analysis
In this reporting period, media coverage and public outreach/communications
were positive with regard to NVCA work and programs.
There are no issues of concern at this time.
Relevance to Authority Policy/Mandate
Communications and promotion are an integral part of the work of NVCA.
Reference to both can be found in the 2020 - 2025 Strategic Plan.
Impact on Authority Finances
Staff time to prepare this report is addressed in the 2021 budget.
Reviewed by:
Original Signed by
Sheryl Flannagan
Director, Corporate Services

Approved for submission by:
Original Signed by
Doug Hevenor
Chief Administrative Officer

Attachment 1 – Media Clippings for the period
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Beeton development land
approved by Ministerial Zoning
Order
March 18, 2021 by Brian Lockhart
New Tecumseth Times
A parcel of land on the west side of
Beeton, which is the site of a proposed
development, has been given the
green light after a Ministerial Zoning
Order (MZO) for those lands was
approved.
The next steps in the development
include the submission of a Plan of
Subdivision application along with the
requisite studies and reports.
The 166-hectare property is located
west of Dayfoot Street and south of
County Road 1.
Flato Developments is the company
behind the plan.
Flato said it has plans to build a 995
unit community on the site. This
would include affordable housing for
seniors, 297 detached houses, five
apartment buildings with 400 rental
units, 173 townhomes, and 40 semidetached units.
A Minister’s Zoning Order allows
developers to go around the usual
planning stage of development and
appeal directly the province to build
on a site.
Zoning Orders were designed to be
used in unincorporated areas where
lack of population or local
governments would allow the province
to step in and make decisions for
them.

A change to the Planning Act, by Bill
197, has modified the rule of how
zoning orders can be applied and
made it much easier for developers to
get around municipalities and go
directly to the province for a request
for approval on where they can build.
Minister’s Zoning Orders are not
issued with conditions. The Zoning
Orders are either approved or they’re
not. There are no conditions that are
applied.
The new level of jurisdiction given
Zoning Orders have alarmed many
environmental groups who have urged
municipalities to resist some
developments being pushed through
by the orders.
They cite things like lack of municipal
control and public consultation as well
as the possible impact on existing
economies.
Also up for concern is the
environmental impact that Zoning
Orders could create if developers are
giving the go-ahead at the provincial
level to build on land
This particular development has
already been criticized by
environmental groups for “infringing
on a flood plain that is already
managed by the Nottawasaga
Conservation Authority.”
There will be updates on this planned
development as details become
available.
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Check to see if you need permits
before you build: NVCA

place.Nottawasaga Valley
Conservation Authority

Check before you make any
improvements to your property

UTOPIA – Spring is in the air, and
many residents in the Nottawasaga
Valley Watershed (NVCA) are looking
to make improvements to get yteir
homes and properties. Some
properties are in areas at risk from
flooding and erosion, so it’s best to
check with NVCA if you’re in a
regulated area.

March 25, 2021
Barrie Today

1 / 2 If your property is in an NVCA
regulated area, be sure to apply for a
permit to ensure that your building is
not at risk due to flooding and
erosion.Nottawasaga Valley
Conservation Authority

2 / 2 If you are planning on moving fill
material to an NVCA regulated area,
contact NVCA to apply for a permit to
ensure that the fill is placed in an area
that will not impact flooding and
wetlands, and to ensure erosion
sediment controls are in

Projects that may require an NVCA
permit can include building or
rebuilding a house, deck, garage,
shed, dock, shorewall, or addition to
your home. Depending on the extent
and location, permits may also be
required for grading, fill or topsoil
importation and placement.
NVCA is tasked by the province of
Ontario to regulate activities in natural
and hazardous areas in order to avoid
the loss of life and damage to property
from flooding and erosion. This is
especially important in the face of
climate change.
“Many property owners often tell us
that their property has never flooded
in the many years that they’ve lived
there, but that is changing,” advises
Chris Hibberd, Director of Watershed
Management Services. “Even today we
are experiencing more intense
rainstorms and other extreme weather
events associated with climate
change.”
To check if you’re in a NVCA regulated
area, search for your property address
in the Interactive Data Viewer. If
you’re still not sure, NVCA provides
free consultations online or over the
phone so residents can easily
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correspond with Regulations
Technicians to confirm if their property
is regulated, discuss projects and
permit requirements.
“Although our Regulations Technicians
are mainly working from home, we
have very good turnaround times,”
continued Hibberd. “In 2020, we met
the customer service timelines set by
the Ministry of Natural Resources and
Forestry by 98.2 per cent.”
If your property is in one of the
following municipalities, check to see
if you’re in an NVCA regulated area:
Adjala-Tosorontio, Amaranth, Barrie,
Blue Mountains, Bradford West
Gwillimbury,Clearview, Collingwood,
Essa, Grey Highlands, Innisfil,
Melancthon, Mono, Mulmur, OroMedonte, Shelburne, Springwater,
New Tecumseth and Wasaga Beach.
Visit NVCA’s website or
email permits@nvca.on.ca for more
information about NVCA permits,
application process, timelines and
more.
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place.Nottawasaga Valley
Conservation Authority

Check before you make any
improvements to your property

UTOPIA – Spring is in the air, and
many residents in the Nottawasaga
Valley Watershed (NVCA) are looking
to make improvements to get yteir
homes and properties. Some
properties are in areas at risk from
flooding and erosion, so it’s best to
check with NVCA if you’re in a
regulated area.

March 25, 2021
Bradford Today

1 / 2 If your property is in an NVCA
regulated area, be sure to apply for a
permit to ensure that your building is
not at risk due to flooding and
erosion.Nottawasaga Valley
Conservation Authority

2 / 2 If you are planning on moving fill
material to an NVCA regulated area,
contact NVCA to apply for a permit to
ensure that the fill is placed in an area
that will not impact flooding and
wetlands, and to ensure erosion
sediment controls are in

Projects that may require an NVCA
permit can include building or
rebuilding a house, deck, garage,
shed, dock, shorewall, or addition to
your home. Depending on the extent
and location, permits may also be
required for grading, fill or topsoil
importation and placement.
NVCA is tasked by the province of
Ontario to regulate activities in natural
and hazardous areas in order to avoid
the loss of life and damage to property
from flooding and erosion. This is
especially important in the face of
climate change.
“Many property owners often tell us
that their property has never flooded
in the many years that they’ve lived
there, but that is changing,” advises
Chris Hibberd, Director of Watershed
Management Services. “Even today we
are experiencing more intense
rainstorms and other extreme weather
events associated with climate
change.”
To check if you’re in a NVCA regulated
area, search for your property address
in the Interactive Data Viewer. If
you’re still not sure, NVCA provides
free consultations online or over the
phone so residents can easily
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correspond with Regulations
Technicians to confirm if their property
is regulated, discuss projects and
permit requirements.
“Although our Regulations Technicians
are mainly working from home, we
have very good turnaround times,”
continued Hibberd. “In 2020, we met
the customer service timelines set by
the Ministry of Natural Resources and
Forestry by 98.2 per cent.”
If your property is in one of the
following municipalities, check to see
if you’re in an NVCA regulated area:
Adjala-Tosorontio, Amaranth, Barrie,
Blue Mountains, Bradford West
Gwillimbury,Clearview, Collingwood,
Essa, Grey Highlands, Innisfil,
Melancthon, Mono, Mulmur, OroMedonte, Shelburne, Springwater,
New Tecumseth and Wasaga Beach.
Visit NVCA’s website or
email permits@nvca.on.ca for more
information about NVCA permits,
application process, timelines and
more.
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Collingwood council salaries down
slightly in 2020 compared to 2019
Special meeting pay was higher in
2020 than in 2019
March 25, 2021 by Erika Engel

Berman was nil in 2020. Councillor
Doherty had the highest at $1,797,
followed by Coun. Kathy Jeffery at
$1,300, Coun. Yvonne Hamlin at
$1,210, Coun. Bob Madigan at $866,
Coun. Mariane McLeod at $610 and
Coun. Tina Comi at $515.
Mayor Saunderson also spent $1,921
in his role on the Grey Lakes and St.
Lawrence Cities Initiative, and Coun.
Jeffery claimed $1,112 in expenses
relating to her work on the Federation
of Canadian Municipalities board of
directors.

Collingwood council has met online via
Zoom since March 2020. Screenshot
Council’s 2020 earnings are now
posted, showing decreases in travel
and discretionary spending last year
compared to 2019.
The salaries were slightly lower in
2020 compared to 2019 with Mayor
Brian Saunderson’s base salary at
$45,137, Deputy Mayor Keith Hull’s
base salary at $32,062, and each of
the seven councillor’s base salaries at
$25,421. These are down from
$46,252, $32,856 and $26,052
respectively in 2019.
Mayor Saunderson also made $20,441
as a member of Simcoe County
council, and Deputy Mayor Hull made
$18,802 for his role on county
council.
In Collingwood, only Councillor Deb
Doherty logged any travel expenses,
with her total travel bill at $166.33.
The professional development/
discretionary spending for the mayor,
deputy mayor, and Councillor Steve

Coun. McCleod claimed $2,730 in
spending and $404 in travel costs for
her role as the Collingwood
representative on the Nottawasaga
Valley Conservation Authority board.
As of last year, the council
remuneration report includes a
separate column for special meeting
pay.
In Collingwood, councillors are paid an
hourly, half-day, or full-day rate for
attending special meetings outside the
normal council meeting schedule.
Mayor Saunderson, Deputy Mayor
Hull, and Councillors Berman, Hamlin,
and McLeod each made $715.39 for
attending special meetings in 2020.
Coun. Doherty was paid $668.85 for
special meetings, Coun. Jeffery was
paid $645.39, Coun. Comi was paid
$576.33, and Coun. Madigan was paid
$505.39.
Special meeting pay was up in 2020
compared to 2019. In last year’s
report, councillors made between
$397 and $656 for special meetings
that took place in 2019. The mayor

Page 125 of 145

and deputy mayor were paid $656 for
special meetings in 2019.
You can read the 2020 remuneration
report here, it’s due to come before
council during a Strategic Initiatives
Committee meeting on March 29.
You can read the 2019 remuneration
report here. It was presented in
March, 2020.
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Possibility Of Flooding Low But
Care Should Be Taken
March 26, 2021
92.1 South Simcoe Today
The Nottawasaga Valley Conservation
Authority is advising residents there is
the possibility of localized flooding in
some areas due to the wet weather.
Elevated flows in all watercourses are
to be expected following the heavy
rainfall.
This might remain for the next couple
of days and hazardous conditions still
exist with the risk of life threatening
injury should a person fall into the
water.
Parents and pet owners are advised to
keep children and animals away from
any and all bodies of water.
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Community needs to work
together to protect farmland
March 26, 2021 by Trina Berlo
Creemore Echo
Editor:
I am a young local fourth generation
farmer who is very proud to call this
area home and am part of the ever
shrinking agricultural community.
Throughout my life I have seen many
farms purchased by people from urban
areas for weekend getaways. I
completely understand this as I could
not live in the city myself.
While majority of the newcomers are
understanding of how farms operate
and the importance of agriculture to
this community, it is disheartening to
see some of those who purchase
farms and then build houses at the
back of the farm using much of the
productive farmland to build a long
winding laneway, leaving small fields
that are inefficient and difficult to
access.
This is an extremely wasteful use of
one of our most precious resources.
Once this land is gone we can’t get it
back.
Many of these people claim to be
environmentally friendly and shop
local, not realizing the negative
environmental impact they themselves
are causing
The urban sprawl has raised the prices
of farms significantly to the point that
no young farmers are able to
compete. Therefore buying local
products will be difficult in the future.
I have seen in many cases where

urban weekenders and local farmers
successfully work together to achieve
the best results for all parties while
maintaining the agricultural land and
local environment.
Farmland is one of the most precious
resources as it supplies the food we
need to live as well as sequesters
atmospheric carbon in the soil as
organic matter, making it very useful
to fight climate change.
As a community, farmers and urban
weekenders, need to work together to
protect farmland for generations to
come.
Maybe there is a way that the
township, Nottawasaga Valley
Conservation Authority, and Niagara
Escarpment Commission can work
together to protect our farmland for
years to come!
Chris Millar,
Duntroon.
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Shelburne council to meet in April
about new developments

Katarzyna Sliwa of Dentons Canada
LLP.

March 26, 2021 by Joshua Santos

As directed by council, town staff
provided an update on the progress of
the Flato developments quarterly.

Toronto Star
Shelburne council voted to hold a
special meeting in April to discuss how
to allocate sewage capacity in light of
new developments on the horizon.
Councillors plan to discuss sewage
capacity allocations for new buildings
after a developer submitted a request
to build senior housing. Council
wanted to make sure they review all
developments before allocating
capacity to some, and not others, as
there are commercial and retail
developments in progress.
“One of the major concerns I want to
address is any path forward is not
going to jeopardize development that
is already underway,” said Mayor
Wade Mills.
Flato Developments Inc. would like to
amend the Dufferin County and Town
of Shelburne Official Plans to reclassify
their property as an urban area. They
own about 38 hectares of land north
of Main Street West (Highway 89),
between the former railway and
Fourth Line on the west side of
Shelburne. The land is designated as
non-urban and a natural environment.
“Flato submitted the official plan
applications to Dufferin County and
the Town of Shelburne, in support of
development under the growth plan
policies that would permit
modifications to the urban boundary in
advance of the comprehensive
municipal review (MCR) to expedite
the seniors’ housing component,” said

A Phase 1 development is proposed on
about two hectares of land at 500
Main St. W. for a 93-unit seniors’
apartment building and a commercial
plaza. Information about it was
presented by Flato representatives
and received by town council.
“As elected officials, we went door to
door, hearing from our seniors from
day one that this is a priority and
important to them,” said Deputy
Mayor Steve Anderson.
The developers requested council to
approve their request for sewage
capacity allocation. Another town
report and the accompanying analysis
have confirmed there is an insufficient
allocation for all development. It will
not be possible to service all
requested development without
upgrading the sewage treatment
plant’s capacity. The costs for the
capital project are estimated to be
significant. A previous report
estimated the range was between $26
million and $33 million.
“There is nominal wastewater flow
proposed to be generated,” said Nick
Karakis of IBI Group. “Given the need
and benefit for seniors’ housing in the
town of Shelburne, the Flato team
would like to continue to work with the
town to advance this Phase 1
development.“
There are about 540 residential units
in approved town plans currently
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allocated, some are under
construction, and it is expected that
most of these units will be built and
occupied within two to three years.
“To service all future phases of the
Flato development, the report
indicates upgrades to the water
pollution control plant must be
completed. To assist with financial
requirements needed to upgrade the
plant, Flato is prepared to have
discussions with the Town of
Shelburne to upfront their share of
future development charges.”
After factoring in the servicing
commitments to development areas,
the remaining unallocated capacity is
estimated to provide up to 94
residential units.
Coun. Walter Benotto wanted to know
where Flato is now in its discussions
with the Ministry of Transportation
(MTO) to establish an entrance for the
seniors’ building and garner support
from the county.
Karakis explained the MTO, in
principle, is on board. Sliwa explained
the application includes a zoning
bylaw amendment and a draft plan of
a subdivision.
The county will conduct an MCR of
land needs to accommodate growth
within the county and determine if
additional land is required for urban
growth.
A pre-application meeting was held
with Flato, the Ministry of Municipal
Affairs and Housing and the MTO, and
the Nottawasaga Valley Conservation
Authority. Topics included planning
policies and required approvals,

transportation and highway access
and improvements, environment and
natural heritage, infrastructure, and
servicing.
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NVCA and Feds Chip in to Help
Species at Risk
March 30, 2021
92.1 South Simcoe Today

Over the last three years the
Nottawasaga Valley Conservation
Authority has been working to restore
the habitat of two local species at risk.
Fred Dobbs is the Manager of
Stewardship Services with the NVCA.
He says they have been working to
restore the floodplain of the
Nottawasaga River, which will help the
Lake Sturgeon and Northern Brook
Lamprey and provide a healthier
habitat for amphibians and birds.
Click here to listen
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Canoeing the Humber
Everyone must believe in something. I
believe I’ll go canoeing. – Henry David
Thoreau
March 31, 2021 by Nicola Ross
From the stern of our canoe, Angus
Doughty began, “I identify as …” This
phrase has become commonplace in
recent years, and I was curious about
where he was going with it.
After a pause, he continued, “… a
paddler. I identify as a paddler.” From
among all his outdoor endeavours, it’s
canoeing that has captured the heart
of this Bolton native. “It’s the way to
get away from it all fastest. You don’t
need roads or trails as you do for
hiking or cycling or cross-country
skiing. Just a lake or a river,” he
explained.
I had lined up a short canoe trip with
Angus last fall after he told me he had
paddled the Humber River every
month of the year, often with his kids
and, more often, with his dad. So on a
glorious blue-sky morning, we loaded
his car with a pair of canoes: one for
Angus and me, the other for Angus’s
wife, Sian, and our photographer, Fred
Webster. In minutes we were carrying
the canoes from a parking lot on
Duffy’s Lane, just north of Bolton, to
where we would put in, a portage of
about 600 metres. For the next two
hours, we would navigate one of
Canada’s 40 officially designated
heritage rivers, taking out in Bolton,
with an easy portage to Angus and
Sian’s house.

Angus and his father, John, paddled
together at least once a month
through every season for 21 years.
We pushed off into the narrow stream
and the current caught our canoes,
carrying us along at a surprising clip. I
had imagined flat, near-still water.
Instead, the Humber burbled and
bubbled with river-wide ripples, often
building into, well, larger river-wide
ripples. Roughly one-third of the way
along its route to Lake Ontario, the
Humber seemed to be an adolescent
vying to prove itself. A bit cocky for its
size and depth.
“You need to respect the Humber,”
Angus explained. When the water’s
low, as it was when we paddled it, it’s
unlikely you’ll get into trouble, but
inexperienced paddlers shouldn’t
attempt our route during spring
flooding or after heavy rain. “Water
levels can rise by a metre after rain,”
he said. “It’s easy to get caught in the
trees that overhang the river. They
can capsize a canoe.” If your boat tips
over and you don’t have the right
equipment and warm clothing, you
can be in danger.
It was hard to imagine such perils as
we floated downstream on a warm,
sunny and calm day. An expert
paddler, Angus guided us between

Page 132 of 145

rocks and around overhanging trees.
When I heard a rustling in the tall
grass, I looked up to see a doe leap
off the bank and gallop through the
shallow water. A tiny spotted fawn
followed in her mum’s hoofprints. I
thought of Angus’s comments that
canoeing was the fastest way to get
away from it all. Here we were,
minutes from Caledon’s largest town.
There was no hum of traffic or beeping
construction equipment. No planes
overhead or neighbour’s music.
Around the next bend, the first of two
great blue herons lifted its long-legged
bulk from the riverbank, startling a
pair of mallards that had been
leapfrogging our progress.
As we rounded yet another bend in
the Humber’s sinuous course, Angus
warned we’d soon begin to see
houses. He told me this was the spot
where he would often stop with his
dad and have a cup of tea. In an effort
to delay our return to civilization, I
said, “Let’s stop, too.” We hauled our
boats up onto shore and climbed back
on board. We didn’t actually have any
tea, but we sipped from our water
bottles and exchanged stories.
Both Sian and Angus had been
longtime teachers at Mayfield
Secondary School, so they regaled
Fred and me with tales from inside the
walls of the institution I’d attended for
five years and where Fred’s daughters
had learned about math and history,
as well as cross-country skiing and
other sports. But the talk quickly
turned to past canoe adventures. Now
retired, Angus is spending more and
more time in Canada’s iconic vessels.
He would like to paddle the

Coppermine River in the Arctic to see
the Barrens. He longs to once again
make his way down Quebec’s Moisie
River, the so-called Nahanni of the
East. But these weren’t the paddling
adventures that have most shaped
Angus. Instead, it was time spent with
his mum and dad.
Both emigrants from England, the
couple met while paddling in
Algonquin Park. Angus’s childhood,
along with that of his three siblings
and four informally fostered siblings,
involved exploring Ontario’s
waterways. As an adult, Angus
decided to hone his skills after reading
the advice of an expert who suggested
paddling every month, year-round – a
difficult task in a cold country. In
1997, when his father, John, retired,
paddling every month became a
father-son ritual, one they kept up for
259 months (more than 21 years) –
until John’s bone cancer made even
sitting in a canoe impossible.
Since his father’s death in 2019,
Angus has kept up the tradition. If all
has gone well, he will have hit 300
consecutive months by the time this
issue of In The Hills is published.
That’s 25 years!

Nicola Ross and Angus Doughty startle
a deer and her fawn on the Humber
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River near Bolton. Photo by Fred
Webster.
“Finding open water in February is the
most difficult,” he said. But the
Humber River has been his friend in
this regard. When other waterways in
the province are icebound, some part
of the Humber has always been open,
even when the temperature is –25C.
Angus grew up within earshot of the
Humber. Its waters carried countless
explorers, adventurers, Indigenous
peoples, fur traders and others into
the nation’s hinterland, and its valley
hosted the ancient trail known as the
Carrying Place. The river flows
through Angus’s adventurous veins
and is the reason he identifies himself
as, of course, a paddler.
PADDLING PLACES IN HEADWATERS
Many Headwaters lakes and rivers are
perfect for paddling, depending on the
time of year, suitability of water
conditions, and your equipment and
experience. For paddling conditions
and the availability of rental canoes,
check the relevant conservation
authority website, especially during
the time of Covid while restrictions
may apply.


Humber River, Toronto and
Region Conservation Authority



Island Lake, Ken Whillans
Resource Management Area,
Credit River, Credit Valley
Conservation



Luther Lake, Grand
River, Grand River Conservation
Authority



Nottawasaga River (downriver
from Nicolston), Nottawasaga
Valley Conservation Authority
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Conservation Authorities v. Doug
Ford
The provincial government is stripping
Ontario’s conservation authorities of
the very meaning of their name – and
key protections for the environment.
March 31, 2021 by Nicola Ross
In the Hills Magazine
“Since the 1940s, our province has
greened so remarkably, but also so
imperceptibly that we have lost sight
of the achievements of our
conservation authorities,” says John
Riley, science advisor emeritus for the
Nature Conservancy of Canada and a
Mono resident. “While not perfect,
they are a commendable institutional
legacy, and the act under which they
operate is an environmental Magna
Carta of sorts. It awards much-needed
rights to our natural world. To
improve our conservation authorities
is laudable, and we weaken them at
our peril.”
Like a mounting number of Ontarians,
Riley is appalled at changes Doug
Ford’s Progressive Conservative
government imposed on conservation
authorities last December with the
passage of its omnibus budget Bill
229. Buried in Schedule 6 of the
Protect, Support and Recover from
Covid-19 Act were amendments to the
Conservation Authorities Act that put
economic interests in the driver’s seat,
relegating environmental
considerations to the back of the bus.
In combination with the government’s
escalating use of ministerial zoning
orders, the changes allow developers
to circumvent local planning processes

and development controls, deprive
CAs and citizens the right to appeal
development approvals, and deny CAs
the right to turn down projects even if
they pose a threat to the environment
and people. The Ontario government
says the measures are all aimed at
reducing red tape as a way of creating
jobs and restarting the pandemicravaged economy.
Reaction to the government’s move
was swift, widespread and
overwhelmingly negative.
“I’ve been in this business for over 40
years,” says Deborah Martin-Downs,
chief administrative officer of Credit
Valley Conservation, “and I’ve never
seen anything like the outpouring of
support for conservation authorities
and the work we do for the
environment.” Although she is only an
occasional social media user, MartinDowns says when she posted her
resignation on LinkedIn, it received
53,000 views.

Osprey on nest. Photo by Robert
McCaw.
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other procedural revisions, essential
public discussion and debate will be
stifled or shut down. This is not policy
and institutional reform. This is highlevel bombing and needs to be
resisted.”

Credit River at Belfountain. Photo by
Rosemary Hasner / Black Dog Creative
Arts.
Among the many organizations who
formally declared their dissent were
the Ontario Federation of Agriculture,
the Canadian Environmental Law
Association, Ontario Nature, the World
Wildlife Fund, Environmental Defence
and the Association of Municipalities of
Ontario. Locally, the towns of Mono,
Orangeville and Shelburne, as well as
the Region of Peel, were among the
more than 40 municipal councils
across Ontario that petitioned the
government to repeal Schedule 6.
Last December 5, half the board of the
Greenbelt Council – the government’s
own appointed advisory body –
resigned in protest. On December 8,
the government brazened out the
opposition and passed its budget bill
with Schedule 6 largely intact.
In his letter of resignation, Greenbelt
Council chair and former Toronto
mayor David Crombie didn’t mince
words. Schedule 6, he wrote, “cuts out
the heart of integrated watershed
planning and management; severely
cripples the Conservation Authorities
in the pursuit of their historic
stewardship of environmental issues,
and now with the grossly expanded
use of ministerial zoning orders and

A disillusioned Martin-Downs also
resigned from the council: “I believed
that being ‘in the tent’ was valuable
and that I could contribute to good
public policy that makes Ontario great.
However, it is now clear that the
government’s direction … is a blatant
assault on conservation, the
environment and transparent
governance.”
A watershed-wide approach
The Headwaters region derives its
name from the four rivers that begin
their journeys here to either Lake
Ontario, Lake Erie or Georgian Bay.
Taking care of these waterways, their
tributaries, floodplains and riparian
habitat are four CAs: Credit Valley
Conservation, the Grand River
Conservation Authority, the
Nottawasaga Valley Conservation
Authority and the Toronto and Region
Conservation Authority which
safeguards the Humber River as well
as other watersheds in the GTA.
Many of us are most familiar with CAs
because of their recreational amenities
– the hiking trails, fishing, canoeing
and sugaring off events offered in
conservation areas such as Terra
Cotta, Island Lake, Glen Haffy and
Albion Hills among others. Over the
past year, conservation areas were
newly discovered by thousands of
pandemic-weary urbanites seeking
relief in nature. (In 2020, for example,
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NVCA reported a 60 per cent increase
in visits to its 11 conservation areas).

A beaver dam. Photo by Robert
McCaw.

Grey tree frog. Photo by Rosemary
Hasner / Black Dog Creative Arts.
But the primary and more critical
mandates of the CAs encompass
source water protection, flooding and
erosion mitigation, and the health of
fish and wildlife. In particular, CAs
play a key role in evaluating
development applications by providing
municipalities with the science-based
technical information they require.
CAs came into being after the Ontario
government passed the Conservation
Authorities Act in 1946 in response to
growing concern about the impact of a
burgeoning population on nature.
They were conceived as a way to
combine conservation with efforts to

find work for World War II veterans.
Although this latter feature was never
realized, the movement grew – first
into community-driven, watershedbased entities and then, in the fallout
from the disastrous flooding caused by
Hurricane Hazel in 1954, as
organizations focused on flood and
erosion control, pollution abatement
and recreation. Since 2002, after the
Walkerton tragedy, CAs also have
responsibility for implementing the
Clean Water Act.
Conservation Ontario, the organization
that gives the province’s 36 CAs a
unified voice, describes these uniquely
Ontario entities as agencies that
“deliver services and programs to
protect and manage impacts on water
and other natural resources in
partnership with all levels of
government, landowners and many
other organizations.” Significantly,
CAs strive to balance “human,
environmental and economic needs.”
In other words, as Riley points out,
they give the natural world a seat at
the negotiating table.
Collectively, CAs own and protect
150,000 hectares of land in Ontario,
second only to the Crown. Reasoning
that owning land is the best way to
protect it, TRCA, in particular, has an
aggressive plan to secure more land
within its watersheds. Currently TRCA
owns more than 18,000 hectares,
more than 7 per cent of the
watersheds it manages.
What makes Ontario’s CAs the envy of
conservationists the world over is that
they operate on a watershed-wide
basis, rather than the more common
piecemeal approach dictated by
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arbitrary municipal boundaries.
Because the whole-watershed
approach is so eminently sensible and
has been around for nearly 75 years,
it might seem unremarkable to us.
How would it be possible to manage
flooding, water quality or flow if each
jurisdiction operated its part of the
watershed in isolation from the rest?
Despite this common-sense approach,
town of Erin mayor Allan Alls is not
alone in complaining that CAs’
mandatory environmental reviews of
development projects can be
cumbersome and slow, holding up
approvals. He grumbles about the
$75,000 in annual levies the town
must pay to the two CAs within its
boundaries. But Alls is also quick to
add, “They save towns a lot of
money.” He recognizes that Erin has
neither the expertise nor the staff to
undertake the essential technical and
scientific work CAs do on behalf of
municipalities.
Although the province calls the shots
for CAs, it contributes as little as 1 or
2 per cent to their operating costs.
Municipalities contribute more than 50
per cent and the rest is raised through
park admissions and landowner
services, corporate and community
sponsorships and a small portion from
federal grants. CAs operate under the
direction of a municipally appointed
board and 70 per cent of board
members must be municipal
councillors who have to balance the
sometimes conflicting pressures of
their dual responsibilities.

Brook trout in a Caledon stream.
Photo by Don Scallen.

Fly fishing on the Pine River. Photo by
Rosemary Hasner / Black Dog Creative
Arts.
In its resolution asking the Ford
government to repeal Schedule 6, the
Town of Mono noted, “In 2021 Mono
will spend $133,365 on conservation
authorities. If we had to hire our own
employees – engineers, planners,
ecologists, hydrogeologists, foresters,
outdoor educational staff, etc. – to do
our own work, we would spend much
more than $133,365 for these
services.” Clearly upset with the Ford
government’s assault on CAs, Mono
mayor Laura Ryan and her council
added, “And we were particularly
unimpressed when your government
slipped these proposed changes to the
Conservation Authorities Act into a
budget bill.”
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What is the Ford government up to?
As Mono council pointed out, the Ford
government buried Schedule 6 among
44 other schedules attached to Bill
229. This move follows on the heels of
the government’s 50 per cent cut to
CAs’ flood control budgets (even as
local communities like Grand Valley
and Bolton are experiencing more
floods), its elimination of the office of
the environmental commissioner,
cancellation of tree-planting
initiatives, its resurrection of Highway
413, and its bewildering population
growth targets for the Greater Golden
Horseshoe.
This provincial push for suburban
growth puts more and more stress on
watersheds as a result of water
taking, sewage dumping, land
clearing, and pollution from increased
car- and truck-based transportation.
According to Conservation Ontario, 95
per cent of Ontarians live within a
watershed managed by a CA – mostly
in the Greater Golden Horseshoe.
Erin’s population, for example, is
slated to more than triple to 14,000
from 4,200 over the next 20 to 30
years, but that’s not the worst of it.
According to TRCA board chair and
Caledon councillor Jennifer Innis,
under new population targets set out
in the 2020 Provincial Policy
Statement, Caledon now has “the
highest trajectory of growth in the
GTA.” Brampton will burst its seams,
overwhelming Caledon’s agriculturally
rich Peel Plain as the town explodes
from a population of 80,000 today to
more than 300,000 by 2051.

It all indicates a provincial
government determined to shed the
anti-sprawl approach to growth in the
Greater Golden Horseshoe that has
dictated planning for the past two
decades or more. And that puts
extraordinary provincial, municipal
and corporate pressure on CAs to yield
to development despite its cumulative
impact not only on our water
resources but also on both the
anticipated and the unknown
consequences of a warming climate.

Blue-stain fungus. Photo courtesy
CVC.

Fluffy cygnets. Photo courtesy CVC.
Tim Gray, executive director of the
Toronto-based non-governmental
organization Environmental Defence,
says of the government’s prodevelopment agenda, “It’s an
ideological aversion to urban life. They
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want sprawl.” Martin-Downs is more
direct: “It’s all pandering to the
development community.”

would be threatened by an influx of
warm effluent.

Environmental Defence has partnered
with more than a dozen other
environmental organizations to launch
a wide-ranging campaign called Yours
to Protect. On its website, the group
states, “We came together to say that
we live here, we love this province
and we are not going to let it be dug
up, paved over and polluted.”
What is the role of CAs?
To understand the role CAs play in the
development approval process,
consider the town of Erin’s plans for a
wastewater treatment plant, aka
sewage plant. Before receiving
approval, the project must go through
an environmental assessment, which
involves review and comment from
various organizations, including Credit
Valley Conservation.
If built, this controversial project will
cost each household in the villages of
Erin and Hillsburgh at least $17,000.
It will allow Solmar Development
Corp. and others to build everexpanding rings of suburban housing
around the two villages where growth
has so far been limited by a lack of
sewage capacity. But these are not
the direct concerns of the CVC.
The proposed plant is also slated to
dump 7.2 million litres of wastewater
a day into the West Credit River just
upstream from the hamlet of
Belfountain and near some of
southern Ontario’s most pristine brook
trout spawning beds. Brook trout
require cold water to survive and

The marsh boardwalk at Terra Cotta
Conservation Area. Photo courtesy
CVC.

Red-spotted newt. Photo courtesy
CVC.
Despite what many think, CVC doesn’t
“approve” a project like this. That
responsibility goes to the Ministry of
the Environment, Conservation and
Parks which approves the
environmental assessment and is also
responsible for reviewing and
approving the plant and its discharge,
including the effluent temperature.
CVC is responsible only for the portion
of the project located on a natural
hazard, such as a wetland or
floodplain, expected in Erin’s case to
be the pipe that will carry the effluent
from the plant to the river. CVC will
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review the detailed design submission
and determine requirements for
permits prior to construction.
The MZO override
One of the tools the Ford government
is increasingly relying on in its pursuit
of “streamlining” development
approvals is the ministerial zoning
order which enables the minister of
municipal affairs and housing to
override the local planning process.
Although MZOs have long been
included in Ontario’s Planning Act,
their intended use was for
emergencies, not political expediency.
An MZO was issued, for example, to
quickly permit construction of a new
grocery store in Elliot Lake after the
town’s only supermarket collapsed in
2012.
Between 2000 and 2018, previous
provincial governments had used
MZOs about once a year. The Ford
government has now applied this
mechanism more than 40 times. A
map on the Yours to Protect website
details each MZO currently approved
or under consideration.
Schedule 6 further consolidated the
power of the MZO by forcing CAs to
issue a permit on otherwise protected
land. Moreover, by using an MZO, the
government denies the right of CAs
and citizens to appeal a project even if
it goes against the CA’s scientific
assessment and its provincially
mandated responsibility to protect
people, infrastructure and the
environment.
On the other hand, Schedule 6 has
expanded the appeal process for
developers or municipalities by

allowing them to leapfrog the CA and
go to either the Local Planning Appeal
Tribunal or directly to the minister of
natural resources and forestry who
can approve a project without input
from a CA. In either case, a CA would
not have standing to present its case,
except in the unlikely scenario the
minister or proponent requests it.
Doug Hevenor, chief administrative
officer of NVCA, says, “These
amendments go beyond simple
changes. They remove science from
the equation by politicizing these
decisions, effectively eliminating the
local knowledge of the conservation
authorities to accurately forecast the
risk to the environment, infrastructure
and human life.”
Hevenor adds, “I think that if you look
you can see that some developers
have supported our government. So,
[Schedule 6] is a chance for
government to shorten the process for
them.” But if shortening the process is
the government’s goal, the expanded
opportunity for developers to appeal
may be counterproductive. The
appeals tribunal, even without this
added role, is already under duress
with a current backlog of more than
1,000 cases. As a result, opponents
say the new legislation could slow
down, not speed up the approvals
process – thereby adding more, not
less of the dreaded red tape.
Conservation Ontario predicts the
changes could delay approvals by as
much as 200 days.
An MZO can also be requested and
granted without public notice, as
happened in Caledon last summer.
Normally Peel Region is required to
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approve an official plan amendment
for a new development. In this case,
town council was frustrated that Peel
had twice deferred the town’s
longstanding plans for a low-density,
car-dependent development of 7,500
residences on prime agricultural land
in southwest Caledon. Peel cited
concerns about the costly
infrastructure needed to support a
greenfield development they weren’t
sure was needed given population
growth throughout the GTA has not
kept pace with the province’s
projections. The Caledon motion to
request an MZO was introduced and
passed mid-council meeting without
prior notice to the public or the region
who, once the MZO was issued, had
no avenue for appeal.
Beyond the obvious risks to people
and the environment of the new
direction, Samantha Lawson, CAO of
Grand River Conservation Authority,
ponders its ethical and legal
ramifications. Who is liable, she
wonders, if a CA is forced to issue a
permit for a project that its scientific
investigations indicate is hazardous?
The TRCA went a step further. It
forwarded a motion asking the
government for a liability clause – one
that would make the government
accept legal responsibility in the event
that disaster strikes. Jennifer Innis
also raised a question for a
government seemingly intent on
relegating science to a back seat. With
regard to due diligence, she asked,
“What science are you using to trump
the CA’s science?” Despite this logic,
TRCA’s motion was not approved.

White-tailed deer. Photo courtesy
CVC.

A beaver dam. Photo by Robert
McCaw.
The poster child for the Ford
government’s use of MZOs is the one
issued to the Triple Group of
Companies to greenlight a 4-millionsquare-foot Amazon distribution
centre in Pickering next the
developer’s massive hotel and
entertainment complex called Durham
Live. The proposed warehouse is on
Lower Duffins Creek, a “provincially
significant wetland” that provides
floodwater containment, is a breeding
ground for fish and amphibians, and
an important stopover for migratory
birds.
Perhaps as disturbing, the MZO was
issued even though the neighbouring
town of Ajax was vying for the same
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project just a kilometre away on land
that is not environmentally fragile and
where presumably – given that
employment is the Ford government’s
stated goal – the same number of jobs
would be created.

Infrastructure Expansion, introduced
in early March, is an amendment to
the PPS that makes
MZOs retroactively exempt from its
provisions, except within the
Greenbelt.

As part of the MZO, TRCA was
directed to sign what critics call a “pay
to slay” agreement with the
developer. Such an agreement,
contained in another provision of Bill
229, allows for a kind of ecosystem
swap in which a developer pays to
replace lost wetland. Innis says that
despite the TRCA’s efforts, it has been
unable to find a replacement property
in the watershed. And if it could, she
says, the Triple Group of Companies
would have to cough up an estimated
$40- to $60-million to purchase it.

We weaken CAs at our peril

Following months of controversy and a
CBC News investigation, Amazon
announced in mid-March it will seek
an alternative site for its warehouse.
Amazon’s withdrawal does not mean
the land will not be built on, but
municipal affairs minister Steve Clark
has asked Pickering if it wants to
amend the MZO to remove the
wetland from development plans.
The Duffins Creek MZO prompted
Environmental Defence to team up
with Ontario Nature and law firm
Ecojustice to take the provincial
government to court. They argue the
provincial government is breaking the
law by superseding its own Provincial
Policy Statement in permitting
development on the wetland.
However, the government moved
quickly to short circuit the legal
challenge. Hidden within Bill 257,
Supporting Broadband and

CAs are not without their critics, and
the Ford government may well have
been surprised by the ferocity of the
backlash against Schedule 6. Even
outside of the commercial
development industry, many a private
landowner has been frustrated by
what often seem like unnecessarily
petty restrictions on minor renovations
or secondary outbuildings. “Nobody
likes to be regulated or told no,”
Martin-Downs acknowledges. “There
are times we haven’t said no in the
best way… These things haven’t stood
us well over time.” She continues,
“We’ll never be perfect, but we are
trying.”
Innis believes that rather than gutting
CAs, it would be better to improve the
planning process. She would like the
various agencies involved in
development applications to get
together and come up with a more
streamlined approach to avoid
duplications and inconsistencies.
Conversely, on larger projects, CAs
have been accused of caving to
political pressure – and the new
amendments to the Conservation
Authorities Act will now make it even
harder for them to hold the line. In his
support of Erin’s proposed sewage
plant, for example, Mayor Alls repeats
the mantra endorsed by many a
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municipal politician: “[If] you don’t
grow you die.”
Still, for much of living memory, CAs
have been minding our watersheds in
a technical, science-based way, and it
appears that whatever their faults,
loyalty to their essential value resides
deeply within the Ontario psyche.
Although Schedule 6 passed, the
resulting hue and cry may have
caused the Ford government to adjust
its course, at least in part. NVCA’s
Hevenor says, “The public voice was
loud enough on this that some folks
are worried about getting re-elected.”
According to Martin-Downs, public
outrage seemed to have dissuaded
Queen’s Park from its original plan of
releasing the regulations that will
drive Schedule 6 back in December
without consultation.
Instead, the government announced
the formation of the Conservation
Authority Working Group. Chaired by
Hassaan Basit, president and CEO of
Conservation Halton, the group is
made up of representatives from CAs,
Conservation Ontario, municipalities,
and the development and agricultural
sectors (arguably the kind of mix that
should make up a CA’s board of
directors). The group’s mandate is to
determine how the regulations will
guide implementation of the broad
framework and direction set out in
Schedule 6.
Their deliberations will have a
profound effect on the future of CAs.
In particular, the regulations will
define what will be considered
mandatory services for CAs and
according to what standards, as well

as what programs and services they
can negotiate with municipalities. All
this affects not only levies
municipalities must pay, but whether
CAs will ultimately retain enough of
the “authority” in their name to
actually protect watersheds.
Martin-Downs says, “Hopefully, [the
working group] signals an attempt by
the provincial government to bring
about a collaborative process and fund
it.” She notes that release of the
regulations has now passed two new
deadlines, which encourages her to
think, “They might be listening to us.”
In mid-February, in another
apparently conciliatory move, the
municipal affairs minister announced
the government was launching a 60day consultation period aimed at
growing the Greenbelt “to help protect
the province’s natural environment …
from future development.”
While not unwelcome news, the
announcement was interpreted by
many as a cynical attempt to defuse
mounting opposition to Schedule 6
and the dismantling of other
environmental protections. For critics
it’s hard not to see a sleight of hand in
the announcement which said in part
that the government is seeking public
input on how best to grow the size
and quality of the Greenbelt on “land
around Duffins Creek in Ajax and
Pickering.”
Although the controversial Lower
Duffins Creek wetland is designated as
provincially significant, it is not
contiguous with the Duffins Creek
urban river valley, so even if the river
valley is incorporated into the
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Greenbelt, it is unlikely to include the
wetland or affect the status of the
MZO.
David Crombie and the board
members who resigned from the
Greenbelt Council did so just days
before passage of Schedule 6. Council
member and Inglewood resident Linda
Pim, however, had reached her
breaking point a month earlier,
submitting her resignation specifically
in reaction to the Duffins Creek MZO.
In her letter of resignation, Pim wrote,
“I find that with the issuance of the
MZO for Durham Live and its complete
destruction of an irreplaceable
provincially significant wetland, I have
simply had enough … I have lost
confidence in your government’s
commitment to honour and meet
Ontario’s long-standing requirements
to protect our precious natural
heritage from development. Future
generations will thank us for both
economic development and protection
of natural places. We can and must
achieve both simultaneously.”
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Conservation Authority receieves
funding to restore habitat
April 8, 2021 by Brian Lockhart
Toronto Star
The Nottawasaga Valley Conservation
Authority is getting some help to
restore habitat for two at-risk species
in the Nottawasaga River Watershed.
Water pollution and degradation of
habitat have contributed the decline in
population of lake sturgeon and
northern brook lamprey in the river
and tributaries.
Fisheries and Oceans Canada are
providing $165,000 over three years
to help the Conservation Authority
restore the natural habitat.
“Our government is proud to work in
partnership with NVCA to protect
Canada’s at-risk species and the
habitats they call home,” said the
Honourable Bernadette Jordan,
Minister of Fisheries, Oceans, and the
Canadian Coast Guard. “Through the
Habitat Stewardship Program for
Aquatic Species at Risk, we are
working together to restore the
sturgeon and northern brook lamprey
populations in the Nottawasaga River
Watershed. Every act of conservation
we take is critical to preserving
Canada’s natural environment for
generations to come.”
The funding will also allow NVCA
stewardship staff and partners such as
Nottawasaga Futures, the South
Simcoe Streams Committee and
Nottawasaga Steelheaders to initiate a
multi-year project to stabilize soil and
reduce sediment and nutrient inputs
to the Nottawasaga River.

“Spawning habitats for these species
at risk are impacted by sol released
from eroding river banks and surround
land,” explained Fred Dobbs, Manager
of Stewardship Services at the NVCA.
“Excess soil particles can clog up the
pores in spawning gravel, eliminating
the flow of water which provides
oxygen and removes waste products
from the fertilized eggs. Urban and
agricultural areas also contribute
phosphorus to the spawning grounds.
Phosphorus promotes excess algae
growth on the gravel which can reduce
oxygen concentrations for incubating
eggs.”
The work will include a floodplain
construction component where low flat
shelves are excavated adjacent to the
river and revegetated. These
floodplains reduce erosion by allowing
floodwaters to spread out and slow
down.
The floodplains also reduce flooding
for adjacent landowners as well as
provide habitat for a range of
amphibians and birds.
Rural landowners are key partners in
the initiative.
Landowners are encouraged to contact
the NVCA if they are interested in
participating in the river restoration
program.

