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Nottawasaga Valley Conservation Authority
05-21-BOD Agenda

May 28, 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 at this time. 

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 #
05-21-BOD dated May 28, 2021 be approved. 

5. ANNOUNCEMENTS 

Chair McLeod will introduce our newly appointed Board member
Deputy Mayor Smith, Township of Essa. 

6. DEPUTATIONS 

https://nvca.on.ca
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a. Kenn Smart P.Eng, from K. Smart Associates Limited will conduct a 
presentation on the Swaley Drain, Township of Springwater. 

The resolution for this presentation is included in Staff Report No. 17-
05-21-BOD. 

Springwater Township Swaley Drain Presentation 

b. Colin A. Brown, Partner, HHL Law Firm LLP, will conduct a 
presentation on the Board Hearing Training. 

Recommendation: 
RESOLVED THAT: the Board of Directors receive the presentation
on Board Hearing Training for information. 

7. PRESENTATIONS 
a. Meagan Kieferle, Regulations Technician will conduct a presentation

on the NVCA Permit Process. 

Recommendation: 
RESOLVED THAT: the Board of Directors receive the presentation
on the NVCA Permit Process for information. 

NVCA Permit Process 

8. HEARINGS 

There are no hearings for this meeting. 

9. 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. 

10. 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 #9; 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. 

11. CONSENT LIST 
a. Adoption of Minutes 

i. Recommendation: 
RESOLVED THAT: the minutes of the Board of Directors 
Meeting # 04-21-BOD dated April 23, 2021 be approved. 

04-21-BOD Minutes 

b. Correspondence 
There is no correspondence for this meeting. 

c. Staff Reports 
i. Staff Report No. 16-05-21-BOD from Doug Hevenor, CAO

regarding Financial Support to Assist TRCA. 

Recommendation: 
RESOLVED THAT: the Board of Directors approve Staff
Report No. 16-05- 21-BOD; and 
FURTHER THAT: CAO Hevenor has the authority to approve
staff’s ability to provide funds, from Nottawasaga Valley
Conservation Authority (NVCA) reserves, when required to
support this court action by TRCA. 

Staff Report No. 16-05-21-BOD 
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ii. Staff Report No. 17-05-21-BOD from Senior Regulations
Technician, Dyce regarding the Swaley Drain, Township of
Springwater. 

Recommendation: 
RESOLVED THAT: the Board of Directors approve Staff
Report No. 17-05-21-BOD regarding the Township of
Springwater’s Swaley Drain project; and
FUTHER THAT: the Board approves the presentation on the
Swaley Drain as presented. 

Staff Report No. 17-05-21-BOD 

Schedule ‘A’ – Staff Report No. 06-03-18-BOD 

Schedule ‘B’ – Proposed Extension Plan/Vegetation 
Communities 

Schedule ‘C’ - Swaley Drain Preliminary Report Drawings 

Schedule ‘D’ – Report from R.J. Burnside & Associates 
Limited 

iii. Staff Report No. 18-05-21-BOD from Communications 
Coordinator regarding Communications Report – April 10, 2021 
– May 15, 2021. 

Recommendation: 
RESOLVED THAT: Staff Report No. 18-05-21-BOD regarding 
NVCA Communications – April 10, 2021 – May 15, 2021, be 
received. 

Staff Report No. 18-05-21-BOD 

Media Clippings 

12. OTHER BUSINESS 

13. ADJOURN 

Recommendation: 
RESOLVED THAT: this meeting adjourn at _____ to meet again on 
June 25, 2021 or at the call of the Chair. 
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SWALEY DRAIN 

PRESENTATION 
For 

MAY 28, 2021 

NVCA Board Meeting 

(Ponded water in lower end of Swaley Drain) 

File No. 16-387 
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INTRODUCTION 
 Thank you for the opportunity to make this presentation on the Swaley Drain. 















 My name is Kenn Smart and I am the Engineer retained by the Township of Springwater to 
prepare a Report pursuant to the Drainage Act to bring the lower portions of the Swaley Drain 
back to an acceptable state of repair. 

I appeared before this Board back in February 2018 when we were just starting on our 
engineering work. I presented then the work I believed necessary, and the Board 
subsequently directed NVCA Staff to work with us on this project. 

We do appreciate, and thank, both the Board and Staff for work since 2018. 

Substantial work and discussions have occurred since 2018 and the project recommendations 
have evolved to the betterment of all in our opinion. 

We are here today to ask for the Board’s continued direction to Staff to work with us as we 
near completion of the first phase of our engineering (the “Preliminary Report”). 

Ultimately after all engineering work and reporting is done, a formal Permit Application will be 
made to NVCA. 

My presentation as forwarded is lengthy but I will condense such so I can limit my presentation 
to 10 minutes±. I will be asking that certain slides only be displayed and I will then try to 
describe orally what are on the other pages of this presentation as we look at a specific slide. 

Much of this submitted Power Point contains background material and tables that are technical 
in nature. These plus the appendices will be referred to only if I am requested to do so. 
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INTRODUCTION - Continued 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

 The approach of my presentation will be to cover the following topics: 

For those who may not be aware of the Swaley Drain, I will give a brief overview of 
the drain as a whole. 

I then want to show, using two different slides, how the downstream/lower end 
portions of the drain have changed since the early days to the current condition and 
describe the problem with the high water in the channel as now existing. 

I want to describe the legal requirements of the Township to attend to problems in a 
Drain. 

I want to indicate that we described this problem and the possible solutions to the 
Board in 2018. I want to summarize how the Board directed Staff to work with us on 
the solution. 

I want to describe what work was undertaken by ourselves and Staff to try to attend 
to the high water problem and yet minimize the impacts on the wetlands. 

I want to describe how the solution to the problem has evolved to the recommended 
work now felt necessary, and how this work now is different but less disruptive to the 
wetlands than what was presented in 2018. 

I want to indicate what Staff requires from the Board in order to continue to work with 
us on the work now recommended, and thus what we are asking from the Board. 

I want to describe how we will continue to work with Staff as this project moves 
forward and also what our steps pursuant to the Drainage Act will be. 

9. I will lastly present my summary. 
3 
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THE SWALEY DRAIN IN GENERAL 

The Swaley Drain is a legal Municipal Drain that has existed 
since the early 1900’s. 

It serves over 4000 acres of agricultural land in the Township of 
Springwater (much of which is prime agricultural lands (see 
Attachment A)). 

The channels on the Swaley Drain although lengthy, are not 
large. Their primary purpose is to be deep enough for tile outlets 
and to carry runoff waters during the growing seasons. A view of 
the Swaley Drain at George Johnston Road will indicate that it 
does not have a large channel. 

The “area” with the red and green colours on Attachment A 
indicate the study area. 

The two immediately following sections review the history of the 
Swaley Drain and its outlet in this “area” through use of 1954 
vintage aerials and 2000 vintage aerials 

4 



    
ATTACHMENT A 

WATERSHED PLAN OF THE SWALEY DRAIN 
5 
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REVIEW OF SWALEY DRAIN (LOWER END) 
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HISTORY THROUGH: a) USE OF A 1954 AERIAL 
(ATTACHMENT B) 

a) 

b) 

c)

d) 

e) 

 The 1954 aerial is the oldest aerial KSAL have been able to secure to date. 

 It does show the subject area from the Nottawasaga River to George Johnston 
Road. (The hard copy of this photo presents all data more distinctly.) 

 Note should be made that the aerial shows that in 1954: 

The Muskrat Creek was still very evident; 

The 500’ (30 rod) long cut made to the River in 1901 for the Muskrat is 
still visible (it has been manually highlighted here); 

The Government Ditch excavated in 1930 (and which became the basis 
of the Downey Drain in 1961) is evident (but in poor repair); 

The Muskrat flood plain is still well wooded; 

The Swaley Drain is still existent in its original route for 60% of the way 
across Lot 10, Concession 11. In 1901 it was 80% of the way across the 
lot. (Its original outlet would have been 900 to 1000m west of where it 
turns into Lot 9 now.) 
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ATTACHMENT B 
1954 VINTAGE AERIAL TO SHOW LOWER PORTION OF SWALEY DRAIN 
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REVIEW OF SWALEY DRAIN (LOWER END) 
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HISTORY THROUGH: a) USE OF A 1954 AERIAL 
Continued 

 All properties in this aerial were believed to be privately owned. The 
Swaley Drain and its outlet as shown allowed the Drain to function as a 
Drain should. 

 Note should be made of Points 1 to 5 on this and the following aerials. 
It is between these points where the 950m long repair/improvement 
project is now required. 

8 
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REVIEW OF SWALEY DRAIN (LOWER END) 
HISTORY THROUGH: b) USE OF A 2020 

AERIAL (ATTACHMENT C) 
 

a) 

b) 

c)

d) 

 

It is evident that since 1954: 

The route of the Muskrat Creek and the lower end of the Swaley Drain are no longer 
visible due to the developed flooding/wetlands along their route. Indeed there is now 600 
to 1200mm of wetlands water in the area where the lower end of the Drain and the 
Muskrat Creek once existed. 

Much of the woodland cover in the Muskrat floodplain has been lost (as has elsewhere 
been documented). 

The Swaley route has been shortened substantially and has been diverted into Lot 9 
(without the basis of an authorizing Engineer’s Report). The Swaley Drain channel where 
it now terminates sits with 900mm of water. All the tile drain systems discharging into the 
channel upstream to Highway 26 are submerged now year round. 

The Government Ditch has been substantially improved as the Downey Drain. 

Points 1 to 5 extend over the route of the 950m Repair/Improvement Project now proposed. 

 Point 5 which is the downstream (westerly) termination of the 950m long Project is the same 
location Burnside Engineering in a 2001 Drainage Superintendent report said the Swaley Drain 
repair work should continue to/commence from. 9 
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ATTACHMENT C 

2020 VINTAGE AERIAL TO SHOW CURRENT CONDITIONS 
IN THE LOWER PART OF THE SWALEY DRAIN 
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LEGAL NECESSITY OF DOING 
REPAIR/IMPROVEMENT WORK 

 There is an obligation on any Municipality pursuant to Section 74 of the 
Drainage Act to keep a Drain in repair and there is a provision in 
Section 79 that the Municipality can be ordered by law to do such. 

 As is evident in the 1954 aerial (and in a 1901 drawing of the Engineer 
if reviewed), the Swaley Drain continued much further west across Lot 
10, Concession 11 to where it joined the Muskrat (well beyond Point 2 
as shown on the 1954 and 2020 aerials). 

 The Swaley Drain outlet as it exists now is not sufficient and the Drain 
requires the outlet it once had or as close to such as is possible. The 
Drain is out of repair without this sufficient outlet and is not providing the 
service to all properties in the watershed that is legally required. 

 KSAL have determined the project for repair/improvement as now 
described is necessary to restore the Drain to a property state of repair. 

11 
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LEGAL NECESSITY OF DOING WORK 
- Continued 

 KSAL’s opinion is that if a legal review was necessary: 

 of the Section 78 initiation of this project; 

 of the history of the Swaley Drain; 

 of the history of the development of the wetlands; 

 of the current disrepair of the Swaley Drain; and 

 of the efforts to attend to works of repair with consideration of the 
impact on the wetlands that have developed, 

the project would be legally ordered to proceed as proposed. 

12 



   
       

             
          

       

            
 

           
          

 

             
            

             

              
            

          

               
               

 

 

a) 

b) 

c) 

* 

F. 
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COMPARISON OF ANTICIPATED WORK 
DESCRIBED IN 2018 TO WORK PROPOSED NOW 

in 2021 
By further use of a 2020 vintage aerial, KSAL have highlighted in “blue” the work discussed 
in 2018 and in “red” the work proposed now (see Attachment D). 

As is evident, the 2018 work* envisaged would have involved: 

Either 500m± of work to the River, or 500m± of work to the Downey Drain (at the 
Muskrat end). 

300m± of work downstream of the current Swaley Drain channel either by following its 
historic route or by extending northwesterly on the diagonal route created sometime 
after 1954. 

In 2018 KSAL anticipated the work could be done by an excavator sitting on “mats”, 
excavating a channel in the shallow wetlands on one side of the mats and by 
disposing of the materials in the wetlands on the other side of the mats. 

a) The work presented to the Board in Feb. 2018 was based on elevations secured primarily for water 
levels and obtained by either drone or GPS work. Firm ground/wetlands bottom elevations were not sufficiently 
obtained until 2019, at which time greater depths of wetland waters were found. 

b) At various meetings with the public and NVCA staff in 2017 and earlier, and as pointed out in the March 
2018 Scoping Report, a longer option that was once investigated and considered is also shown on Attachment 

13 
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Blue is 2018 Proposals 
(2 options at each end) 
Red is 2021 Proposed Work 
(either the 950m or 750m lengths) 

ATTACHMENT D 
14 

2018 AND 2021 PROPOSALS 



   
      

            
              

             
     

          

                
           
           

  

         
            

          

              
               

         

Page 19 of 152

COMPARISON OF ANTICIPATED WORK 
DESCRIBED IN 2018 TO WORK PROPOSED NOW– 

Cont’d 
d) 

e) 

f) 

The width of disturbance in the wetlands was in 2018 suggested at 2 to 3m 
for the channel and a further 4 to 5m would have been necessary for the 
mats on which the excavator would sit. Another 3 to 4m width would be 
necessary to dispose of the materials. 

The depth necessary for the excavation was then anticipated to be 750mm±. 

If the work joined to the River along a new “cut” north of the 1901 “cut”, a 
much greater width through the high wooded grounds adjacent to the River 
would have been necessary. (Ground elevations were able to be secured in 
the woodlands in 2018.) 

 The work shown in 2018 was desired to lower the wetlands levels by 300mm 
throughout by doing the work at the River/Muskrat end and then by a further 
300mm at the Swaley end by doing the Swaley end work. 

 The area of the wetlands where the 300mm lowering could occur could be 800 ha± 
and in the upper 100 ha± of these 800 hectares, a further lowering of up to a 
further 300mm would/could occur as per the work described in 2018. 15 
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COMPARISON OF ANTICIPATED WORK 
DESCRIBED IN 2018 TO WORK PROPOSED NOW– 

Cont’d 
 When this proposed work was presented to the Board in 2018, the Board 

directed Staff to work with us. 

 Staff followed up with their April 27, 2018 Report (See Appendix A hereto) 
that outlined the data to be submitted prior to NVCA’s final approval through 
issuance of a Permit. 

 Since 2018, one of the main requests of Staff has been addressed by the 
completion of the Natural Environment Report. 

 The NER concludes that if its recommendations are implemented, there will 
be a low likelihood of negative impacts on significant heritage features and 
that any negative impacts on the natural environment can be acceptably 
minimized 

 Through incorporation of the NER recommendations and updated survey 
work in 2019, the project has evolved to the betterment of all. 

16 
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COMPARISON OF ANTICIPATED WORK 
DESCRIBED IN 2018 TO WORK PROPOSED NOW– 

Cont’d 

a) 

b) 

c) 

 The work as now proposed, and as shown in red on Attachment D will involve: 

A 6m width of grass removal in the wetlands over a length of 950m at the 
Swaley end only. (The wetlands water depth varies from 600mm to 
1100mm in this length.) 

A 6m± wide channel to a depth of 500mm maximum would be excavated 
at the base of the wetland waters over the 950m length except that over 
the upper 175m of length it would be necessary to provide greater depth to 
launch the barge and to ensure there was 800mm± of water for the barge 
when it returns to its start point. This overdigging has been described as a 
pool area, an area that could provide habitat diversity, and an area for any 
transported sediments to collect in. (Overdigging of the pool area by an 
additional 300mm could provide even a deeper pool area.) 

The excavated materials would be cast on either side of the barge path in 
a width of 3 to 5m. 

17 
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d) 

e) 

f) 

presented now. 
and 2021. 

Work at the River/Muskrat end has now been deleted. 

This work would result in lowering of wetlands waters in a much reduced area 

COMPARISON OF ANTICIPATED WORK 
DESCRIBED IN 2018 TO WORK PROPOSED NOW– 

Cont’d 

(100 ha±) and such would actually be a tapered lowering in these 100 ha from 
0mm at the start of work to 450mm± at the existing Swaley end. 

This aerial also shows the 950m of work could be reduced to 750m if the 
diagonal route were followed. However, this diagonal route would not be along 
the historic route and would pass through an area in part once wooded. 

• Next included is a “table” to show the “numbers” comparison of the primary KSAL 
projects presented over the past 3 years and the impacts on the wetlands. This will 
show the continued attempt to reduce wetlands impacts. Column 2 in this table is 
the work presented to the Board in 2018 and Column 5 is the work proposed and 

Columns 3 and 4 describe other iterations considered between 2018 

• How/why the evolution of KSAL’s recommendations occurred from 2018 to the 
present are described in Appendix C to this presentation. 18 
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TABLE TO SHOW A “NUMBERS” COMPARISON OF THE 
PRIMARY PROJECTS PRESENTED BY KSAL AND THE IMPACTS 

Column 1 Column 2 Column 3 Column 4 Column 5 

2018 During the During the Now (after 
period of the latter part of further 

NER the NER input from 
Preparation Review Period a barge 

contractor) 

800m± (500m at 950m± 950m± 950m± 
River/Muskrat end at Swaley end plus (750m± if on (750m± if on the 

and 300m± at 300 to 400m± at diagonal) at Swaley diagonal) at 
Swaley end) River/Downey/ end. No River end Swaley end. No 

(and even then Muskrat end) work. River end work. 
KSAL said further 

work would be 
necessary to confirm 

this length) 

6 to 8m 10m Swaley end, 10m Swaley end 6m Swaley end 
(More in wooded 6m River end only only 

area by River) 

Total length of 
channel/wetlands 
work 

Width of wetlands 
grass disturbance by 
channel and by 
excavation methods* 

* Disposal of the excavated material, which will be a “soupy” mixture of water, topsoils and wetland 
grasses, and perhaps some sediments would be in amongst adjacent wetland grasses. This mixture 
would settle through the wetland waters quickly and disturbance of these adjacent wetland grasses 19 
would be temporary. The widths for disposal are therefore not included in the channel excavation 
widths for any project. 
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TABLE TO SHOW A “NUMBERS” COMPARISON OF THE PRIMARY 
PROJECTS PRESENTED BY KSAL AND THE IMPACTS - Continued 

Column 1 Column 2 

2018 

Channel 
dimensions at 
base of wetlands 

Total visible area 
of wetlands grass 
removal to 
accommodate the 
channel and the 
excavator 

2 to 3m with a 
750mm± depth of 

anticipated 
excavation 

800m long x 6 to 
8m wide 

= 4800 to 6400m² 

Column 3 

During the 
period of the 

NER 
Preparation 

Column 4 

During the 
latter part of 

the NER 
Review 
Period 

Swaley End – 6m 
wide, 500mm deep 

except at barge 
launching area where 
bottom would be 10m 

wide and channel 
depth would be 500 
to 900mm with no 
deeper pool (and 

300mm more with a 
deeper pool 

River End – 3 to 4m 
parabolic width, 
500mm depth 

Swaley End Only – 
6m wide, 500mm 
deep except at 

barge launching 
area where bottom 
would be 10m wide 
and channel depth 

would be 500 to 
900mm with no 

deeper pool (and 
300mm more with a 

deeper pool). 

Column 5 

Now (after 
further input 
from a barge 
contractor) 

6m with a 500mm 
depth throughout 
except that over 
175m the depth 
would gradually 

increase from 500 
to 800mm with no 
deeper pool (and 
300mm more with 

a deeper pool). 

950 x 10 = 9500m² 
(7500m² if along 

diagonal) at Swaley 
end, and 300 to 
400mm x 6m = 

1800m² to 2400m² at 
River end. 

950 x 10 = 9500m² 
(7500m² if along 

diagonal) at Swaley 
end 

950 x 6 = 
5700mm² 

(4500m² if on the 
diagonal) 

20 



   

 
   

 

 

 
   
  

 

 

  
  

  

   
  

   
    

   
  

   
   

   
    

   
  

   
   

    
 

    

    
  

   

  

   

  
   

    
  

   

  
   

    
  

   

   
 

 

   
 

 

     
   

   

    
   

   

    
   

    
  
 

   
    
   

  
   

  

         
       

TABLE TO SHOW A “NUMBERS” COMPARISON OF THE PRIMARY 
PROJECTS PRESENTED BY KSAL AND THE IMPACTS - Continued 
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Perhaps a bit less 
than 40 years due 

to a slightly 
narrower channel 
and closer spoil 
deposition (35 

years?) 21 

Column 1 Column 2 Column 3 Column 4 Column 5 

2018 During the During the Now (after 
period of the latter part of further input 

Area of wetlands 
subject to 
lowering 

Impact on 
Wetland Features 
(as per the NER) 

Expected 
Maintenance 
Frequency 

NER the NER from a barge 
Preparation Review contractor) 

Period 

800± ha by 300mm 800± ha by 300mm 100 ha with a 100 ha with a 
with 100 ha of this with 100 ha of this lowering to lowering to taper 

having up to having up to taper from 0 to from 0 to 450mm 
another 300mm another 300mm 450mm 
(total of 600mm (total of 600mm 

lowering at Swaley lowering at Swaley 
end) end) 

Higher potential of Higher potential of Lower potential of Lower potential of 
negative impact at negative impact at negative impacts at negative impacts at 
River end and by River end and by Swaley end Swaley end 
inference lower inference lower 

potential at Swaley potential at Swaley 
end end 

15 years (as stated 15 years (as stated 40 years (based on 
at the time based at the time based a wider channel 

on a narrower on a narrower and more work to 
channel) channel) remove the plant 

growing medium) 
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SUMMARY OF REQUIRED IMPACTS OF 2021 WORK PROPOSED 
AND STAFF’S REQUIREMENTS TO SUPPORT SUCH 
(2018 PROPOSAL REPEATED FOR COMPARISON) 

 The work project anticipated/described to the Board in 2018 involved: 

• 500m of work at the River/Muskrat end 

• 300m of work at the Swaley end 

• 300 to 600mm lowering of wetlands water throughout 

• Continued debris control in the River by the Township and NVCA 

• 6 to 8m visible widths of disturbance of channel (more at River edge) 

• Has one area of higher potential of negative impacts on wetland features 

• 15-year major maintenance frequency 

 The 2021 works now being presented to the Board will involve: 

• No work at the River 

• 950m work at the Swaley end 

• 0mm to 450mm of lowering of wetlands water only at the Swaley end 

• 6m visible width of disturbance of channel 

• Has no area of higher potential of negative impacts on wetland features 

• 35 to 40-year major maintenance frequency 

22 
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SUMMARY OF REQUIRED IMPACTS OF 2021 
WORK PROPOSED AND STAFF’S REQUIREMENTS 

TO SUPPORT SUCH 






 

Overall the work now proposed compared to 2018 work will: 

 Have a similar visible footprint 

 Will avoid work at or near the River and thus avoid the area of higher potential 
of negative impacts 

 Will lower wetlands levels over a much smaller area (100 ha vs. 800 ha) 

 Will require less frequent maintenance 

NVCA Staff have stated they would be “in a position to support the works” if it were 
only for the Swaley end (300m) as presented in 2018 and if four items were addressed 
(see Appendix B, Pages 33 & 34). 

Staff indeed indicated that the opportunity for the Board to provide input is necessary 
for the Staff to be in a position to support the new recommended work (950m at 
Swaley, nothing at River) since they find the work “sufficiently distinct” from the work 
presented in 2018 to the Board. 

The desire of this presentation is therefore that the Board give similar direction to Staff 
as done in 2018 so that Staff is in a position to support the work as now proposed 
subject of course to conditions similar to those already listed in Appendix B. 

23 
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FUTURE STEPS WITH NVCA GOING FORWARD 

project.* 

* 

 KSAL will continue to dialogue with Staff after this Presentation. 

 RiverStone will dialogue with NVCA staff and review and address any 
new data and prepare an addendum to the NER if required.* 

 RiverStone will pursue dialogue with MECP and DFO for the new defined 

 Re-contacts will be made with affected landowners including MNRF* 

 KSAL will continue to finalize the Preliminary Report which is now in draft 
condition (all past, existing and new input from agencies and landowners 
will be considered) and shared with NVCA. 

Conditions as set out in Staff reports (see Appendix B) 

24 
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FUTURE DRAINAGE ACT STEPS REGARDING 
THIS PROJECT 

 Once the Preliminary Report is submitted, Springwater will process the 
Preliminary Report as required by the Drainage Act. This will involve 
circulation of the report and a meeting (compliant with both Drainage Act and 
COVID-19 protocol). 

 Springwater may then direct KSAL to prepare a Final Report after the 
Consideration of the Preliminary Report is attended to. 

 If so directed, KSAL will prepare a Final Report and such will be processed 
by Springwater, again, in accordance with the Drainage Act. 

 If, and once, the Final Report is adopted as a Bylaw by the Township, final 
agency approvals will be attended to and a tender call can then occur. 

 At this point, construction may commence, provided it is in the early winter 
period. 

 At this time, the goal is to provide for November/December 2021 
construction. 25 
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SUMMARY 

 We appreciate the direction the Board gave Staff in 2018 to work with us on 
this project and we appreciate Staff’s efforts to work with us since 2018. 

 We feel we have addressed the 2018 requirements of Staff as much as we 
can to date and we will continue to address remaining requirements. This 
presentation and appendices certainly demonstrate the efforts we have 
made to work with NVCA. 

 KSAL and the Township (together – “we”) have arrived at the conclusion that 
the repair/improvement of the Swaley Drain is legally and physically 
required, and that the necessary Engineering Reports should be prepared 
for construction of such work. 

 We know our recommended work differs from the work in 2018 but we 
believe the new work (2021) will have less impacts on the wetlands than 
what would be associated with the work presented in 2018 if it were 
implemented. 
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SUMMARY - Continued 
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We recognize that firstly Staff wishes to have the Board made aware of the new 
recommended work and that secondly Staff wishes to know that the Board will still 
be supportive of Staff as Staff continues to work with us as we finish the required 
Engineering. 

Being able to work with, versus against, NVCA in the development and 
implementation of the Engineering Reports (Preliminary and Final) will certainly 
expedite the timing of the repair/improvement to the Swaley Drain. And we do feel 
the project has to continue to move forward regardless. 

We have enclosed a photo of the Swaley Drain as it exists at its current outlet which 
is in the wetlands. It is our opinion that this is representative of the photo that can 
be taken of the Swaley Drain in the near future after it has been extended. 

We have also enclosed a drone aerial to show the area of the extension proposed. 
It indicates the work will be in a very localized and funnel shaped arm of the 
wetlands without impact on the majority of the wetlands. 

See Attachments E and F. 
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ATTACHMENT E 
SWALEY DRAIN – EXISTING END OF DRAIN 
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ATTACHMENT F 
SWALEY DRAIN – DRONE PHOTO WITH PROPERTY LINES TO 

SHOW EXISTING DRAIN AND PROPOSED EXTENSION 
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SUMMARY - Continued 

 We wish to thank everyone for the opportunity to communicate 
today and to describe the work done and being done. 

 We do request the continued support of NVCA in pursuit of this 
project. 

 Specifically we ask that the Board direct Staff to work with us 
and support this 950m long project. 

30 
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APPENDIX A 
ITEMS TO BE ADDRESSED FROM NVCA 

STAFF REPORT - APRIL 27, 2018 

Current Provincial and NVCA Planning and Regulation NVCA Permit Approval: 

ecological functions of wetlands. 

the appropriate area of concern. 

Guidelines (2009) identify that new development should be directed outside of 
wetlands to avoid the potential to interfere with many of the natural features or 

NVCA staff would note that while the Provincial 
Policy Statement definition of development excludes works subject to the Drainage 
Act, the Conservation Authorities Act does not include this same provision. 

In support of the review of a permit application, the NVCA may request an 
Environmental Impact Study (EIS) to address interference with a wetland. An EIS is 
a mechanism for assessing impacts to determine the appropriateness of a proposal. 

An EIS must be carried out by a qualified professional, with recognized expertise in 
Staff’s intent in the review of the EIS and other 

essential documentation is to ensure that the works do not result in adverse 
impacts on the Minesing Wetland and associated watercourses. In this regard, 
ecology staff have identified specific concerns that the works at the confluence of 
Muskrat Creek and the Nottawasaga River have the potential to result in adverse 
impacts that should be examined. 31 
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APPENDIX A 
FOUR ITEMS TO BE ADDRESSED – Continued 

municipality: 

geomorphologist; 

DFO). 

Subject to the Board’s concurrence and prior to issuance of a permit, the proposed 
works should be supported by the following satisfactory details submitted by the 

• An Environmental Impact Study that examines the environmental impacts and 
provides recommendations that ensure that the final proposed works are designed 
(and phased if necessary) in such a manner to avoid, mitigate and where necessary 
offset environmental impacts to achieve no net loss to the natural heritage system; 

• Details prepared by a professional engineer confirming that the proposed works will 
not result in adverse flooding impact to adjacent properties. In addition, the 
proposed drainage works should be reviewed and approved by fluvial 

• Detailed construction drawings/plans outlining the extent of the works, erosion and 
sediment control measures, restoration of disturbed areas, and enhancement 
plantings and habitat creation; and, 

• Appropriate landowner permissions and other required approvals (e.g. MNRF and 

NVCA staff will continue to assist through ongoing discussions with Township staff, 
Drainage Engineer and other involved qualified professionals. 32 
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APPENDIX B 
ITEMS TO BE ADDRESSED 

NVCA EMAIL MARCH 10, 2021 

following conditions: 

1. 

The current proposal consists, generally, of an approximately 950m extension to the existing 
Swaley Drain outlet. Works from Station 0+000 to approximately 0+600 are on NVCA-owned 
lands, while 0+600 to termination at 0+950 are on MNRF-owned lands. Work generally 
includes excavation of a 10m width of grass & wetland base removal to west of Station 
0+200 and a 10m with of grass removal and 6m width wetland base removal to termination 
at Station 0+950. Excavated and deeper pool materials will either be levelled beside existing 
maintenance access, or applied to a 10m section adjacent the excavated drain. 

It is the opinion of the NVCA that, due to changes to the proposal (as we understand has 
been necessitated through further study, investigation and review), the current proposal is 
sufficiently distinct from that previously presented to the BOD (February 23, 2018 – 450m+ 
extension to Swaley Drain, removal of Muskrat outlet improvement), that the opportunity for 
the Board to provide input is necessary. Alternatively, if the proposed Swaley Drain extension 
can be revised to that in line with the proposal previously presented to the Board (300m± 
Swaley Drain extension), NVCA staff would be in a position to support the works under the 

Revisions to the NER to assess the revised proposal. The NER must demonstrate, to 
the satisfaction of the NVCA, sufficient mitigation and enhancements to offset impacts 
and demonstrate no net loss to the natural heritage system. This must include 
incorporation of any and all available NVCA monitoring data. The NER must also include 
a comprehensive monitoring program to the satisfaction of the NVCA and Township 
(specifics to be discussed further between NVCA, Township and RiverStone) with the 
goal of both monitoring the efficacy of the drainage works, and monitoring for any 
impacts to natural heritage features; 33 
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APPENDIX B 
ITEMS TO BE ADDRESSED 

2. 

3. 

4. 

NVCA EMAIL MARCH 10, 2021 – Continued 

Details prepared by a qualified professional engineer confirming that the proposed 
works will not result in adverse flooding impact to adjacent properties. These details 
should include any drawings/reports/calculations used to support the conclusions 
regarding estimated impact to Swaley Drain and wetland water levels, impact zones, 
etc., resulting from the proposed construction; 

Detailed construction drawings/plans outlining the extent of the works, erosion and 
sediment control measures, restoration of disturbed areas, and enhancement planting 
and habitat creation; and, 

Appropriate landowner permissions and other required Regulatory approvals (e.g. 
MECP, MNRF, and DFO). 

Again, we appreciate the opportunity to provide comments on the proposed modifications 
to the Swaley Drain at this stage. If there are any questions pertaining to the above 
comments, please let us know. 

34 
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APPENDIX C 
EVOLUTION OF WORK RECOMMENDATIONS BY 

KSAL FROM 2018 TO CURRENT 

 In and prior to 2018, KSAL had completed aerial drone surveys, together 
with scattered spring/summer field surveys to better understand past and 
current conditions over the route of the historic Swaley Drain and the 
Muskrat Creek from George Johnston Road to the Nottawasaga River. 

 The work done by KSAL in and prior to 2018 culminated with the 
preparation of a Scoping Report that identified that work was justified to 
repair the Swaley Drain by restoring the lower end of the drain and the 
outlet the Muskrat Creek once provided to it. 

 Different scenarios of work were considered in 2018 during the preparation 
of the Scoping Report and during the concurrent presentations made to the 
watershed and NVCA. 

35 
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APPENDIX C 
EVOLUTION OF WORK RECOMMENDATIONS BY KSAL 

FROM 2018 TO CURRENT - Continued 

a) 

b) 

c) 

 The minimum work identified by the Scoping Report and the work described at a 
presentation to the NVCA staff and Board in February 2018 would have involved: 

500m± of work in the wetlands from either the Nottawasaga River or Downey 
Drain outlet upstream. 

300m± of work in the wetlands from the Swaley Drain’s current outlet 
downstream either along its historic route or along its current diagonal outlet 
into Lot 9. 

Suggested continued removal of debris in the River by the cooperative effort 
of the Township and NVCA. 

 After the submission of the Scoping Report and the presentation to the Board in 
2018, it became evident that the undertaking of an environmental review of the 
work area would be necessary and the review would have to identify that the 
“works do not result in adverse impacts on the Minesing wetland and associated 
watercourse”* for NVCA to give support to the project. 

36 

* Wording from 2018 staff report. 
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APPENDIX C 
EVOLUTION OF WORK RECOMMENDATIONS BY KSAL 

FROM 2018 TO CURRENT - Continued 

the NER. 

 As a result over the period of 2018 to 2020, RiverStone Environmental Solutions 
(RSES) completed their Natural Environment Report (NER). The “work” areas 
considered during the preparation of this NER were both the area identified by the 
Scoping Report at the River end and the area at the Swaley end similar in concept to 
that presented in the Scoping Report but greater in length (to encompass the 750m 
to 950m lengths now proposed). 

 The reason for the greater length at the Swaley end being, that in 2019, the 
Engineer’s field work had identified that a greater length should be studied at the 
Swaley end and this was conveyed to the authors of the NER and was addressed in 

 The NER concluded that if identified mitigation measures were undertaken, work 
could occur in the studied area at the Swaley end with no adverse impacts on the 
wetland but work should be pursued at the River end only if, and after, it was 
determined that work at the Swaley end was insufficient. 

 During the period of review by NVCA staff of the NER and the back and forth 
discussions between NVCA, RiverStone, KSAL and the Township, it was agreed that 
the 500m of work at the River end should not be undertaken pursuant to KSAL’s 
reports. 37 
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APPENDIX C 
EVOLUTION OF WORK RECOMMENDATIONS BY KSAL 

FROM 2018 TO CURRENT - Continued 

 KSAL indeed advised if a 950m project were undertaken at the Swaley end and 
if the Township did undertake a brush removal project in the lower part of the 
Downey Drain pursuant to Section 74 of the Act, with approval of NVCA, KSAL 
would be of the opinion that the outlet of the Swaley Drain would be sufficiently 
restored now and that the Downey Drain repair would sufficiently provide for 
control of the wetlands levels at the River end. KSAL would therefore no longer 
recommend work near the original outlet of the Muskrat into the River. 

 In the initial periods of reviews of the NER by NVCA and over the period of 
discussions re such between NVCA and KSAL (2020 and early 2021), the 950m 
long project at the Swaley end was anticipated to require a 10m width of removal 
of wetlands grasses, the excavation of a 6 to 10m wide channel at the base of 
the wetland waters in this 10m width of wetland grass removal with overdigging, 
at the start of the work. The widths and depths discussed in this period were 
based on the finding that the work could only be undertaken by an excavator 
working from a 9 to 10m wide barge requiring a depth of 0.9 to 1.0m of wetland 
waters prior to and after the excavation of the base channel. 

38 
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APPENDIX C 
EVOLUTION OF WORK RECOMMENDATIONS BY KSAL 

FROM 2018 TO CURRENT - Continued 

 The NER had anticipated these wider widths and all the reviews and 
discussions with NVCA (up to just before April 6 this year) were based on 
the wider widths. 

 Then in late March/early April 2021, KSAL become aware that the work 
could be undertaken using a narrower barge accommodating a smaller 
excavator. Indeed the width of wetland grass removal could be reduced 
from 10m to 6m, the extent of the overdigging at this barge launching 
area could be significantly reduced and disposal of excavated materials 
would be significantly less intrusive. KSAL were advised, however, there 
would be no significant cost savings, since the smaller excavator would 
take some additional hours to do the work. KSAL now feel that this is the 
optimum project to develop, considering all interests. 

 As a result, the project that will be recommended in the Preliminary 
Report and that is being presented to the Board today for support is thus 
the project with a 950m length and with a 6m width. 

39 
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APPENDIX D 
HOW EXPRESSED CONCERNS OF NVCA HAVE BEEN/WILL BE 

ADDRESSED AS PROJECT MOVES FORWARD 
Acronyms: 
KSAL - K. Smart Assoc. Ltd. (Kenn Smart) RSES - RiverStone Environmental Solutions (Al Shaw) 
Twp - Township of Springwater NER - Natural Environment Report 
PR - Preliminary Report PDV - Present Day Value 
FR - Final Report 

NVCA CONCERN KSAL RESPONSES KSAL 
Concern 

# Specifics Given Already 
To Also be in 

PR 
To Also be in 

FR 
COMMENTS 

NVCA Staff Report, April 2018 
1 Use matting to move equipment Yes Acknowledge Specifics 

Then 
KSAL final report specifications will address use 
of matting 

2 NVCA staff to consider/advise/ 
review options to use for spoil 
disposal 

Acknowledge Yes Yes KSAL prefer to cast on each side. NVCA has 
not stated a preference. 

3 NVCA staff to consider/advise re 
enhancements to use 

Acknowledge Yes Yes KSAL, NVCA, RSES to finalize. NVCA has not 
stated preferences. 

4 EIS to be done to avoid, mitigate, 
and possibly offset 

Done Acknowledge Implement RSES prepared NER to address NVCA 
concerns as conveyed 

5 P.Eng. to confirm no adverse 
flooding 

Yes Yes Yes KSAL can confirm no adverse flooding but will 
provide more detail 

6 Have A Fluvial Geomorphologist 
(FG) review 

Yes No No KSAL disagree re applicability of use of a FG 

7 Need detailed plans re footprints, 
erosion, restoration, etc. 

Yes No Yes KSAL will include in FR. Some preliminary data 
has already been given. 

8 Need landowners permission and 
agency approvals 

Yes Acknowledge Will address Work cannot occur until landowner and agency 
concerns are addressed. RSES are pursuing 
agency concerns now. Input from MECP and 
DFO will be given/sent to NVCA 

9 Staff's understanding of costs to 
NVCA - $10,000 net for a 
$200,000 project and $1,500/ 
$2,000 every 10 to 15 years 

Yes Prelim data will 
be given 

Final data Current estimate is $300,000, current PDV of 
maintenance is $75,000 for 100 years (wetland 
areas share 10% prior to damages). Final 
assessments can only be set out in FR. 
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NVCA CONCERN KSAL RESPONSES KSAL 
Concern 

# Specifics Given Already 
To Also be in 

PR 
To Also be in 

FR 
COMMENTS 

NVCA Staff Report, July 2020 after review of NER 
10 Consider compensation, land 

purchase options 
Yes Acknowledge Acknowledge Already addressed in Scoping Report. Other 

options are not cost beneficial. 
11 Consider changes in flood depth Yes Acknowledge Acknowledge River flood depths will not change 
12 Construction footprints required Yes Acknowledge Will be 

Included 
Prelim drawings can be given now, but final 
drawings only come with FR 

13 Discuss uncertaintly in forecast 
water level lowering 

Yes Yes Yes No uncertainty. GPS survey has been done 

14 Consider phased approach Yes No Need No Need Will be only the one phase - at the Swaley 
15 Consider law aspect/legality of 

doing work 
Yes Yes Yes Drainage Act requires existing drains to be 

maintained. "Law" has been considered 

16 Concerns 4 to 8 are repeated See Responses Given Already In this Table 

17 Multiple concerns re doing work 
at River end 

Yes Yes Yes No work to be done at River end 

18 Sedimentation from upstream 
watershed 

Yes Yes Yes Minimal sedimentation is occurring now and is 
expected in future. Sediment facility/deeper 
pool can be included 

19 Section 28 permit application 
and enclosures will be necessary 

Yes Acknowledge Acknowledge Permit & enclosures are addressed after final 
report is adopted as a bylaw. Discussions 
occurring now are intended to facilitate the 
permit 

20 Provide for monitoring program Yes Yes Yes NVCA, RSES & KSAL to continue to work 
towards finalizing this prior to FR 

21 What is DFO classification? Yes Yes Yes Not classified but DFO will be asked to confirm 

APPENDIX D 
HOW EXPRESSED CONCERNS OF NVCA HAVE BEEN/WILL BE 

ADDRESSED AS PROJECT MOVES FORWARD – Cont’d 
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APPENDIX D 
HOW EXPRESSED CONCERNS OF NVCA HAVE BEEN/WILL BE 

ADDRESSED AS PROJECT MOVES FORWARD – Cont’d 

Page 46 of 152

NVCA CONCERN KSAL RESPONSES KSAL 
Concern 

# Specifics Given Already 
To Also be in 

PR 
To Also be in 

FR 
COMMENTS 

NVCA Staff Report, November 2020 (Following KSAL response to July 2020 Report 
22 Acquire lands instead for 

phosphorous sink purpose 
Yes No Need No Need KSAL reviewed data from Twp and NVCA and 

spoke to a developer's consultant. This "idea" 
should apply to Willow Creek lands, not Swaley 
lands. 

23 Why did Scope of Work change? Yes No Need No Need See section on Evolution. Scope has changed 
in order to povide lowering with less impacts. 
Scope is consistent with what NER addresses. 

24 Concern work may still be done 
at River end 

Yes Yes Yes KSAL agreed to drop idea of work at River end 
completely since Downey to have a repair 

25 Could there be a future phase 
where Swaley is joined to 
Downey directly as discussed 
back in 2017/2018? 

Yes Acknowledge Acknowledge KSAL have advised such may now not be 
possible due to costs/benefits and environment. 
If ever to be considered, it will have to be a full 
new study. 

26 Could just doing 400m of Swaley 
work accomplish what is 
required? 

Yes No Need No Need KSAL answered "no" 

27 Concerns in Items 6, 7, 8, 12, 
17, 20 & 21 are repeated 

See Responses Given Already In this Table 

28 Why has maintenance frequency 
changed? 

Yes Acknowledge Final forecast 
to be given 

KSAL have reviewed experience with existing 
Swaley and Downey and have revised initial 
forecasts given the work widths proposed 

29 Other NVCA data such as for 
Walleye and Brook Lamprey 
have not been addressed 

Yes Acknowledge Acknowledge RSES did discuss Walleye with MNRF. RSES 
did a Terms of Reference and start up meeting 
with NVCA. Nonetheless, RSES will review any 
new data from NVCA and will address 

30 Preparation of an NER is no 
guarantee of project being 
ultimately approved 

Yes Acknowledge Acknowledge KSAL & Twp understood that if NER found no 
adverse impacts, NVCA would work with us. If 
all is considered, i.e. history, NER report, work 
by KSAL to reduce project, the justification to 
approve project is there or can be found to be 
there 
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APPENDIX D 
HOW EXPRESSED CONCERNS OF NVCA HAVE BEEN/WILL BE 

ADDRESSED AS PROJECT MOVES FORWARD – Cont’d 

NVCA CONCERN KSAL RESPONSES KSAL 
Concern 

# Specifics Given Already 
To Also be in 

PR 
To Also be in 

FR 

COMMENTS 

31 Deeper channel work may 
identify concerns not in the NER 

Yes No Need No Need NER did already consider that barge methods 
may have to be used. 

32 Concern re the "channel 
colonizing" comments by RSES 

Yes No Need No Need KSAL's suggested construction and 
maintenance work will minimize/avoid colonizing 

33 Concern re changes in forest 
cover 

Yes Acknowledge Acknowledge KSAL & RSES agree possible changes in rate 
of loss of forest cover will be nil to minimal with 
deletion of work at River end 

NVCA Letter of March 10, 2021 to KSAL 
34 Changes in proposal to now do 

no work at River end and to do 
950m of work at Swaley end are 
sufficiently different from data 
presented to Board in Feb. 2018 
that a new presentation to the 
Board is necessary in order to 
obtain support from the Board 

Yes Will 
Acknowledge 

Will 
Acknowledge 

At an April 6, 2021 virtual meeting, KSAL and 
Twp confirmed the intention to appear before the 
Board 

35 NER to be revised as necessary 
to show sufficient mitigation, 
enhancement, offsetting, etc. are 
proposed to demonstrate no net 
less to the natural heritage 
system 

Yes Yes Yes RSES and NVCA to discuss further data to 
include in NER and the PR by KSAL 

36 Past and future monitoring are to 
be addressed 

Yes Yes Yes Comments to concern #20 can be repeated 

37 Concerns 5, 7 and 8 are 
repeated 

See Responses Given Already In this Table 
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NVCA Permit Process 

Meagan Kieferle│ Regulations Technician │ May 28, 2021 
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Regulations 
Overview 

 All CAs are responsible for the administration of Provincial Regulations 
under Section 28 of the Conservation Authorities Act. 

 Development within a regulated area requires permission from the CA. 

http://www.mvca.on.ca/wp-content/uploads/2016/12/Regs-Policy-Manual.pdf 

http://www.mvca.on.ca/wp-content/uploads/2016/12/Regs-Policy-Manual.pdf
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Regulations 
Natural Heritage & Hazardous Areas 

Natural Heritage 

 Conservation of Lands 

 Wetlands 

 Wetland Buffer/Interference 

Natural Hazards 

 Watercourses 

 Shorelines 

 Steep Slopes 

 River and stream valleys 

 Hazardous Lands/Unstable Soils 



  

  
  

Regulations 
Why we regulate 

 Prevent injuries and loss of life 

 Minimize property damage & restoration costs 

 Protect the natural benefits offered by 
wetlands, watercourses and shorelines 

https://www.nvca.on.ca/Shared%20Documents/2018%20Watershed%20Health%20Check/2018%20Watershed%20Health%20Check_Lower%20Nottawasaga%20Subwatershed.pdf 

Page 53 of 152

https://www.nvca.on.ca/Shared Documents/2018 Watershed Health Check/2018 Watershed Health Check_Lower Nottawasaga Subwatershed.pdf
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Permit Requirements 

 Under typical circumstances, if a property owner intends to work 
within the Regulated Area, a permit will be required. 

 As per the Conservation Authorities Act, anything which triggers the 
definition of “Development” would require a permit, examples 
include; 

• Construction of a dwelling or addition 
• Reconstruction of a dwelling 
• Construction of any other structure such as shorewall, inground 

pool or driveway 
• Placing or constructing a detached accessory structure such as a 

barn, shed or pool house 
• Changes to a building or structure that alters the use, increases 

the size or increases the occupancy such as, enclosing a carport 
to create a garage, or an “in-law” suite 

• Site Grading 
• Temporary or permanent, removal or importation of material 

such as fill, gravel, soils, even if the material originated on the 
site 



 

  

  
  

   
  

   
 

 

  
  

 
 

   
  

Permit Requirements 
When is a permit NOT required 

 If your proposed works will not encroach into the 
regulated area. 

 If NVCA staff have reviewed the regulations 
associated with the property and determine a 
permit is not required. Email clearance can be 
given at that time. 

 The following activities do NOT require a permit or 
prior approvals; 

• Ground Level Decks (provided they are not 
enclosed or cover a walk out from below) 

• Seasonal Docks 
• Fences 
• Above Ground Swimming Pools or Hot Tubs 
• Landscaping Activities such as planting trees or 

garden beds 
• Limbing trees, cleaning scrub or damaged 

vegetation 
• Removal of trees do not require a permit, 

provided the stump remains intact and the 
removal is not being completed within an area 
identified as a wetland feature. 
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Where do I start? 
How to contact the NVCA 

 There are several avenues you can explore when looking to consult 
with the NVCA before starting a project on your property; 

• Complete an Online Inquiry on our Website 
• Send an email to our general inbox permits@nvca.on.ca 
• Contact the NVCA Regulations Team by Phone through our 

main contact number and speak to our coordinator or one of 
our Regulations staff directly. 

• In person “walk-in” - Currently our “walk in” services are 
suspended until further notice, however Regulations staff are 
happy to set up a telephone appointment. 

• Review our planning and Regulation Guidelines on our 
website: www.nvca.on.ca 

 You can also initiate a Pre-Consultation Meeting with one of our 
Regulation Staff which can be done using Zoom, MS Teams or by 
Conference Call. 

mailto:permits@nvca.on.ca
http://www.nvca.on.ca/
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Benefits of Pre-Consultation 

 Regulations Staff will review your proposal with our technical staff 
BEFORE you apply; 

 This review will outline the Regulations on the property and the 
Regulation and Planning Guidelines specific to the proposal. 

 Pre-Consultation can save you time! 
• clear direction on the guidelines before plans are completed. 
• ensuring plans comply with policy before review. 
• less technical review comments to be provided during review. 

 Pre-Consultations can save you money! 
• less iterations to plans. 
• Minimal back and forth with consultants or hired contractors. 
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Application Process 

 If Regulations staff have determined a permit is required, a 
complete application will need to be submitted for review; 
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Application Process 
 In order to for an application to be determined complete we will require 

all the information noted on the third page of the application, failure to 
provide this information can result in delays in the approval process. 

 Applicants will be informed within 21 businesses days what additional 
information is required (if any) 



 

   

 

 

 

  

 

 
  

 

 

 

 

Permit Timelines 

How long will the process take? 

Initial Policy Review 

Technical Review 

Minor Works Applications 
• Utilities 
• Pools 
• Septic 
• Minor Additions (not within the hazard 

lands) 
• Detached Accessory Structures (under 500 

sq.ft. and/or not within the hazard lands) 

Major Works Applications 
• New Dwelling or Reconstruction 
• Shorewalls/Shoreline Alteration 
• Minor Additions (within the hazard lands) 
• Watercourse Alteration/Drainage Act 
• Detached Accessory Structures (over 500 

sq.ft. and/or within the hazard lands) 

21 Days* 

30 Days* 

90 Days* 

*business days 

Page 61 of 152



    

  

    
  

 

    
    

   
    

    

Page 62 of 152

Can the Timelines become delayed? 

 Simple answer is “YES” 

 Timeline delays are sometimes not avoidable, the most common reasons 
Regulation staff see timeline delays are; 

• Incomplete application submitted for “review” 

• Delays from applicants completing payments or providing zoning 
approvals 

• Volume of permits at the time of application 

• Applicant did NOT consult with the NVCA prior to submitting their 
application and their proposal does not comply with Policy.  In these 
circumstances the applicant is provided comments to address in 
order to comply with policy. Once the revised information is 
received THEN the technical review can commence and timelines 
start. 
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Common Policy Restrictions 

Wetlands 

 In general, development and site alteration shall NOT be 
permitted in wetlands, unless it has been demonstrated that 
there will be no negative impacts on the natural features or 
their ecological function. 

 In order to determine this, NVCA technical staff may request an 
Environmental impact Study (EIS) to address interference 
within a wetland.  A site visit from Natural heritage staff may 
be required to delineate the wetland feature during appropriate 
in-season window. 

 The submission of an EIS does NOT guarantee approval of the 
works 
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Common Policy Restrictions 

Flood Hazard 

 Whenever possible, 
development should always be 
directed in the area of least 
risk, outside of the hazard 
lands. 

 If a dwelling is located within 
the flood hazard a basement 
will NOT be supported. 

 Walk outs are considered a 
basement and are not 
permitted within the flood 
hazard. 

 A crawl space may be 
permitted provided it is 
unfinished and under 5’11”. 
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Common Policy Restrictions 

Minor Addition Policy 

 When looking to construct an addition within the hazard lands 
(flood, erosion or shoreline hazards) the minor addition policy will 
apply. 

 This policy restricts the size and therefore the occupancy of the 
hazard lands. 

 The Minor Addition Policy allows for one of the following NOT both; 

• A lateral addition onto the ground floor to a maximum of 50% 
of the original habitable ground floor area (maximum of 30% 
for properties within the shoreline erosion hazard) 

• An additional second story the same size as the original 
habitable ground floor area. 

A full definition of the policy can be found within our Planning and Regulation Guidelines on our 
website – page 89. 
https://www.nvca.on.ca/Shared%20Documents/Planning%20and%20Regulations%20Guidelines.pdf 

https://www.nvca.on.ca/Shared Documents/Planning and Regulations Guidelines.pdf
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NVCA 
Planning Database 



  NVCA Planning Database 

Application Set-Up 
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  NVCA Planning Database 

Filing Permit Information 
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NVCA Planning Database 

Online Property Inquiries & Reports 
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Quest ions? 

Meagan K i e f e r l e 
705 -424 -1479 ex t . 238 
mk i e f e r l e@nvca . on . c a 

www.nvca . on . c a |@No t t awasagaCA 

mailto:kthomson@nvca.on.ca
http://www.nvca.on.ca/
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Nottawasaga Valley Conservation Authority 
04-21-BOD 
MINUTES 

April 23, 2021 
9:00 a.m. - 12:00 p.m. 

Virtual Meeting Via WebEx 

Present: 
Councillor Keith White Essa (Township) 
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 Oro-Medonte (Township) 
Councillor Walter Benotto 

Departed at 11:56 a.m. 
Springwater (Township) 
Barrie (City) 
Bradford West Gwillimbury (Town) 
Departed at 12:15 p.m. 

Staff: 
Doug Hevenor, Chief Administrative Officer; Chris Hibberd, Director Watershed 
Management Services; Byron Wesson, Director Conservation Services; Sheryl 
Flannagan, Director Corporate Services; Mike Francis, Planning Ecologist; Lee 
Bull, Manager Planning Services; Kerry Jenkins; Administrative Assistant; Haleigh 
Ferguson, Executive Administrator/Recorder 

Amaranth (Township) 
Collingwood (Town) 
Melancthon (Township) 
Adjala-Tosorontio (Township) 
Wasaga Beach (Town) 
Departed at 12:15 p.m. 
Clearview (Township) 
Blue Mountains (Town) 
Mono (Town) 
Grey Highlands (Municipality) 
New Tecumseth (Town) 
Mulmur (Township) 
Innisfil (Town) 

Shelburne (Town)

  Mayor Don Allen 
Councillor Gary Harvey 
Councillor Raj Sandhu 

1. CALL TO ORDER 

Chair McLeod called the meeting to order at 9:07 a.m. 



 

 
  

   
 

 

   

  

  
  
 

  

  

 
 

    
 

  

    

  
 

  

DECLARATION OF PECUNIARY AND CONFLICT OF INTEREST 

Seconded by: Cllr. Margaret Mercer 
RESOLVED THAT: the agenda for the Board of Directors Meeting #04-21-

There were no announcements for this meeting. 

PRESENTATIONS 

Tiffany Cecchetto, CPA, CA from KPMG will conduct a presentation on the 
NVCA's 2020 Audit. 

RES: 25-21 
Moved by: Deputy Mayor Bob Meadows
RESOLVED THAT: the Board of Directors receive the NVCA's 2020 audit 
presentation as presented for information. 

Rick Grillmayer, Manager Forestry will conduct a presentation on the NVCA's 
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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. 

None declared. 

4. MOTION TO ADOPT AGENDA 

RES: 24-21 
Moved by: Cllr. Keith White  

BOD dated April 23, 2021 be approved. 
Carried; 

5. ANNOUNCEMENTS 

a. 

6. 

a.

  Seconded by: Cllr. George Watson 

Carried; 

b. 
forestry program. 

RES: 26-21 
Moved by: Cllr. Thom Paterson   Seconded by: Cllr. Andrea Matrosovs 
RESOLVED THAT: the Board of Directors receive the NVCA's forestry 
presentation as presented. 

Carried; 



   

  

  

 
 

   
 

    
   

 

    
 

  
 

  
     

  

    
  

     
  

DETERMINATION OF ITEMS REQUIRING SEPARATE DISCUSSION 

Board Members were requested to identify items from the Consent List that 
they wish to have considered for separate discussion. 

ADOPTION OF CONSENT LIST AND IDENTIFICATION OF ITEMS 
REQUIRING SEPARATE DISCUSSION 

Moved by: Cllr. Dane Nielsen Seconded by: Cllr. Ralph Manktelow 
RESOLVED THAT: agenda item numbers C-2, C-3, C-4, and C-5, 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. 

Chair McLeod called the meeting to break at 11:00 a.m. to move into 01-21-
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7. DEPUTATIONS 

There are no deputations for this meeting. 

8. DELEGATIONS 

There were no delegations for this meeting. 

9. HEARINGS 

There were no hearings for this meeting. 

10. 

11. 

RES: 27-21 

Carried; 

NVSPA meeting. 

Chair McLeod called the meeting back to order at 11:57 a.m. to finish the 
remaining 04-21-BOD meeting. 
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12. CONSENT LIST 

a. Adoption of Minutes 

i. Approved by Consent. 
RESOLVED THAT: the minutes of the Board of Directors Meeting #03-21-
BOD dated March 26, 2021 be approved. 

Carried; 

b. Correspondence 

There was no correspondence for this meeting. 

c. Staff Reports 

i. Staff Report from Director, Conservation Services regarding Infrastructure 
Repair for NVCA Tree Cooler. 

Approved by Consent. 
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. 

Carried; 

ii. Staff Report No. 11-04-21-BOD from Director, Conservation Services 
regarding New Lowell Conservation Area Reserve Use. 

RES: 28-21 
Moved by: Cllr. Thom Paterson Seconded by: Cllr. Walter Benotto 
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. 

Carried; 

iii. Staff Report No. 12-04-21-BOD from Director, Conservation Services 
regarding the Swaley Drain Reserve Use. 

RES: 29-21 
Moved by: Mayor Don Allen Seconded by: Cllr. Gary Harvey 
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. 

Carried; 
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iv. Staff Report No. 13-04-21-BOD from Manager, Planning Services regarding 
Draft Achieving Net Gains Through Ecological Offsetting. 

RES: 30-21 
Moved by: Cllr. Raj Sandhu   Seconded by: Cllr. Keith White 
RESOLVED THAT: the Board of Directors receive Staff Report No. 13-04-21-
BOD regarding Achieving Net Gains Through Ecological Offsetting Draft 
Document. 

Carried; 

v. 

vi. 

13. 

14. 

Staff Report No. 14-04-21-BOD from Director, Corporate Services regarding 
the 2021 1st Quarter Budget. 

RES: 31-21 
Moved by: Cllr. Margaret Mercer Seconded by: Deputy Mayor Bob Meadows 
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. 

Carried; 

Staff Report No. 15-04-21-BOD from Communications Coordinator regarding 
NVCA Communications – March 13, 2021 – April 9, 2021. 

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

Carried; 

OTHER BUSINESS 

None declared. 

ADJOURN 

RES: 32-21 
Moved by: Cllr. Donna Jebb  Seconded by: Cllr. Andrea Matrosovs 
RESOLVED THAT: this meeting adjourn at 12:20 p.m. to meet again on May 
28, 2021 or at the call of the Chair. 

Carried; 
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Staff Report: 16-05-21-BOD 

Date: 28/05/2021 

To: Chair and Members of the Board of Directors 

From: Doug Hevenor, Chief Administrative Officer (CAO) 

SUBJECT: Financial support to assist with costs for the Toronto Region 
Conservation Authority (TRCA) Appeal, Notice of Objection 
and action in Canada Revenue Agency (CRA) Appeals to the 
Tax Court of Canada concerning Canada Emergency Wage 
Subsidy (CEWS) 

Recommendation 

RESOLVED THAT: the Board of Directors approve Staff Report No. 16-05-
21-BOD; and 
FURTHER THAT: CAO Hevenor has the authority to approve staff’s ability 
to provide funds, from Nottawasaga Valley Conservation Authority 
(NVCA) reserves, when required to support this court action by TRCA. 

Purpose of Staff Report 

The purpose of this report is to request the Board’s approval for the NVCA to 
financially support TRCA through sharing a portion of the legal costs of the 
potential prolonged court case on the CEWS matter. 

Background 

In 2020 the NVCA applied for and successfully received CEWS funding. Since that 
time the CRA has internally ruled that conservation authorities (CAs) are not 
eligible for the CEWS funding. 



  

 
 

  
 

 

 

 
 

 
   

 
 

 

 
 

Financial Support to Assist with TRCA 
Staff Report No. 16-05-21-BOD 
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There is an opportunity to appeal the conclusion by the CRA that conservation 
authorities are not eligible for the CEWS. 

The CRA has contended that (CAs) are defined to be a ‘public institution’ for the 
following reasons: The CAA was created under provincial legislation which 
causes the CAs formed to be viewed as a ‘public body’ under 149(1)(c) of the 
Income Tax Act 

1. The partner municipality ‘members’ of a CA are considered to effectively 
own the rights to the capital of a CA causing them to be “owned” by 
municipalities and thus included under 149(1)(d.3) of the ITA. In reviewing 
TRCA submission, the Accounting firm Klynveld Peat Marwick Goerdeler 
(KPMG) is of the opinion that there is substantial criteria and support to 
counter the CRA’s conclusion and that there is a strong case to appeal the 
decision, using TRCA as a “test case” precedent for all CAs. TRCA is 
currently working with KPMG to file their Notice of Objection, which every 
CA must do within 90 days of when they receive a denial from the CRA. 

Issues/Analysis 

Currently 9/36 CAs in Ontario have applied for CEWS funding if the CRA internal 
ruling stands all funding received by CAs will be returned with interest. If 
successful, this decision could set a precedent for other conservation authorities to 
support their filing position should they be challenged by the CRA under audit. 

Relevance to Authority Policy/Mandate 

Supporting the defence of the TRCA objection is the NVCA’s only action that can 
assist in keeping the funds that we have acquired. During these uncertain financial 
times I believe that the requested spending still provides potential for a very good 
return on investment (ROI) for our organization and we should move in supporting 
TRCA. 

Impact on Authority Finances 

Currently we have been approved and received $740,879 in funding through 
CEWS if we do not support this appeal we risk the loss of this all of this funding. 
KPMG has estimated that a prolonged court case could cost TRCA between 
$100,000 - $250,000, but all conservation authorities could benefit from the 
result. 



  

 
  

 

Financial Support to Assist with TRCA 
Staff Report No. 16-05-21-BOD 
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Presently the NVCA has received no notice of denial of the issued funds or any 
requirement to re-pay those funds in amount of $740,879. KPMG suggests that 
although we have not been contacted yet they feel CRA will be denying the NVCA 
and asking for the return of all funds received. 

The proposed basis of cost sharing is based on a ratio of CEWS fees that each 
conservation authority has applied for, compared to the value of total CEWS fees 
that all conservation authorities that agree to take part in this initiative have 
applied for. 

As a reminder, if CAs are classified as public institutions, then all claims would be 
denied and claims previously paid out would need to be repaid, with interest. A 
CRA audit related to the program can occur at any time since the qualifying 
periods technically never closes. As such, just because a CA has received payment 
for a claim and has not heard further from the CRA, does not mean there will be 
an issue in the future, given the CRA’s determination. 

Approved for submission by: 
Doug Hevenor 

Original Signed by: 
Doug Hevenor 
Chief Administrative Officer 
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Staff Report No.: 17-05-21-BOD 

Date: 28/05/2021 

To: Chair and Members of the Board of Directors 

From: Daniel Dyce 
Senior Regulations Technician 

SUBJECT: Swaley Drain, Township of Springwater 

Recommendation 

RESOLVED THAT: the Board of Directors approve Staff Report No. 17-05-
21-BOD regarding the Township of Springwater’s Swaley Drain project; 
and 
FUTHER THAT: the Board approves the presentation on the Swaley Drain as 
presented. 

Purpose of the Staff Report 

The purpose of this report is to provide background on the proposed Swaley Drain 
project and outline NVCA’s permit and land ownership interests. The purpose is also 
to provide staff recommendation to the Board for moving forward with the project 
under a scope acceptable to the NVCA both as a Regulatory agency and landowner. 

Background 

The Swaley Drain is a municipal drain that was originally built in 1898 and 
incorporates a watershed area within Springwater Township that reaches from the 
southern edge of Anten Mills south and west to its outlet west of George Johnston 
Road within the Minesing Wetlands. 

The Township received notice for drain improvement from an agricultural producer(s) 
whose fields have reportedly been negatively affected by the present condition of the 
Swaley Drain. The Township appointed the consulting engineering firm K. Smart 
Associates Ltd. (KSAL) under Section 78 of the Drainage Act to investigate and 
determine opportunities to alleviate the reported drainage issues impacting on field 
tile outlets. The Drainage Act allows for improving, extending to an outlet or altering 
the drainage works under a report of an engineer appointed by the municipality. 



 

 

 
 

 

  
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  
  

 

 
   

Swaley Drain 
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The NVCA is committed to working with the Township to ensure S.74 maintenance 
of the existing Swaley Drain can be performed as needed following standard 
compliance requirements implemented under the Drainage Act and Conservation 
Authorities Act Protocol (DART). Based on discussions with Township 
representatives and KSAL, staff understand that proposed works are intended to 
ensure proper function of the municipal drain and the areas agricultural tile drains.  
The Township has also provided historical reference outlining construction of similar 
past drainage works including improved drainage at the confluence of the Muskrat 
Creek and the Nottawasaga River. 

Issues/Analysis 

KSAL presented the project to the NVCA Board of Directors in April 2018. At that 
time, the proposal, as based on a preliminary assessment and scoping report, 
proposed a 300m± extension to the existing Swaley Drain, and improving the 
Muskrat outlet either by excavating through the sediment levee into the 
Nottawasaga River with some debris removal in the river, or by extending into the 
Downey, ensuring the Downey is cleaned of any debris and 500m± channel work 
upstream of either the river or Downey. This presentation was accompanied by 
NVCA Staff Report No.: 06-03-18-BOD (Schedule A). 

Based on further investigation and analysis by KSAL, and a Natural Environment 
Report prepared by RiverStone Environmental Solutions Inc., the Township is 
currently proposing to extend the existing Swaley Drain outlet 750m or 950m 
(Schedule B & C). Work on the Nottawasaga/Muskrat outlet has been removed from 
consideration on the condition of maintenance works on the Downey Drain. Downey 
Drain maintenance works under Section 74 of the Drainage Act have/would be 
reviewed under a separate project heading per the DART Protocol. 

The proposed construction is within the Minesing Provincially Significant Wetland 
and within the regulatory floodplain.  Due to the noted hazards and environmental 
features the works are within an area regulated by the NVCA pursuant to Ontario 
Regulation 172/06 and will require permit approval. In addition, a portion of the 
works appear to be on lands owned by the NVCA, the extent of which depends upon 
the chosen project scope. All of the proposed work would take place on both NVCA 
and MNRF-owned lands. Under the 950m extension proposal, approximately 600m 
would be on NVCA lands. Under the 750m extension proposal, the majority of 
works would be on MNRF lands (Schedule B & C) 

NVCA Permit Approval:   Current Provincial and NVCA Planning and Regulation 
Guidelines (2009) identify that new development should be directed outside of 
wetlands to avoid the potential to interfere with many of the natural features or 
ecological functions of wetlands. NVCA staff would note that while the Provincial 
Policy Statement definition of development excludes works subject to the Drainage 
Act, the Conservation Authorities Act does not include this same provision. 
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NVCA staff are in receipt and have reviewed and provided comment on a Natural 
Environment Report, prepared by RiverStone Environmental Solutions Inc. The 
purpose of this study ‘was to review the existing natural heritage features present 
in the areas of proposed drainage improvements to be completed under the 
Drainage Act’. The NVCA is continuing to work with KSAL, RiverStone and the 
Township to ensure the NER represents an acceptable and comprehensive 
investigation of the project study area and evaluation of potential impact from the 
proposed construction on the Minesing Wetlands and associated watercourses. 

Subject to the Board’s concurrence and prior to issuance of a permit, the proposed 
works should be supported by the following satisfactory details submitted by the 
municipality: 

 A revised Natural Environment Report, including incorporation of NVCA 
monitoring data, to further examine potential impacts and provide 
recommendations that ensure that the final proposed works are designed (and 
phased if necessary) in such a manner to avoid and mitigate adverse natural 
heritage impacts. Where impacts or loss to natural heritage systems are deemed 
unavoidable, this plan should specifically address offset and/or compensation to 
achieve no net loss to the natural heritage system function; 

 Development and implementation of a comprehensive monitoring program to 
monitor for potential short term (from construction) and longer-term adverse 
impacts to natural heritage systems. Such a program will also allow for a 
quantitative investigation of the efficacy of the drainage works, and act as an 
indicator for future drain maintenance works. NVCA would propose to be 
involved with development and implementation of this monitoring program; 

 Details prepared by a Professional Engineer confirming that the proposed works 
will not result in adverse flooding impact to adjacent properties; 

 Detailed construction drawings/plans outlining the extent of the works, erosion 
and sediment control measures, restoration of disturbed areas, and 
enhancement plantings and habitat creation; and, 

 Appropriate landowner permissions and other required Regulatory review and/or 
approvals (e.g. MECP, MNRF and DFO). 

Based on consideration of the project, the NVCA understands KSAL/Township has 
concluded that benefiting landowners along the existing Swaley Drain do not have 
sufficient outlet, and that maintenance of the existing Swaley Drain under S.74 of 
the Drainage Act will not provide sufficient outlet. Therefore, and subject to the 
Board’s concurrence, staff would propose the following: 

 KSAL proceeds with development of a Preliminary Engineering Report for the 
project as proposed. The NVCA would request the Engineering Report stage the 
project. For example, the NVCA would propose two (2) phases. Phase ‘1’ would 
be an extension to the Swaley Drain outlet from approximately Station 0+000 to 
0+400. Phase ‘2’ would be a provisional item for the remaining 350 or 550m 
extension (from Station 0+400 to Station 0+750 or Station 0+950). 
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 The ‘trigger’ for Phase ‘2’ would be as determined through development and 
implementation of a comprehensive water level monitoring program developed 
with and acceptable to the NVCA, which will allow for evaluation of the efficacy 
of Phase ‘1’ works prior to undertaking any Phase ‘2’ works; 

 The NVCA will review the entire project under a permit application per Ontario 
Regulation 172/06 with the information/details as previously listed. Phase ‘1’ 
and ‘2’ would subsequently be considered under separate permit applications, 
though with no further required revisions to the Engineering Report or 
accompanying Bylaw. 

The NVCA would also propose to enter into discussion with the Township to discuss 
the potential for the NVCA to be appointed as a drain commissioner, for the section 
of drain on NVCA lands, under S.95 of the Drainage Act and to further refine the 
NVCA role in the aforementioned monitoring program. 

Relevance to Authority Policy/Mandate 

The project is subject to the requirements of the Conservation Authorities Act and 
Ontario Regulation 172/06. The Drainage Act makes reference to Conservation 
Authorities involvement in the drainage projects including: notification of a project 
and the ability to appeal. In addition, under the Drainage Act the NVCA as a 
landowner is subject to assessment of a portion of the project’s cost including 
construction and maintenance costs. 

Impact on Authority Finances 

The current total project cost is estimated at $345,000 – 360,000±. The portion of 
costs to the NVCA are to-be-determined as assessed by the Drainage Engineer and 
will include such considerations as engineering design and reporting, construction, 
allowances, and recurring maintenance. Costs to the NVCA associated with the 
Drainage Act works will be addressed through the NVCA Reserve.  The staff costs 
associated with the review and issuance of related permit(s) is addressed within the 
existing 2021 budget. 

The NVCA retained R.J. Burnside & Associates Limited to better understand our role 
as a landowner along the drain and potential cost assessment under the Drainage 
Act (see Schedule D for report). 

Submitted by: Approved for submission by: 

Original Signed by Original Signed by 

Byron Wesson Chris Hibberd, Doug Hevenor 
Director, Director, Chief Administrative Officer 
Conservation Services Watershed 

Management Services 
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Attachment: Schedule ‘A’ – Staff Report No. 06-03-18-BOD 
Schedule ‘B’ – Proposed Extension Plan/Vegetation Communities 
Schedule ‘C’ - Swaley Drain Preliminary Report Drawings, prepared by 
KSAL, dated Dec. 2020, page 8 dated Feb. 2020. 
Schedule ‘D’ – Report from R.J. Burnside & Associates Limited, dated 
May 13, 2021 
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K. SMART ASSOCIATES LIMITED 

CONSULTING ENGINEERS AND PLANNERS 

KITCHENER SUDBURY 

ACCESS ROUTE 

SWALEY DRAIN PRELIMINARY REPORT 
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SCHEDULE C

Page 90 of 152



Page 91 of 152

SWALEY DRAIN PRELIMINARY REPORT 

SWALEY OUTLET STUDY AREA 

K. SMART ASSOCIATES LIMITED 

CONSULTING ENGINEERS AND PLANNERS 
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May 1 , 2021 

Via: Email <ddyce@nvca.on.ca> 

Mr. Daniel Dyce 
Senior Regulations Technician 
Nottawasaga Valley Conservation Authority 
8195 8th Line 
Utopia, ON L0M 1T0 

Dear Daniel: 

Re: 
Project No.: 300053074.0000 

In response to requests from upstream property owners, the Township of Springwater (Township) 
appointed the consulting engineering firm K. Smart Associates Ltd. (KSAL) under Section 78 of 
the Drainage Act to investigate and propose improvements to the Swaley Drain. 

By email dated March 19, 2021, you, on behalf of the Nottawasaga Valley Conservation Authority 
(NVCA), requested the following: 

Opinion letter/report to outline the various options and outcomes resulting from our 
role as a landowner, including how our decision as a Regulatory authority may 
impact the process. 

You also identified the following specific questions for discussion/opinion: 

1. Does the outcome of our Regulatory review under O.Reg.172/06 impact on the outcome 
of our role as a landowner? For example, there have been insinuations that refusing 
permission would require allocation of costs for insufficient outlet, with significant portion 
to be allocated to the CA. 

2. As a landowner, we currently receive no benefit from the drain, as we do not, nor do we 

heritage function, you could argue that any impairment of natural heritage function would 
limit our benefit from the land. Should the project be approved, we understand costs 

relative assessed value for construction, maintenance, etc. under the Drainage Act 
process based on current land use. 

mailto:ddyce@nvca.on.ca
www.rjburnside.com
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The responses to these requests are provided as specific attachments to this letter. Specifically: 

Attachment 1: Responses to Question 1 
Attachment 2: Responses to Question 2 
Attachment 3: Recommendations in response to the initial request. 
Attachment 4: Drainage Act Background 
Attachment 5: Abbreviated Drain Construction or Improvement Process Flowchart 

Please note that any references to section numbers in these attachments are references to 
sections of the Drainage Act. 

If you have any questions about this information, please contact me. 

Yours truly, 

SVV:kl 

Enclosures: As Noted Above 

Other than by the addressee, copying or distribution of this document, in whole or in part, is not permitted without the express written 
consent of R.J. Burnside & Associates Limited. 

053074 NVCA 050421.docx 
2021-05-12 2:43 PM 

R.J. Burnside & Associates Limited 

Sid Vander Veen, P. Eng., 
Drainage Specialist 
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Attachment 1: Response to Question 1 

1. Does the outcome of our Regulatory review under O.Reg.172/06 impact on the outcome 
of our role as a landowner? For example, there have been insinuations that refusing 
permission would require allocation of costs for insufficient outlet, with significant 
portion to be allocated to the CA. 

Response: 

The response to this question is divided into two components: 

a) Allowances for insufficient outlet: 

b) S. 40 Report: Drain cannot be constructed under this Act. 

a) Allowances for Insufficient Outlet 

When a drainage project is proposed to be constructed, some property owners may be 
temporarily or permanently impacted. The Drainage Act assigns the engineer the 
responsibility to compensate property owners for these impacts, when appropriate, through 

for damages caused in the construction of the drain (S. 30). The compensation provided in 

S. 15 of the Drainage Act instructs the engineer to take all drainage systems to a sufficient 
outlet, meaning a point where the water can be safely discharged without damaging lands or 
roads. However, S. 32 gives the engineer the authority to provide compensation for 

32. Where, in the opinion of the engineer, the cost of continuing a drainage works 
to a sufficient outlet or the cost of constructing or improving a drainage works with 
sufficient capacity to carry off the water will exceed the amount of injury likely to be 
caused to low-lying lands along the course of or below the termination of the 
drainage works, instead of continuing the works to such an outlet, or making it of 
such capacity, the engineer may include in the estimate of cost a sufficient sum to 
compensate the owners of such low-lying lands for any injuries they may sustain 
from the drainage works, and in the report the engineer shall determine the 
amount to be paid to the owners of such low-lying lands in respect of such 

In this situation, the engineer has the authority to provide a one-time allowance to the owners 
of the impacted lands located upstream of the Minesing Wetlands to compensate them for not 
taking the drain to a sufficient outlet. The cost of this allowance becomes part of the cost of 
the project and is assessed to the lands in the watershed of the drain. 

The engineer has full autonomy to assign the cost of this allowance; it is possible for the 
engineer assign all or part of the cost of this compensation to the lands owned by the NVCA. 
Although the engineer has autonomy to assess, it does not appear to be an appropriate 
interpretation of the legislation to assess a property owner (NVCA) because of conditions 
imposed by a regulatory agency (NVCA). If the property was owned by a different owner (e.g. 
Nature Conservancy of Canada, or MNRF), it would be very questionable to assess these 
lands because of restrictions imposed by the NVCA, the regulating agency. 
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Further, the general practice is that the costs of projects under the Drainage Act are assessed 
upstream. If the engineer concludes that it is not cost effective or practical to obtain a 
sufficient outlet and decides to provide an allowance under S. 32 to compensate those lands 
affected by the insufficient outlet, those costs in almost all circumstances would be assessed 
to the upstream lands. 

Given the autonomy of the engineer, it is still possible for these costs to be assessed to the 
NVCA lands. If this occurs, grounds exist for an NVCA appeal to the court of revision or the 
Tribunal. The right to appeal allowances is covered in Attachment 2. 

b) S. 40 Report: Drain cannot be constructed under this Act 

When an engineer appointed under S. 4 (new drain) or S. 78 (drain improvement) of the 
Drainage Act concludes that a project cannot proceed, the engineer must apply S. 40 of the 
Act, which states: 

40. Where the engineer finds that a drainage works is not required or is 
impractical, or cannot be constructed under this Act, the engineer shall forthwith 
file with the clerk of the initiating municipality a report to that effect, stating the 
reasons ther d by 
whom they shall be paid, and the clerk shall forthwith send a notice of the filing of 
such report to all persons who signed the petition and the matter shall not be 
further proceeded with unless the decision of the engineer is reversed on appeal. 

A common application of this section of the Act occurs when one or more of the property 
owners that initiated a drainage project decide that they no longer want to continue with the 
project. For example, if a petitioning property owner solves the drainage problem through an 
agreement reached with their neighbour, then the municipal drain project is no longer 
required. Once the engineer becomes aware of this, it would be appropriate for the engineer 
to write a S. 40 report. 

But this section of the Act has been used in other ways. The proposed Rosene Spillway / 
Deer Lake Project in the Municipality of West Nipissing was an untraditional use of the 
Drainage Act. A group of cottage owners on Deer Lake petitioned the Municipality under the 
Drainage Act to have a spillway created to moderate the water levels in the lake. In order for 
this project to proceed, the Ministry of Natural Resources (MNR) determined that approval 
under the Lakes and Rivers Improvement Act (LRIA) was required. The MNR also owned 
property located in the watershed of the drain. 

After spending a significant amount of time performing studies and consulting with property 
owners, the engineer concluded that MNR was not willing to grant LRIA approval. The 
engineer wrote a S. 40 report, indicating that the project could not be constructed under the 
Act. At that point, about $90,000 in engineering costs had been accumulated, and the S. 40 
report indicated that these costs should be divided equally between the municipality (1/3), the 
cottage owners (1/3) and MNR (1/3). 

The MNR appealed this report to the Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs Appeal Tribunal 
(Tribunal) and a decision was issued in April 2014 (https://canlii.ca/t/g6hg6). In their decision, 
the Tribunal made the following statements: 

https://canlii.ca/t/g6hg6
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the LRIA approval with the Engineer were confusing and inconsistent. 

the LRIA approval mislead the Engineer. 

The Tribunal finds as a fact that the Ministry tied its approval location under 

The Tribunal finds as a fact that the confusing and inconsistent and misleading 
communications from the Ministry resulted in additional time and expense by the 
Engineer. 

The Tribunal finds as a fact that the Ministry tying its approval location under 

in wasted time and expense by the Engineer. 

In all these circumstances, the Tribunal finds that the Engineer did have a good 
faith basis for his view that he had received conflicting statements from the 

assessments. 

rash or motivated by vindictiveness or improper considerations. The Engineer was 
eminently qualified and the Tribunal was satisfied that he exercised a cautious and 

Based on the above, if the NVCA regulatory requirements posed significant barriers to 
completing the drainage work such that the engineer felt compelled to write a Section 40 
report, it is possible for the NVCA to be assessed a share of the cost of a failed project. But it 
is important to note that in the above example, the regulatory agency (MNR) was assessed, 
not MNR as a property owner. It is important to continue to make that distinction between 
NVCA lands and regulatory authority. 
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Attachment 2: Response to Question 2 

2. As a landowner, we currently receive no benefit from the drain, as we do not, nor do we 

heritage function, you could argue that any impairment of natural heritage function 
would limit our benefit from the land. Should the project be approved, we understand 

terms of a relative assessed value for construction, maintenance, etc. under the 
Drainage Act process based on current land use. 

Response: 

There are five types of assessments under the Drainage Act: 

S. 22: Benefit Assessment is levied to lands that derives a benefit from the drainage 
system. In order to be assessed benefit, the land must be able to derive some benefit 
from the drainage system, even if the current owner has no intention of making use of that 
benefit. The 

s to any lands, roads, buildings or other structures from 
the construction, improvement, repair or maintenance of a drainage works such as 
will result in a higher market value or increased crop production or improved 
appearance or better control of surface or subsurface water, or any other 
advantages relating to the betterment of lands, roads, buildings or other 

S. 23(1): Outlet Liability Assessment is assessed to the lands that contribute water into a 
drainage system; with rare exception, all lands in the watershed of a drain are assessed 
some amount for outlet liability. According to S. 23(3) of the Act, the assessment is based 
on the volume and rate of flow of water artificially caused to flow into the drain. 

S. 23(2): Injuring Liability Assessment is assessed to lands that collect and concentrate 
the flow of water and direct it onto a lower property owner. Similar to outlet liability, it is 
based on S. 23(3) of the Act. Because of the similarity to outlet liability assessments, 
injuring liability is rarely used today. 

S. 24: Special Benefit is assessed to property owners that request and receive a feature 
that is not required for the functioning of the drainage system. Examples might be an 
additional crossing, or the hauling away of the spoil excavated from the drain. The Act 

improvement of a drainage works that has no effect on the functioning of the 

S. 26: Special Assessment: This assessment is specifically directed to roads and/or 
public utilities to offset the additional cost to a drainage system caused by the existence of 
the road or public utility. For example, if a proposed channel drainage system needed to 
cross a municipal road, the community of landowners in the watershed of the drain would 
pay the equivalent of constructing a channel across the road right-of-way. The road 
authority would pay all the other costs associated with installing the crossing. 
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The potential to apply each of the above assessment types to Lot 10, Concession 11 of the 
former Township of Vespra, which is the property owned by the NVCA is as follows: 

Benefit Assessment: 
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any way, benefit from improved drainage. As indicated in the question, the project may impair 
the wetland. Publication 852 of the Ontario Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs is 

Guide provides the following direction to engineers: 

This principle is also supported by the 1969 decision of Judge W. Reville, QC, Judge of the 
County Court of Brant in the decision on the appeals from the local Court of Revision on the 
Bennett and Martin Municipal Drains in the Township of Burford. In this decision, Judge 
Reville states: 

the Conservation Authority in that they will frustrate the objects which the Authority 
had in mind in acquiring the properties or will limit the effectiveness of those 
objects, I think it is obvious on all the evidence that the said scheme will be of no 
benefit to the lands of the Authority. It follows, therefore, that the assessments for 
benefit levied against the lands of the Authority, in both the reports covering both 

In summary, the above NVCA lands should not be assessed for benefit for this project. 

Outlet Liability Assessment: 

The Swaley Drain appears to be governed by By-law Number 990 of the former Township of 
Vespra which adopts a 1948 report authored by E. O. Rawson, P. Eng. In this 990, the E½ 
Lot 10, Concession 11, currently owned by the NVCA was assessed $0.00 for benefit, $0.00 
for outlet liability and $1.00 for injuring liability. The total assessment on this property was 
$1.00 out a project estimated to cost $10,208. 

The assessment schedule for the Swaley Drain was updated in 1970 through a report 
produced by Ainley & Associates and adopted by By-law No. 1444 of the former Township of 
Vespra. The plan included in this report clearly shows the drain extending into Lot 10, 
Concession 11, but the updated assessment schedule does not assess any costs for future 
maintenance and repair to this property. 

Today, when creating a new assessment schedule for this drain, the engineer is instructed by 
S. 34 of the Drainage Act which states: 

34. In fixing the sum to be assessed upon any land or road, the engineer may take 
into consideration any prior assessment or allowance on the same land or road for 
the construction, improvement, maintenance or repair of a drainage works and 
make such adjustment therefor as appears just, and in the report the engineer 
shall state the adjustment so made. 
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Injuring Liability Assessment: 

The NVCA lands will not be assessed for injuring liability for two reasons: 
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drainage works required to relieve the owners of any land or road from liability for 
injury caused by water artificially made to flow from such land or road upon any 

It is highly unlikely that the NVCA lands, as provincially significant wetlands, are 
artificially collecting water and discharging it on downstream lands. 

2) The basis for calculating injuring liability assessments is identical to that for outlet 
liability. The accepted industry practice is to combine both of these assessment types 

Special Benefit Assessment: 

There is no legal basis to assess, as a special benefit, a property owner for conditions 
imposed by a regulatory agency, even if the property owner and the regulatory agency are the 

Minesing Wetland properties, not just the wetlands on the property owned by NVCA. 

S. 26 Special Assessment: 

lands do not fit into either definition. Therefore, this form of assessment cannot legally be 
used to impose any costs on the NVCA lands. 

Summary: 

Excluding road, utility and special benefit items on any project, the remaining costs are 
divided between benefit and outlet liability. The split between the two assessment types is a 
judgement call by the engineer. The outlet liability component of the assessment is expected 
to be larger than the benefit component. 

I would expect the NVCA lands to be assessed some amount for outlet liability, but the per 
acre assessment rate should be considerably less than that imposed on the upstream 
agricultural lands because: 

Per hectare, the NVCA lands contribute less water to the Swaley Drain. 
The NVCA lands only use a very short length of the Swaley Drain. 

Appeal Rights: 

As a property owner, the NVCA has the following appeal rights: 

Court of Revision: The court of revision is a municipally appointed appeal body that 
hears appeals on assessments only. It is usually a 3-person panel. S. 52 lists the 
following grounds for appeal to the court of revision: 
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52 (1) An owner of land assessed for the drainage works may appeal to the court of 
revision on any of the following grounds: 

1. Any land or road has been assessed an amount that is too high or too low. 
2. Any land or road that should have been assessed has not been assessed. 
3. Due consideration has not been given to the use being made of the land. 

No representation is required to appear before the court of revision. Occasionally a property 
owner will retain another engineer to make assessment arguments. The decision of the court 
of revision can be appealed to the Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs Appeal Tribunal 
(Tribunal). 

Tribunal: The Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs Appeal Tribunal is a provincially appointed 
appeal body. They usually sit as a 3-member panel, using the council chambers for their 
hearing. They hear the following types of property owner appeals 

a) S.54: Appeals from the decision of the court of revision. Any decision of the court of 

b) S. 48: On technical matters. Specifically, a proposed drainage project can be 
appealed to the Tribunal on the following broad grounds: 

That the project is not cost-beneficial 
That the drain should be modified 
That the compensation or allowances are inadequate or excessive 

Although some appellants retain lawyers to assist them with their appeals before the Tribunal, 
in appeals of a technical nature, an engineer experienced in drainage matters may be more 
useful. 

Referee: The Referee is also a provincially appointed appeal body. The Referee hears all 
matters of law or procedure under the Drainage Act and sits as an individual, not a panel. 
The hearings are held in the courtroom of the local Superior Court of Justice. While 
assessment appeals cannot be heard by the Referee, matters of law involving assessments 
could be heard by the Referee. For example, if the additional costs of complying with NVCA 
regulations are assessed to NVCA the landowner, the NVCA could appeal to the Referee 
under Section 47 of the Drainage Act, which states: 

47. Any owner of land or public utility affected by a drainage works, if dissatisfied with the 
report of the engineer on the grounds that it does not comply with the requirements of this 
Act, or that the engineer has reported that the drainage works cannot be constructed 
under section 4, may appeal to the referee and in every case a notice of appeal shall be 
served upon the council of the initiating municipality within 40 days after the sending of the 
notices under section 40 or subsection 46 (2), as the case may be. 

Regulator Appeal Rights Under the Drainage Act: As a regulator, the Drainage Act also 

49. Where the proposed drainage works is to be undertaken within a watershed in which a 
conservation authority has jurisdiction, the authority may appeal from the report of the 
engineer to the Tribunal on the ground that the drainage works will injuriously affect a 
scheme undertaken by the authority under the Conservation Authorities Act, and in every 
case a notice of appeal shall be served within 40 days after the sending of the notices 
under subsection 46 (2). 

This appeal right has been used infrequently. 



       
   

   

        

         

              

           
     

         

              
               

                  
             

                
          

              
               

               

               

 

            
               

     

            
               

              
   

              
                 
               

              
            

              
                

              
       

             
              

          

       
  
   

      

         

              

           
     

         

              
               

                 
             

               
          

              
               

              

               

 

            
              

     

            
               

             
   

              
                
               

             
            

              
               

              
       

             
              

          

Mr. Daniel Dyce Page 10 of 15 
May 1 , 2021 
Project No.: 300053074.0000 

Page 107 of 152

Attachment 3: Recommendations to the NVCA 

1. Separate the NVCA roles as property owner and regulatory agency 

When dealing with the Township and their engineer on this project, make every effort to 

discussions or meetings on this drainage project, consider assigning two different NVCA 
employees to represent these different roles. 

2. Distinguish between the existing drain limits and the new drain 

Because a section of the Swaley drain already has legal authority through an earlier municipal 
by-law, the Drainage Act places a statutory duty on the Township to perform work on the 
Drain. In fact, the Township can be held liable for damages if they do not fulfill their duties. 
For this reason, it is recommended that the NVCA be more accommodating for proposed 
activities on the existing section of the Swaley Drain located within the wetlands. That is not 
to suggest that conditions on the proposed work cannot be imposed. 

If the conflict between the responsibilities placed on a municipality by the Drainage Act and 
the responsibilities placed on a CA by the CA Act and regulations were challenged in an 
appeal, the legal outcome is uncertain. But operationally, both sides of the issue would lose. 

In any new drain or extension to an existing drain, the same concerns do not exist. 

3. Drain Assessment 

Excellent grounds exist to challenge any benefit or special benefit assessment that is 
proposed to be levied against the NVCA lands. As indicated earlier, the wetlands do not 
derive a benefit from this project. 

Conversely, be willing to accept some outlet liability assessment levied against your property. 
Compare the per hectare share of the outlet liability cost levied against your property to that 
on the upstream agricultural lands. The per hectare amount levied against the NVCA lands 
should be considerably less. 

4. Compromise: 

It seems that in order to relieve the concerns of the upstream agricultural property owners, 
some physical work is required in the wetland. This may be an opportunity, as a regulator, to 
offset the impacts of the work in the wetland by negotiating the addition of upstream drain 
improvement features that could be a benefit to the wetland. One example is establishing 
legally defined and enforceable buffers between the agricultural land and the drain. Another 
example is the establishment of an on-line sediment trap upstream of the wetland that could 
be used to trap and remove sediment on a more frequent and less intrusive manner. Since 
KSAL has been assigned to make improvements to the drain, the addition of these features 
could be within the scope of this project. 

The NVCA may also want to consider allowing the downstream extension of drain proposed 
by KSAL and the Township on condition that the work on the downstream extension would 
only be performed by the NVCA as drain commissioner (see below). 
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If these features are included as part of the drain, they become part of the municipal drain and 
exist through the by-law adopting the report. They become features in the municipal drain 
infrastructure. The Township will be responsible to ensure that these features are not 
removed by property owners and that they are managed in accordance with the requirements 
of the Drainage Act. 

5. Drain Commissioner 

Under S. 95 of the Drainage Act, the Township has the authority to appoint a drain 
commissioner. S. 95 states: 

95 (1) For the better maintenance and repair of drainage works by embanking, pumping or 
other mechanical operations, the council of the municipality initiating the drainage works 
may by by-law, 

(a) appoint one or more commissioners with power to, 
(i) enter into all necessary and proper contracts for the purchase of fuel, erection 
or repairs of buildings and purchase and repairs of machinery, and 
(ii) do all other things necessary for successfully operating the drainage works and 
for keeping the embankment thereof in repair as may be set forth in the by-law 
appointing the commissioner or commissioners; and 

(b) provide for defraying the annual cost of maintaining and operating the drainage 
works by assessment upon the lands and roads in any way liable to assessment 
therefor. 

Fees, etc. 
(2) The fees or other remuneration of a commissioner shall form part of the cost of the 
maintenance and repair of the drainage works. 

Powers 
(3) A drainage superintendent and a commissioner have the same powers as to entry on 

The most common application of this section of the Drainage Act is the appointment of an 
individual, usually residing in the vicinity of a pump station, to manage the day-to-day 
operations of that pump. However, it has also been used by municipalities to appoint 
individuals to perform regular inspection of dykes that are part of a drain and to manage water 
control structures. It may also have been used to appoint an individual to manage a 
component of a drain that requires frequent attention (e.g. a catchbasin or a sediment trap). 

The NVCA may want to consider developing a proposal to the Township for the NVCA to be 
appointed as a works commissioner for the section of drain located in the regulated wetland. 
If agreeable to the Township, it is expected that a form of contract would need to be reached 
between the two parties. 

This approach offers the following benefits to the NVCA: 

Complaints about the condition of the drain would still be directed to the Township as 
the owner of the drainage system. Ultimately, they remain responsible for the 
management of the drainage system. 
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NVCA has much greater control of the activities taking place in the wetland 

Interest groups that have a stake in the Minesing Wetlands would likely have more 
confidence in work in the wetland performed by the NVCA rather than by the 
Township. 

The cost of the commissioner is assessed to the drain. Therefore, the expense 
incurred by NVCA in performing this work could be recovered from the Township. 

This approach also offers benefits to the Township: 

Improved response time to complaints about blockages in the drain. 

Less time and effort required to obtain regulatory approval for the work. 

However, the drain commissioner role also adds responsibilities and potential concerns: 

The NVCA would assume responsibility for this section of the drain. If this approach is 
agreeable to the Township, it is recommended that the NVCA enter into a contractual 
agreement with the Township about expectations for frequency of inspection and of 
maintenance and repair. For example, for good drainage of the upstream agricultural 
land, obstructions blocking the flow of the drain would have to be removed in the 
spring, but is it necessary to remove obstructions in the summer after planting has 
been completed? 

If work is not performed to the satisfaction of the upstream property owners, under 
certain circumstances, they may be able to launch a claim for damages against the 
Township under S. 79 and S. 106 of the Drainage Act. It is possible that the NVCA, 
as the drain commissioner, could be included in this claim. 



       
   

   

       

           

   

             
              

            

          

              
               

                
     

            
            

             
             

                
               

           

       

     

            
  

           

       

           

     

               
 

             

          
            

        

             

            
                 

          

       
  
   

     

          

   

             
             

             

           

               
               

                
      

             
            

             
              

                
                

            

       

      

             
   

            

       

           

     

                
  

              
 

           
             

         

              

            
                

         

Mr. Daniel Dyce Page 13 of 15 
May 1 , 2021 
Project No.: 300053074.0000 

Page 110 of 152

Attachment 4: Drainage Act Background 

There are three major activities authorized by the Drainage Act: 

1. Drain Construction (Section 4): 

The Drainage Act allows property owners and/or road authorities to petition their municipality 
for a solution to drainage problems. Very generally, the process is as follows: 

The petition is considered by council, and in most occurrences, it is accepted. 

Upon acceptance of the petition, the municipal council appoints an engineer. 

The engineer holds an on-site meeting with the property owners and must confirm that the 
petition is valid. A valid petition must meet one of the criteria in Section 4(1). 

The engineer conducts a field survey of the area. At this stage, the engineer may also 
begin consulting with any regulatory agencies. 

The engineer designs a solution and writes a report containing plans, profiles and 
specifications of the proposed drain. The report must also provide allowances (or 
compensation) to affected owners and must identify the total cost estimate. The report, 
through assessment schedules must identify how the total cost of the project would be 
distributed among property owners. The engineer also has a duty to bring the drain to a 
sufficient outlet (Section 19), which is defined as a point where the water can be safely 
discharged so that it will do no damage to lands or roads. 

The report is presented to municipal council. 

by removing names from the petition. 

After the meeting, the municipal council gives two readings to a by-law, provisionally 
adopting the report. 

Property owners have the right to appeal to three different appeal bodies: 

The court of revision on assessment matters 

The Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs Appeal Tribunal on technical matters 

The Referee on legal matters. 

After all appeals have been heard and dealt with, council gives third and final reading to 
the by-law. 

The project is constructed in accordance with the plans, profiles and specifications in the 
report. 

After construction, the municipality (usually with the assistance of the engineer), 
calculates the actual assessments on individual properties and applies for grants, if any, 
from the Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs. 

The drainage system now exists under the authority of a municipal by-law and becomes 

A flowchart showing an abbreviated Drainage Act process for the construction or 
improvement of drains is shown in Attachment 5. A copy of the detailed process flowchart for 
the development of new drains is available upon request. 
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an engineer, although some municipalities appoint an engineering firm to serve as their 
drainage superintendent. 

condition. This means that the drainage superintendent, in performing the drain repair work, 

adopted by by-law. The superintendent cannot deepen the drain from the original design or 
take a different route or extend the drain future downstream as a work of repair. 

means that the municipality has the authority to take actions to preserve a drainage works, 
such as planting vegetation to protect exposed soils, removing beaver to prevent the building 
of beaver dams, etc. 

3. Drain Improvement (Section 78): 

When the current drain design no longer serves the needs of the property owners, a drain 
improvement project can be undertaken. These projects are normally triggered by a request 
of one or more property owners but can only be initiated by a municipal council resolution. 
When the resolution is passed, essentially the same process is used as for the development 
of a new drainage system, with the exception that there is no petition from property owners. 
Section 78(1.1) of the Drainage Act identifies the following as improvement projects 
(paraphrased): 

Changing the course of a drain 
Making a new outlet for a drain 
Adding a tile drain 
Adding bridges, culverts, dams, dykes, reservoirs, pumping stations, etc. 
Extending to an outlet 
Covering all or part of a drain 
Consolidating two or more drains 

The Act also identifies that the process used to establish a new drain is also used to make 
improvements to an existing drain with the exception that a petition is not required. A copy of 
the detailed process flowchart for the improvement of existing drains is available upon 
request. 
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Attachment 5: Abbreviated Drain Construction or Improvement Process Flowchart 
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Staff Report: 18-05-21-BOD 

Date: 28/05/2021 

To: Chair and Members of the Board of Directors 

From: Maria Leung 
Communications Coordinator 

SUBJECT: Communications Report – 
April 10, 2021 – May 15, 2021 

Recommendation 

RESOLVED THAT: Staff Report No. 18-05-21-BOD regarding NVCA 
Communications – April 10, 2021 – May 15, 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 April 10, 2021 – May 15, 2021. 

Background 
The following outlines the communications and media coverage during the period. 

1. Flood Messages 

No flood messages were issued in this reporting period 

2. Media coverage of NVCA news releases 

No media releases were issued in this reporting period 

All other media releases can be found on NVCA website under "News." 

http://www.nvca.on.ca/news
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Communications Report – April 10, 2021 – May 15, 2021 
Staff Report No. 18-05-21-BOD 

3. Other Media Coverage 

Title Media Outlet Date Reference 

Conservation Authority 
receives funding to restore 
habitat 

Bradford Today April 11, 
2021 

Fred Dobbs, 
Manager, 
Stewardship Services 

Chasing Estonia's “Fifth 
Season” in Ontario's 
Minesing Wetlands 

Estonian Life April 16, 
2021 

Annual remuneration 
report details Council 
salaries/expenses 

New Tecumseth 
Times 

April 16, 
2021 

UPDATED: Reports of 
styrofoam 'raining down' 
from construction site 
prompts investigation 

Collingwood Today May 4, 
2021 

Shelburne council 
approves $2M reserves 
transfer for wastewater 
plant design 

Orangeville Today May 4, 
2021 

Shelburne council 
approves $2M reserves 
transfer for wastewater 
plant design 

Toronto Star May 4, 
2021 

Catching up with the 
Nottawasaga Valley 
Conservation Authority 

Simcoe.com May 5, 
2021 

Catching up with the 
Nottawasaga Valley 
Conservation Authority 

Brampton 
Guardian 

May 5, 
2021 

Catching up with the 
Nottawasaga Valley 
Conservation Authority 

Niagara Falls 
Review 

May 5, 
2021 

Catching up with the 
Nottawasaga Valley 
Conservation Authority 

Peterborough 
Examiner 

May 5, 
2021 

Catching up with the 
Nottawasaga Valley 
Conservation Authority 

St. Catharines 
Standard 

May 5, 
2021 



 

 
 

  

  

 

 

 

  

  

Communications Report – April 10, 2021 – May 15, 2021 
Staff Report No. 18-05-21-BOD 

Page 115 of 152

Title Media Outlet Date 

Catching up with the Toronto Star May 5, 
Nottawasaga Valley 2021 
Conservation Authority 

Youth enviro squad effort Creemore Echo May 6, 
results in tree planting 2021 

Council approves $2 Shelburne Free May 6, 
million funding of Press 2021 
wastewater plant 
expansion designs 

Here’s how much it will Wasaga Sun May 12, 
cost to supply Stayner’s 2021 
future water needs 

Here’s how much it will Toronto Star May 12, 
cost to supply Stayner’s 2021 
future water needs 

TBM launches an official Collingwood Today May 13, 
plan review 2021 

TBM launches an official Toronto Star May 13, 
plan review 2021 

SOMEWHERE DOWN THE Escarpment May 2021 
CRAZY RIVER Magazine 

Reference 

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 

 May 14, 2021 – Naomi Saunders, Manager of Education hosts a virtual 
birding program for the Essa Library called Birds of a Feather 

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. 
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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: Approved for submission by: 
Original Signed by Original Signed by 
Sheryl Flannagan Doug Hevenor 
Director, Corporate Services Chief Administrative Officer 

Attachment 1 – Media Clippings for the period 
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Conservation Authority receives 

funding to restore habitat 

Fisheries and Oceans Canada are 

providing $165,000 over three years 

to help the Conservation Authority 

restore the natural habitat 

April 11, 2021 by Brian Lockhart 

Bradford Today 

Stock image of a Wigeon Drake duck 

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 
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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. 

- Brian Lockhart, Local Journalism 

Initiative, New Tecumseth Times 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

  

 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Page 119 of 152

Chasing Estonia's “Fifth Season” 
in Ontario's Minesing Wetlands 

April 16, 2021 by Vincent Teetsov 

Estonian Life 

Photo: Nottawasaga Valley 

Conservation Authority 

Estonians in Pärnu County and Viljandi 

County are well aware of the viies 

aastaaeg, or “fifth season” that 
happens in their region of Estonia, but 

it's only more recently that it's started 

to receive attention by international 

media. This visibility grew in March 

2021, when the BBC shared a travel 

piece by Mike MacEacheran about 

Soomaa National Park. The national 

park, established in 1993, is a 390 

square kilometre area of forests, 

meadows, and bogs that straddle 

Pärnu and Viljandi counties. Each 

year, as winter melts into spring, 

water runoff from adjacent hills floods 

the rivers of the national park, 

bringing water levels up to five and a 

half metres high. 

As MacEacheran describes, after the 

last Ice Age, “Retreating glaciers left 

behind a great depression 

characterised by sedimental mires, 

and nowadays Soomaa remains 

Europe’s largest intact peat bog 

system – essentially a humongous 

natural sponge.” The yearly saturation 

of this “sponge” has facilitated a local 

industry with guides who take visitors 

on canoe tours through the seasonal 

networks of icy water, submerged 

pastoral scenes, and bare trees poking 

out in between. 

Snow melt and bursting riverbanks are 

nothing new to Canadians, but for 

some places in Canada, flooding is a 

life source rather than a menacing 

cause of property damage; just like 

Estonia's “fifth season” has become an 
event that locals embrace, at least in 

recent years. 

Where might we find a place like this 

in our local area, with similarities to 

Soomaa National Park? There are 

some technical differences, but you 

can witness an ecosystem like it just 

twenty minutes west of Barrie, 

Ontario, in Minesing Wetlands. Flowing 

into the wetlands are a collection of 

rivers and creeks, including the 

Nottawasaga River, Mad River, Willow 

Creek, and Bear Creek. 

The rivers themselves flow over 

sedimentary rock that was formed by 

marine life, living in what was then 

warm water, during the Devonian 

Period around 400 million years ago. 

Glacial activity then scraped that rock. 

The glacial ice melted, and over many 

thousands of years, the water levels 

fluctuated repeatedly. When water 

levels in the wetlands were at one of 

their higher points, there was an 

island. This is where the 

name Minesing comes from, as it 

means “island” in Ojibwe. 

With a size of 60 square kilometres, 

Minesing Wetlands is quite a bit 
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smaller than Soomaa National Park, 

but it's packed full of animal and plant 

life that are sustained by the wetland 

environment. Thousands of migratory 

waterfowl pass through here each 

year, making the most of spring 

flooding. The available habitat space 

means that even black bear sightings 

have been known to happen. You'll 

hear the songs of miniature warbling 

songbirds with vibrant yellow feathers. 

The area is also significant in Ontario 

for its heron population. Bring some 

binoculars, so you can look out for 

birds in the trees and among the 

vegetation. 

North of the town of Angus, you can 

see these birds on the 12 foot tall 

wooden Minesing Waterfowl Tower, at 

the corner of Concession Road 2 and 

McKinnon Road. You'll be looking 

across a place which, as explained by 

the Minesing Community Association, 

is “one of the most diverse 

undisturbed wetland tracts in 

Canada.” These qualities all 
contributed to this area becoming a 

designated wetland in 1996. 

One difference between Minesing 

Wetlands and Soomaa N.P. is that the 

former contains several different types 

of wetlands: fens, swamps, marshes, 

and bogs. A fen is a nutrient-rich, 

alkaline wetland that's fed with 

groundwater from under the water 

table. Marshes are wetlands with 

grassy plant life. Swamps have trees 

and shrubs. Bogs — what you'll find in 

Sooma National Park — have a high 

peat content, less nutrients, and are 

more acidic. You can find all four of 

these wetland types in Minesing 

Wetlands. 

However, on the surface, there's quite 

a lot in common when it comes to the 

eerie, magical scene you'll be 

surrounded by; and in terms of what 

you can do in these places. 

For instance, they're both great 

destinations for kayaking and 

canoeing. On the Nottawasaga River 

that goes through Minesing Wetlands, 

one can paddle from Alliston to 

Wasaga beach on Georgian Bay. Some 

places you can access for boating are 

by the Waterfowl Tower or in the town 

of Angus. In normal times, excursions 

are operated by the Friends of 

Minesing Wetlands. There's 

snowshoeing in winter and paddling in 

the spring. 

A 10 minute drive on the highway 

from Angus is the Tiffin Centre for 

Conservation, where you can park 

your car, play nine holes of frisbee 

golf, traverse 17 kilometres of trails, 

go for a maple syrup tour, and then 

get some locally made syrup on the 

way out. 

Upon securing a Nottawasaga Valley 

Conservation Authority (NVCA) fishing 

permit, you can fish for rainbow trout, 

northern pike, and carp — among 

other varieties — from one of the 

allowed river access points. 

For any of these activities, the NVCA 

website has informational highlights 

and a PDF map of the area 

(https://tinyurl.com/598ey8bk), 

showing where you can swim, launch 

a boat, and more. The site also has a 

https://tinyurl.com/598ey8bk


  

 

 

 

 

Page 121 of 152

list of safety points to keep in mind, 

and recommendations of equipment to 

bring along, whether you're out and 

about on the water or on the trail. Just 

like in Soomaa N.P., conditions can 

vary greatly from season to season. 

Once you're at any of the NVCA 

conservation areas, parking for the 

whole day costs 10 dollars per vehicle, 

which is used to finance the upkeep of 

the conservation areas. 

Perhaps it's a surprise, but a 

destination that's submerged 

underwater can offer a multitude of 

options for a family outing on a nice 

day. 
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Annual remuneration report 

details Council salaries/expenses 

April 16, 2021 by Brian Lockhart 

New Tecumseth Times 

The Town of New Tecumseth Annual 

Remuneration Report listed details of 

salaries paid to the Mayor and 

members of Town Council for 2020. 

The Municipal Act requires that each 

year, on or before March 31, the 

Treasurer provide Council with an 

itemized statement with regard to 

remuneration and expenses paid by 

the Town in the previous year to 

members of Council and members of 

Local Boards and other bodies. 

The Act also requires any other body 

which pays remuneration or expenses 

to a member of Council appointed by 

the Town to provide an itemized 

statement of the remuneration and 

expense paid for the year. 

The Nottawasaga Valley Conservation 

Authority and the Lake Simcoe Region 

Conservation Authority have provided 

this information. 

County remuneration and expenses 

for the Mayor, Deputy Mayor or 

designate are reported separately by 

the County of Simcoe and therefore 

not included in the Statement of 

Remuneration provided by the Town. 

The report shows the Mayor and 

Council were paid a total of 

$296,570.04 in salaries for 2020. 

Mayor Rick Milne received a salary or 

$49,457.64 plus a $6,866.32 payment 

in lieu of health and dental benefits. 

Deputy Mayor Richard Norcross took 

home a salary of $34,206.48 with 

health and dental benefits valued at 

$6,866.32. 

Eight councillors received a base 

salary of $26,613.24. 

Councillors Paul Foster, Wayne Noye, 

Fran Sainsbury, Stephanie MacLellan, 

and Alan Lacey received $6,866.32 in 

payments in lieu of benefits. 

Councillors Michael Beattie, Donna 

Jebb, and Shira Harrison McIntyre 

received benefits totally that same 

amount. 

The Mayor and members of Council 

each received $1,020 for a car 

allowance totalling $10,200 for the 

year. 

A total of $10,819.98 was also paid for 

meetings and per diems. 

Council and the Mayor were also 

reimbursed for expenses incurred for a 

total of $21,382.17. 

That included expenses for meals, 

conference registration and 

accommodation, travel and mileage, 

telephone and communication, and 

sundry expenses. 

Expenses claimed for 2020 were 

slightly over half the amount that 

were claimed for the previous year. 

By Brian Lockhart 

Local Journalism Initiative Reporter 

https://21,382.17
https://10,819.98
https://6,866.32
https://26,613.24
https://6,866.32
https://34,206.48
https://6,866.32
https://49,457.64
https://296,570.04
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UPDATED: Reports of styrofoam 

'raining down' from construction 

site prompts investigation 

Residents reported bits of foam blew 

into a nearby river, pond and 

playground; Town of Collingwood staff 

did a cleanup and are watching the 

site 

May 4, 2021 

Collingwood Today 

This article has been updated to 

include a response from the Ontario 

Ministry of the Environment, 

Conservation and Parks. 

The town, province and conservation 

authority are looking into reports of 

small bits of styrofoam flying from a 

construction site in Collingwood to 

nearby rivers, parks and ponds. 

Early during the week of April 19, 

Collingwood resident Joanna Horning 

noticed small styrofoam balls raining 

down on the Pretty River Trail and 

originating from a mid-rise apartment 

building under construction at Peel 

and Collins streets. 

She said they accumulated along the 

edge of the Pretty River, and she 

could see them falling while her kids 

played at a park. 

“The kids were playing and they would 

be flicking bits of styrofoam off their 

faces,” said Horning. 

The accumulation in a stormwater 

management pond in the area and in 

Pretty River had Horning and several 

others taking to social media to raise 

the issue. 

“This is an assault on our 

environment,” said Horning. 

Dunncap is behind the construction 

project, called Riverside, and said they 

use building materials and methods 

that are “used industry-wide.” 

In a statement emailed 

to CollingwoodToday, Dunncap said 

the site and materials are regulated 

by the province and the town’s zoning 

bylaw. 

“Our long-term success is based on 

working with these regulatory 

agencies to meet or exceed their 

requirements on any issues that may 

arise,” read the statement. 

Questions to clarify what material is 

being used and what clean up would 

occur were not returned. 

The Town of Collingwood has 

confirmed they are working with the 

Ministry of the Environment, 

Conservation and Parks, as several 

residents have placed calls of 

concern. 

On Friday, April 30, the town emailed 

a statement to CollingwoodToday from 

Peggy Slama, director of engineering, 

public works, and environmental 

services, to report the town completed 

cleanup operations “in the interest of 
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containing the situation and protecting 

our environment.” 

According to the statement, the town 

will “make all efforts to make sure 

that the costs are borne by the 

developer.” 

The town is continuing to monitor the 

site. 

“The town is taking this concern 
seriously and continues to rely on the 

Ministry of Environment, Conservation 

and Parks as the province’s 

environmental protection agency,” 

read Slama’s statement. 

The Nottawasaga Valley Conservation 

Authority (NVCA) confirmed the 

matter was also passed on to their 

enforcement staff. 

The conservation authority declined to 

comment on an active investigation, 

but said they will coordinate their 

response with the town and other 

applicable agencies. 

The Ministry of the Environment, 

Conservation and Parks has confirmed 

they are aware of litter (styrofoam) 

blowing from a construction site and 

into a stormwater management pond. 

"Ministry staff spoke with the 

developer and staff from the Town of 

Collingwood to ensure they are 

addressing the litter complaints," 

stated ministry spokesperson Lindsay 

Davidson in an email. 

According to the email from the 

ministry, construction sites are 

regulated by the municipality through 

site plan approvals and building 

permits. 

"The developer must ensure things 

such as litter, dust, and noise 

generated at the construction site do 

not impact off-site properties," read 

the statement. "Our role is to ensure 

that the responsible parties take 

appropriate action to mitigate any 

environmental impacts." 
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Shelburne council approves $2M 

reserves transfer for wastewater 

plant design 

May 4, 2021 by Joshua Santos 

Orangeville Today 

Shelburne’s wastewater treatment 

plant is getting prepared to be 

expanded. 

Town council approved allocation of $2 

million in capital reserves to finance 

the design portion for upgrades. This 

will begin immediately upon 

completion of the plant’s environment 

assessment (EA) study. 

“It’s about a year for design time 

frame, and I think that’s being fair to 
Ministry of Environment, Conservation 

and Parks (MECP) and other approval 

folks who need to approve the 

design,” said Stephen Burnett, 

municipal engineer. “If the EA wraps 
up mid-summer, we should have the 

design complete by mid to late 

summer next year, pending hiccups.” 

An administration review of the 

facility’s remaining capacity found new 

and proposed developments will 

exceed the remaining total. Upgrades 

to the plant are estimated at $26 

million to $34 million. 

“The reserves we set aside ourselves 
will be built up from our water and 

sewer rates,” said Carey Holmes, 

treasurer. “Once the design phase is 

done, and the actual construction 

commences, we can pull from 

development charges to replenish our 

reserves back again.” 

The town is currently undertaking 

three environmental assessments and 

review is scheduled for next year. 

The balance in the sewer reserve was 

$3.4 million at the end of 2020, with a 

budgeted transfer of $723,265 to the 

account through rates collected. The 

estimated balance in the sewer 

reserve was budgeted to be $4 

million. 

Consultants S. Burnett and Associates 

Limited found one of the wells has 

been taken offline because of air 

entrainment issues. Crews previously 

rehabilitated it with new pumps 

installed in 2020. Up to two air release 

valves will be installed to try to 

eliminate the entrainment. The plan is 

to have it back up and running by 

summer 2021. 

Another well was initially minimized to 

limit the naturally occurring arsenic 

levels, which are above the newly 

reduced drinking water limits. A new 

filtration system is being designed. 

These wells and others significantly 

limited the town’s water supply. There 
is not sufficient water supply to meet 

the current maximum day demand. 

The MECP has approved an application 

for a new elevated water storage tank 

in February. A request for proposals is 

planned for May for a detailed design. 

Construction is anticipated for August 

and September. It is expected to cost 

$3.5 million. 

These changes will also require an 

update to the source water protection 

plan working with Grand River 

Conservation Authority (GRCA) and 
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Nottawasaga Valley Conservation 

Authority (NVCA). 

“The NVCA is looking at a partnership, 

where they would pick up some of the 

costs, and the town will be covering 

some of the water quality assessment 

work, but it actually is a partnership 

and not fully on the town’s ticket,” 

said Burnett. 

The consultants will submit most of 

this information and testing results in 

late spring and early summer. It is not 

anticipated approval will be issued 

until late spring or early summer 2022 

to implement these improvements. 

This will allow the water supply EA to 

be completed and submit the notice of 

completion this fall or winter. Pending 

successful testing as described above. 

The implementation of improvements 

at the wells will provide sufficient 

water supply for about 15 years. 

However, a new well supply will be 

required to meet the 20-year growth 

scenario. If any of the above testing 

or improvements are not approved, 

additional supply from a new well will 

be sooner. 
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Shelburne council approves $2M 

reserves transfer for wastewater 

plant design 

May 4, 2021 by Joshua Santos 

Toronto Star 

Shelburne’s wastewater treatment 

plant is getting prepared to be 

expanded. 

Town council approved allocation of $2 

million in capital reserves to finance 

the design portion for upgrades. This 

will begin immediately upon 

completion of the plant’s environment 

assessment (EA) study. 

“It’s about a year for design time 

frame, and I think that’s being fair to 
Ministry of Environment, Conservation 

and Parks (MECP) and other approval 

folks who need to approve the 

design,” said Stephen Burnett, 

municipal engineer. “If the EA wraps 
up mid-summer, we should have the 

design complete by mid to late 

summer next year, pending hiccups.” 

An administration review of the 

facility’s remaining capacity found new 

and proposed developments will 

exceed the remaining total. Upgrades 

to the plant are estimated at $26 

million to $34 million. 

“The reserves we set aside ourselves 
will be built up from our water and 

sewer rates,” said Carey Holmes, 

treasurer. “Once the design phase is 

done, and the actual construction 

commences, we can pull from 

development charges to replenish our 

reserves back again.” 

The town is currently undertaking 

three environmental assessments and 

review is scheduled for next year. 

The balance in the sewer reserve was 

$3.4 million at the end of 2020, with a 

budgeted transfer of $723,265 to the 

account through rates collected. The 

estimated balance in the sewer 

reserve was budgeted to be $4 

million. 

Consultants S. Burnett and Associates 

Limited found one of the wells has 

been taken offline because of air 

entrainment issues. Crews previously 

rehabilitated it with new pumps 

installed in 2020. Up to two air release 

valves will be installed to try to 

eliminate the entrainment. The plan is 

to have it back up and running by 

summer 2021. 

Another well was initially minimized to 

limit the naturally occurring arsenic 

levels, which are above the newly 

reduced drinking water limits. A new 

filtration system is being designed. 

These wells and others significantly 

limited the town’s water supply. There 
is not sufficient water supply to meet 

the current maximum day demand. 

The MECP has approved an application 

for a new elevated water storage tank 

in February. A request for proposals is 

planned for May for a detailed design. 

Construction is anticipated for August 

and September. It is expected to cost 

$3.5 million. 

These changes will also require an 

update to the source water protection 

plan working with Grand River 

Conservation Authority (GRCA) and 
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Nottawasaga Valley Conservation 

Authority (NVCA). 

“The NVCA is looking at a partnership, 

where they would pick up some of the 

costs, and the town will be covering 

some of the water quality assessment 

work, but it actually is a partnership 

and not fully on the town’s ticket,” 

said Burnett. 

The consultants will submit most of 

this information and testing results in 

late spring and early summer. It is not 

anticipated approval will be issued 

until late spring or early summer 2022 

to implement these improvements. 

This will allow the water supply EA to 

be completed and submit the notice of 

completion this fall or winter. Pending 

successful testing as described above. 

The implementation of improvements 

at the wells will provide sufficient 

water supply for about 15 years. 

However, a new well supply will be 

required to meet the 20-year growth 

scenario. If any of the above testing 

or improvements are not approved, 

additional supply from a new well will 

be sooner. 
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Catching up with the Nottawasaga 

Valley Conservation Authority 

May 5, 2021 by Cheryl Browne 

Brampton Guardian 

Trees, water and salt were the focus 

of this month’s Nottawasaga Valley 

Conservation Authority (NVCA) report. 

Here's what you need to know: 

1. Simcoe County forests were 

considered expendable when settlers 

hacked down trees from 1831 and 

1841 to make turpentine and farm the 

land. However, many farmers soon 

abandoned their barren fields, and it 

wasn’t until 1920s that the Ontario 
government began planting trees. In 

1988, Simcoe County took over 

planting trees, and in 2020 more than 

$71,000 was earmarked for the 

forestry program. This year, 94,000 

trees will be planted. 

2. New wells, or those being replaced, 

must have source water protection 

work completed and approved by the 

Ministry of Environment, Conservation 

and Parks (MCEP) to acquire a 

drinking water licence. The ministry 

has directed the NVCA to examine salt 

and commercial fertilizer’s application, 
storage, as well as its stormwater 

management. Stayner, Shelburne, 

Caledon and Alliston are reviewing 

their storage and residential well 

management, as well. 

3. Gypsy moths, the Emerald Ash 

Borer, and other invasive species 

threaten Simcoe County trees already 

affected by climate change, lack of 

precipitation and deer grazing. The 

Nottawasaga Valley Watershed 

program surveys the survival of 

newly-planted trees in the first, 

second and fifth years of growth. In 

addition to planting, the pruning of 

hazardous trees in New Lowell 

Conservation Area will begin this 

spring by Falls Tree Service for 

approximately $35,000. 
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Catching up with the Nottawasaga 

Valley Conservation Authority 

May 5, 2021 by Cheryl Browne 

Niagara Falls Review 

Trees, water and salt were the focus 

of this month’s Nottawasaga Valley 

Conservation Authority (NVCA) report. 

Here's what you need to know: 

1. Simcoe County forests were 

considered expendable when settlers 

hacked down trees from 1831 and 

1841 to make turpentine and farm the 

land. However, many farmers soon 

abandoned their barren fields, and it 

wasn’t until 1920s that the Ontario 
government began planting trees. In 

1988, Simcoe County took over 

planting trees, and in 2020 more than 

$71,000 was earmarked for the 

forestry program. This year, 94,000 

trees will be planted. 

2. New wells, or those being replaced, 

must have source water protection 

work completed and approved by the 

Ministry of Environment, Conservation 

and Parks (MCEP) to acquire a 

drinking water licence. The ministry 

has directed the NVCA to examine salt 

and commercial fertilizer’s application, 
storage, as well as its stormwater 

management. Stayner, Shelburne, 

Caledon and Alliston are reviewing 

their storage and residential well 

management, as well. 

3. Gypsy moths, the Emerald Ash 

Borer, and other invasive species 

threaten Simcoe County trees already 

affected by climate change, lack of 

precipitation and deer grazing. The 

Nottawasaga Valley Watershed 

program surveys the survival of 

newly-planted trees in the first, 

second and fifth years of growth. In 

addition to planting, the pruning of 

hazardous trees in New Lowell 

Conservation Area will begin this 

spring by Falls Tree Service for 

approximately $35,000. 
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Catching up with the Nottawasaga 

Valley Conservation Authority 

May 5, 2021 by Cheryl Browne 

Peterborough Examiner 

Trees, water and salt were the focus 

of this month’s Nottawasaga Valley 

Conservation Authority (NVCA) report. 

Here's what you need to know: 

1. Simcoe County forests were 

considered expendable when settlers 

hacked down trees from 1831 and 

1841 to make turpentine and farm the 

land. However, many farmers soon 

abandoned their barren fields, and it 

wasn’t until 1920s that the Ontario 
government began planting trees. In 

1988, Simcoe County took over 

planting trees, and in 2020 more than 

$71,000 was earmarked for the 

forestry program. This year, 94,000 

trees will be planted. 

2. New wells, or those being replaced, 

must have source water protection 

work completed and approved by the 

Ministry of Environment, Conservation 

and Parks (MCEP) to acquire a 

drinking water licence. The ministry 

has directed the NVCA to examine salt 

and commercial fertilizer’s application, 
storage, as well as its stormwater 

management. Stayner, Shelburne, 

Caledon and Alliston are reviewing 

their storage and residential well 

management, as well. 

3. Gypsy moths, the Emerald Ash 

Borer, and other invasive species 

threaten Simcoe County trees already 

affected by climate change, lack of 

precipitation and deer grazing. The 

Nottawasaga Valley Watershed 

program surveys the survival of 

newly-planted trees in the first, 

second and fifth years of growth. In 

addition to planting, the pruning of 

hazardous trees in New Lowell 

Conservation Area will begin this 

spring by Falls Tree Service for 

approximately $35,000. 
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Catching up with the Nottawasaga 

Valley Conservation Authority 

May 5, 2021 by Cheryl Browne 

Simcoe.com 

Trees, water and salt were the focus 

of this month’s Nottawasaga Valley 

Conservation Authority (NVCA) report. 

Here's what you need to know: 

1. Simcoe County forests were 

considered expendable when settlers 

hacked down trees from 1831 and 

1841 to make turpentine and farm the 

land. However, many farmers soon 

abandoned their barren fields, and it 

wasn’t until 1920s that the Ontario 
government began planting trees. In 

1988, Simcoe County took over 

planting trees, and in 2020 more than 

$71,000 was earmarked for the 

forestry program. This year, 94,000 

trees will be planted. 

2. New wells, or those being replaced, 

must have source water protection 

work completed and approved by the 

Ministry of Environment, Conservation 

and Parks (MCEP) to acquire a 

drinking water licence. The ministry 

has directed the NVCA to examine salt 

and commercial fertilizer’s application, 
storage, as well as its stormwater 

management. Stayner, Shelburne, 

Caledon and Alliston are reviewing 

their storage and residential well 

management, as well. 

3. Gypsy moths, the Emerald Ash 

Borer, and other invasive species 

threaten Simcoe County trees already 

affected by climate change, lack of 

precipitation and deer grazing. The 

Nottawasaga Valley Watershed 

program surveys the survival of 

newly-planted trees in the first, 

second and fifth years of growth. In 

addition to planting, the pruning of 

hazardous trees in New Lowell 

Conservation Area will begin this 

spring by Falls Tree Service for 

approximately $35,000. 

https://Simcoe.com
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Catching up with the Nottawasaga 

Valley Conservation Authority 

May 5, 2021 by Cheryl Browne 

St. Catharines Standard 

Trees, water and salt were the focus 

of this month’s Nottawasaga Valley 

Conservation Authority (NVCA) report. 

Here's what you need to know: 

1. Simcoe County forests were 

considered expendable when settlers 

hacked down trees from 1831 and 

1841 to make turpentine and farm the 

land. However, many farmers soon 

abandoned their barren fields, and it 

wasn’t until 1920s that the Ontario 
government began planting trees. In 

1988, Simcoe County took over 

planting trees, and in 2020 more than 

$71,000 was earmarked for the 

forestry program. This year, 94,000 

trees will be planted. 

2. New wells, or those being replaced, 

must have source water protection 

work completed and approved by the 

Ministry of Environment, Conservation 

and Parks (MCEP) to acquire a 

drinking water licence. The ministry 

has directed the NVCA to examine salt 

and commercial fertilizer’s application, 
storage, as well as its stormwater 

management. Stayner, Shelburne, 

Caledon and Alliston are reviewing 

their storage and residential well 

management, as well. 

3. Gypsy moths, the Emerald Ash 

Borer, and other invasive species 

threaten Simcoe County trees already 

affected by climate change, lack of 

precipitation and deer grazing. The 

Nottawasaga Valley Watershed 

program surveys the survival of 

newly-planted trees in the first, 

second and fifth years of growth. In 

addition to planting, the pruning of 

hazardous trees in New Lowell 

Conservation Area will begin this 

spring by Falls Tree Service for 

approximately $35,000. 
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Catching up with the Nottawasaga 

Valley Conservation Authority 

May 5, 2021 by Cheryl Browne 

Toronto Star 

Trees, water and salt were the focus 

of this month’s Nottawasaga Valley 

Conservation Authority (NVCA) report. 

Here's what you need to know: 

1. Simcoe County forests were 

considered expendable when settlers 

hacked down trees from 1831 and 

1841 to make turpentine and farm the 

land. However, many farmers soon 

abandoned their barren fields, and it 

wasn’t until 1920s that the Ontario 
government began planting trees. In 

1988, Simcoe County took over 

planting trees, and in 2020 more than 

$71,000 was earmarked for the 

forestry program. This year, 94,000 

trees will be planted. 

2. New wells, or those being replaced, 

must have source water protection 

work completed and approved by the 

Ministry of Environment, Conservation 

and Parks (MCEP) to acquire a 

drinking water licence. The ministry 

has directed the NVCA to examine salt 

and commercial fertilizer’s application, 
storage, as well as its stormwater 

management. Stayner, Shelburne, 

Caledon and Alliston are reviewing 

their storage and residential well 

management, as well. 

3. Gypsy moths, the Emerald Ash 

Borer, and other invasive species 

threaten Simcoe County trees already 

affected by climate change, lack of 

precipitation and deer grazing. The 

Nottawasaga Valley Watershed 

program surveys the survival of 

newly-planted trees in the first, 

second and fifth years of growth. In 

addition to planting, the pruning of 

hazardous trees in New Lowell 

Conservation Area will begin this 

spring by Falls Tree Service for 

approximately $35,000. 



 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Page 135 of 152

Youth enviro squad effort results 

in tree planting 

May 6, 2021 by Trina Berlo 

Creemore Echo 

A number of trees were planted along 

a creek bank in Glen Huron this week, 

a culmination of two years of 

environmental focus and fundraising 

by a group of young 

environmentalists. 

Evening Martin and friends Dryden 

Dinsmore, Hazel Dempsey and Izzy 

Mitchell have reached a fundraising 

benchmark of $1,000 and decided to 

put the money toward stream 

rehabilitation. 

The friends joined forces as a garlic 

mustard squad in 2019 to raise 

awareness about the invasive species. 

They also gave out 100 trees at the 

Dunedin Literary Festival, which 

yielded significant donations, and in 

2020 they sold handmade goods at 

their roadside stand and in a couple of 

Creemore shops, including pottery 

magnets, pendants, flowers, baked 

goods and lavender sachets. The 

lavender was donated by Doug and 

Emily Finley, who put Martin in touch 

with landowner Joe Hamilton, who 

gave his permission for the tree 

planting. 

Martin said trees are very beneficial 

along waterways because the roots 

hold the soil together and protect 

against erosion, and they shade the 

creek and keep the water cool, which 

is essential to healthy fish habitat. 

“It makes me happy and I’m glad that 
we got to do something because we 

worked really hard… and we wanted to 

make a difference and I think this is 

going to make a little bit of a 

difference, at least for the fish that get 

to spawn in that river,” said Martin. 
The squad plans to continue its 

environmental work through tree 

planting, and broadening focus to the 

oceans. 

“We’re just going to keep doing what 

we can to help out,” said Martin. 
The original plan was to have a 

volunteer tree planting day, but due to 

pandemic public health protocols, they 

have left the planting to the 

Nottawasaga Valley Conservation 

Authority (NVCA), with whom they 

have partnered for the project. 

NVCA Healthy Waters Program 

Coordinator Shannon Stephens said 

230 native trees and shrubs were 

planted on May 4, along with 

materials to improve their chance of 

survival, such as tree tubes, stakes, 

and mulch mats. 

NVCA staff planted the trees on the 

Hamilton farm along the creek, which 

is a small tributary stream of the Mad 

River. 

Normally, said Stephens, trees are 

planted on properties throughout the 

watershed with the help of roughly 

1,000 volunteers but with the public 

health measures in place, that’s not 

possible. “Thanks to the generous 
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support of other donors and funders, volunteer list for future ecosystem 

we were able to hire on a few great restoration events. 

planters for May. We’ll be planting 

every day this month at different 

properties around the watershed, to 

make sure the trees get planted and 

aren’t wasted,” said Stephens. “By 

planting trees along streams and 

wetlands, they help restore and 

protect these sensitive ecological 

features. For example, planting trees 

and shrubs along streams helps 

stabilize the banks, reducing erosion 

to natural levels. Naturalized stream 

buffers help filter pollutants of 

adjacent lands, like fertilizer, 

sediment, and bacteria. They provide 

habitat for birds, pollinators, fish and 

other wildlife. They also help shade 

and keep the stream cool enough to 

support fish, like trout. Cool water 

holds more oxygen. And like us, fish 

and other aquatic organisms, rather 

like to the breathe!” 

This spring, the NVCA will plant over 

100,000 trees through the 

professional planting program, and the 

Healthy Waters Program, to help keep 

rivers healthy from brook to bay. 

These projects are only possible 

because our farmers and landowners 

are interested in planting trees. 

Landowners interested in planting 

trees are encouraged to get in touch. 

For plantings on two acres or more, 

contact forester Rick Grillmayer at 

rgrillmayer@nvca.on.ca. For 

streamside and wetland plantings 

(100+ trees), contact Stephens at 

sstephens@nvca.on.ca. 

Volunteers and volunteer groups 

interested in getting involved, can 

contact Stepehens to get on the NVCA 
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Council approves $2 million 

funding of wastewater plant 

expansion designs 

The Town of Shelburne is moving 

forward with an expansion to its 

wastewater treatment plant, 

approving funding for its design. 

May 6, 2021 by Paula Brown 

Shelburne Free Press 

Shelburne Town Council, during their 

meeting on April 26, approved $2 

million in funding from the wastewater 

reserve to finance the design portion 

of the Water Pollution Control Plant 

(WPCP) upgrades. 

According to the report to council, the 

town’s wastewater reserve balance at 

the end of 2020 was $3.4 million with 

an estimated budgeted transfer of 

$723,265 added through rates 

collected. The balance of the sewer 

reserve is estimated to be $4 million 

by the end of 2021. 

Shelburne’s director of finance and 

treasurer, Carey Holmes said once the 

design phase is completed and 

construction commences, the sewer 

reserve can be replenished from 

development charges. 

The design work for the expansion is 

set to begin following the completion 

of the plant’s environmental 

assessment (EA) study. 

“It’s about a year design time frame,” 

said Stephen Burnett, the Town’s 
engineer. “If the EA wraps up mid-

summer, this should have the design 

completed by mid to late summer next 

year pending any hiccups.” 

An allocation report of the Water 

Pollution Control Plant (WPCP) found 

that there is not sufficient allocation 

for new and proposed developments. 

Shelburne Town council received a 

report in September 2020, which gave 

the Town three options for upgrading 

the plant, and estimated the cost of 

upgrades between $26 million to $34 

million. 

The report states, a pilot testing of 

membrane bioreactors (MBR) water 

treatment, one of the options given to 

council for the WPCP expansion, was 

recently approved by council. 

The WPCP environmental assessment 

will be finalized pending the 

“confirmatory results of the pilot 

study”, which will be completed in the 

next two months. 

Design for the expansion is estimated 

to require a minimum of one year, 

while construction will take a 

minimum of two, following to 

completion of the design. 

The Town is also undergoing an 

environmental assessments on the 

water supply, which has seen issues in 

servicing and capacity as well. 

In 2020, PW1 or well #1 was taken 

off-line due to low production. New 

pumps were installed, rehabilitating 

the well, but due to air entrainment 

issues it has remained off-line. Burnett 

noted they are working on treating the 

‘bubbles’, which are part of the wells 

design, installing new equipment, 

screening, and up to two air release 

valves. 

“The plan is to have well #1 back 
online by about mid-summer of 2021,” 
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said Burnett. “If rehabilitation works years, with a new well needed in 

do not work and we cannot deal with 2035. 

this air entrainment issue then 

alternatively a new well would 

potentially be required here, but 

ultimately [the] prognosis is pretty 

good.” 

The Town saw well #3 minimized in 

use to limit the naturally occurring 

arsenic levels, which are above the 

newly reduced drinking water limits, 

while a new filtration system was 

being designed. During the wells 

rehabilitation, it showed signs of being 

GUDI (groundwater under the direct 

influence surface water), and taken 

off-line. Project costs for the well are 

now estimated at $3 million, up from 

the originally estimated $1.77 million. 

Work is also being done on PW7 (well 

#7) and PW8 (well #8), in an attempt 

to run them together which would 

double the amount of supply and 

could increase the flow of PW5 (well 

#5) and PW6 (well #6) from 75 per 

cent to 100. 

Burnett added that a source water 

protect plan would need updating in 

consultation with the Grand River 

Conservation Authority (GRCA) and 

Nottawasaga Valley Conservation 

Authority (NVCA). 

“Although most of this information and 
testing results will be submitted in late 

spring/early summer it is not 

anticipated that the approval will be 

issued until late spring/early summer 

2022 for implementation of these 

improvements,” said Burnett. 

Burnett said that once the wells are 

turned back on the Town could meet 

wastewater demands for more than 15 
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Here’s how much it will cost to 

supply Stayner’s future water 

needs 

May 12, 2021 by Ian Adams 

Toronto Star 

A new well site to supply the long-

term water needs for the town of 

Stayner will cost $35 million. 

That’s the preferred option, according 

to a 2008 environmental assessment 

(EA) that looked at the long-term 

water supply needs for Stayner, along 

with the airport lands, and the areas 

of New Lowell and Brentwood, and 

Nottawa and Batteaux. 

An addendum to that EA, and the 

results of a recent public information 

session, were presented to Clearview 

Township council at its May 10 

meeting. 

The preferred option identified in 2008 

was to connect to the water pipeline 

owned by Collingwood and the Town 

of New Tecumseth. However, that 

option would have cost $85 million, 

the township’s public works director 

Mike Rawn told council. 

A seismic survey conducted by the 

Ministry of Northern Development and 

Mines has since identified an aquifer 

northeast of Stayner on Klondike Park 

Road. Further study has determined 

the township could tap into the aquifer 

without affecting either Wasaga 

Beach’s water supply, or private wells. 

The well site would pump about 

120L/second, which provides enough 

volume to supply about 3,800 homes, 

or 11,000 people. 

The cost of the well and pipeline 

should come from developers looking 

to build in Stayner, project engineer 

Jennifer Georgas of R.J Burnside told 

council, as the municipality doesn’t 

have the debt capacity to carry the 

project. Those funding discussions 

with developers are part of an ongoing 

negotiation process being led by the 

township’s financial consultants 
Watson and Associates, she said. 

Those discussions could affect the 

timing of construction, Rawn 

told Simcoe.com. 

“This is the same process Clearview 

used to finance the sanitary sewer 

upgrade in 2014, when we built the 

sewer pumping station and installed 

sewer forcemains to the Town of 

Wasaga Beach,” he said. 

The design of the well site pumphouse 

and reservoir will be complete next 

January, and the project is expected 

to go out for bids in February. Rawn 

said construction is expected to start 

in May, with an estimated completion 

in March 2024. 

https://Simcoe.com
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Rawn told council the difference in 

cost is related to the increased 

capacity of the reservoir that would be 

required if the township connected to 

the pipeline, due to potential 

disruptions in service. 

A public information session held in 

March brought out several concerns 

from neighbours, notably the project’s 
impact on nearby private wells. 

“The risk of … adverse effects was 

noted to be low, because they would 

be protected through the permit-to-

take-water process,” said Jennifer 

Vandermeer, a senior environmental 

co-ordinator with R.J. Burnside. 

The township would also monitor 

private wells for any adverse effects. 

The preferred option would also 

require an eight-kilometre pipe 

running from the well’s location at the 

corner of Klondike Park and Sunnidale 

Concession 12, to connect to the town 

system at the town’s public works 
depot, just north of Stayner. 

There are still a number of studies 

that need to be undertaken before 

work can start, including an 

archeological assessment, an update 

of the cultural heritage evaluation 

report, and final approval from the 

Source Water Protection Agency. 

Several permits would be required, 

including from the Ministry of 

Environment, Conservation and Parks, 

and the Nottawasaga Valley 

Conservation Authority. 
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Here’s how much it will cost to 

supply Stayner’s future water 

needs 

May 12, 2021 by Ian Adams 

Wasaga Sun 

A new well site to supply the long-

term water needs for the town of 

Stayner will cost $35 million. 

That’s the preferred option, according 

to a 2008 environmental assessment 

(EA) that looked at the long-term 

water supply needs for Stayner, along 

with the airport lands, and the areas 

of New Lowell and Brentwood, and 

Nottawa and Batteaux. 

An addendum to that EA, and the 

results of a recent public information 

session, were presented to Clearview 

Township council at its May 10 

meeting. 

The preferred option identified in 2008 

was to connect to the water pipeline 

owned by Collingwood and the Town 

of New Tecumseth. However, that 

option would have cost $85 million, 

the township’s public works director 

Mike Rawn told council. 

A seismic survey conducted by the 

Ministry of Northern Development and 

Mines has since identified an aquifer 

northeast of Stayner on Klondike Park 

Road. Further study has determined 

the township could tap into the aquifer 

without affecting either Wasaga 

Beach’s water supply, or private wells. 

The well site would pump about 

120L/second, which provides enough 

volume to supply about 3,800 homes, 

or 11,000 people. 

The cost of the well and pipeline 

should come from developers looking 

to build in Stayner, project engineer 

Jennifer Georgas of R.J Burnside told 

council, as the municipality doesn’t 

have the debt capacity to carry the 

project. Those funding discussions 

with developers are part of an ongoing 

negotiation process being led by the 

township’s financial consultants 
Watson and Associates, she said. 

Those discussions could affect the 

timing of construction, Rawn 

told Simcoe.com. 

“This is the same process Clearview 

used to finance the sanitary sewer 

upgrade in 2014, when we built the 

sewer pumping station and installed 

sewer forcemains to the Town of 

Wasaga Beach,” he said. 

The design of the well site pumphouse 

and reservoir will be complete next 

January, and the project is expected 

to go out for bids in February. Rawn 

said construction is expected to start 

in May, with an estimated completion 

in March 2024. 

https://Simcoe.com
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Rawn told council the difference in 

cost is related to the increased 

capacity of the reservoir that would be 

required if the township connected to 

the pipeline, due to potential 

disruptions in service. 

A public information session held in 

March brought out several concerns 

from neighbours, notably the project’s 
impact on nearby private wells. 

“The risk of … adverse effects was 

noted to be low, because they would 

be protected through the permit-to-

take-water process,” said Jennifer 

Vandermeer, a senior environmental 

co-ordinator with R.J. Burnside. 

The township would also monitor 

private wells for any adverse effects. 

The preferred option would also 

require an eight-kilometre pipe 

running from the well’s location at the 

corner of Klondike Park and Sunnidale 

Concession 12, to connect to the town 

system at the town’s public works 
depot, just north of Stayner. 

There are still a number of studies 

that need to be undertaken before 

work can start, including an 

archeological assessment, an update 

of the cultural heritage evaluation 

report, and final approval from the 

Source Water Protection Agency. 

Several permits would be required, 

including from the Ministry of 

Environment, Conservation and Parks, 

and the Nottawasaga Valley 

Conservation Authority. 
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TBM launches an official plan 

review 

Town staff say they plan to go 'above 

and beyond' when it comes to the 

public engagement process for the 

review 

May 13, 2021 by Jennifer Golletz 

Collingwood Today 

TBM is currently in the process of 

forming an official plan review steering 

committee that will be comprised of 

two council members, town and 

county staff. Jennifer Golletz/ 

CollingwoodToday 

The Town of the Blue Mountains (TBM) 

has begun the year-long process of 

updating its official plan. 

“An official plan directs where new and 

existing residential, commercial, 

industrial, agricultural, recreational 

and other uses are to be located; how 

lands are to be serviced by roads, 

water and sewer; and establishes 

policies on cultural heritage resources, 

environmental protection, housing, 

community design and sustainable 

development,” said Nathan 

Westendorp, director of planning and 

development services for TBM. 

Westendorp presented what he 

referred to as “the first of many” staff 

reports on the town’s official plan 

review at a council meeting held last 

week. 

“Every municipality that has an official 
plan is required to take a look at it 

and verify whether or not there are 

things that they need to update to 

ensure that they're conforming with 

the relevant planning documents,” he 
explained. 

The Ontario Planning Act mandates 

that a municipality must conduct a 

five-year and 10-year review of its 

official plan, as well as create new 

plans when demanded by growth 

management strategies. 

“For the five-year review, we can 

touch a lot of things, but it's not a 

rewrite,” said Westendorp. “We're 

addressing some strategic elements 

that need improvement through not 

only conformity, but also usefulness.” 

TBM’s current official plan was created 

in 2007 and updated in 2016, and a 

new official plan is slated to be 

developed beginning in 2025. 

The town’s official plan must conform 

to Grey County’s official plan, which 

was updated in 2019, as well as the 

provincial plan that was updated last 

year. 

“We're looking at technical updates 

based on new legislation,” said Shawn 
Postma, senior policy planner with 

TBM. “We're looking at providing some 

modernization and incorporating new 

planning best practices that have 

developed in the last five years.” 

https://pub-bluemountains.escribemeetings.com/FileStream.ashx?DocumentId=3653&utm_source=collingwoodtoday.ca&utm_campaign=collingwoodtoday.ca&utm_medium=referral
https://pub-bluemountains.escribemeetings.com/FileStream.ashx?DocumentId=3653&utm_source=collingwoodtoday.ca&utm_campaign=collingwoodtoday.ca&utm_medium=referral
https://pub-bluemountains.escribemeetings.com/FileStream.ashx?DocumentId=3653&utm_source=collingwoodtoday.ca&utm_campaign=collingwoodtoday.ca&utm_medium=referral
https://www.ontario.ca/laws/statute/90p13?utm_source=collingwoodtoday.ca&utm_campaign=collingwoodtoday.ca&utm_medium=referral
https://www.thebluemountains.ca/official-plan.cfm?is=24&utm_source=collingwoodtoday.ca&utm_campaign=collingwoodtoday.ca&utm_medium=referral
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Staff say the official plan review will 

take into consideration other TBM 

initiatives that are currently 

underway, such as the transportation 

master plan and the leisure activities 

plan. 

“Engagement with the staff and the 

consultants who are doing those plans 

will be critical to ensuring that the 

right inputs and the rate of 

recommendations make their way into 

this project,” Westendorp added. 

In the review process, adjacent 

municipalities and their official plans 

are also expected to be examined. 

“We want to take a look at some of 

those cross-border benefits that could 

be better aligned with what's 

happening across that municipal 

boundary. We want to make sure that 

our policies and our directions can be 

better aligned, if possible,” Postma 

said. 

TBM has allotted $410,000 for the 

official plan review project in the 2021 

budget and will be looking to hire a 

consulting firm to assist with research 

and the creation of discussion 

papers. 

“We have a very aggressive schedule 

to try to accomplish all of this work in 

one year. We believe we can reach 

those goals based on the framework 

that we've put forward,” Postma 

added. 

TBM staff presented that framework 

to council in a staff report, which 

council members endorsed. 

The project’s next step will see the 

creation of an official plan review 

steering committee, which will be 

composed of town and county 

planning staff, as well as the two 

appointed members of council – Jim 

Uram and Paula Hope. 

“The purpose of that steering 

committee is to act as an advisory 

committee to council and as well to 

staff. So, they are meeting regularly 

providing that high-level direction on 

any items that may require direction 

in between those formal council 

decisions,” Postma explained. 

In addition, TBM council directed staff 

to launch a working group that will 

include two members of the 

community, a representative from 

Grey Sauble Conservation Authority, 

the Nottawasaga Valley Conservation 

Authority, Grey County and one 

member from the Blue Mountain 

builders group. 

“We will be looking at growth. We will 
be looking at how development can be 

greener and we will be looking at how 

to accommodate and protect the 

various and competing land use that 

we have in the town,” said 

Westendorp. 

Once formed, the official plan review 

steering committee will move forward 

with preparing the project's terms of 

reference, which will be provided for 

council consideration. 

Once the terms of reference have 

been established, TBM staff will begin 

the process of issuing a request for 

proposals (RFP) for a consulting firm. 

In terms of public consultation around 

the review, the Planning Act requires 

the municipality to hold a public 

meeting and a public open house. 
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However, Westendorp said, TBM staff 

are planning to go “above and 
beyond” the standard requirement for 

public engagement. 

“We intend to have a devoted project 

website among other things,” he 

said. “We also want to know what 

the next generation has to 

say about the community that we 

intend to leave behind for them. 

School engagement is something 

that's certainly important to myself 

and town planning staff.” 

He added that the public engagement 

strategy for the official plan review will 

be further fleshed out once the RFP for 

the consulting firm has been 

established. 
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TBM launches an official plan 

review 

Town staff say they plan to go 'above 

and beyond' when it comes to the 

public engagement process for the 

review 

May 13, 2021 by Jennifer Golletz 

Toronto Star 

TBM is currently in the process of 

forming an official plan review steering 

committee that will be comprised of 

two council members, town and 

county staff. Jennifer Golletz/ 

CollingwoodToday 

The Town of the Blue Mountains (TBM) 

has begun the year-long process of 

updating its official plan. 

“An official plan directs where new and 

existing residential, commercial, 

industrial, agricultural, recreational 

and other uses are to be located; how 

lands are to be serviced by roads, 

water and sewer; and establishes 

policies on cultural heritage resources, 

environmental protection, housing, 

community design and sustainable 

development,” said Nathan 

Westendorp, director of planning and 

development services for TBM. 

Westendorp presented what he 

referred to as “the first of many” staff 

reports on the town’s official plan 

review at a council meeting held last 

week. 

“Every municipality that has an official 

plan is required to take a look at it 

and verify whether or not there are 

things that they need to update to 

ensure that they're conforming with 

the relevant planning documents,” he 
explained. 

The Ontario Planning Act mandates 

that a municipality must conduct a 

five-year and 10-year review of its 

official plan, as well as create new 

plans when demanded by growth 

management strategies. 

“For the five-year review, we can 

touch a lot of things, but it's not a 

rewrite,” said Westendorp. “We're 

addressing some strategic elements 

that need improvement through not 

only conformity, but also usefulness.” 

TBM’s current official plan was created 

in 2007 and updated in 2016, and a 

new official plan is slated to be 

developed beginning in 2025. 

The town’s official plan must conform 

to Grey County’s official plan, which 

was updated in 2019, as well as the 

provincial plan that was updated last 

year. 

“We're looking at technical updates 

based on new legislation,” said Shawn 
Postma, senior policy planner with 

TBM. “We're looking at providing some 

modernization and incorporating new 

planning best practices that have 

developed in the last five years.” 

https://pub-bluemountains.escribemeetings.com/FileStream.ashx?DocumentId=3653&utm_source=collingwoodtoday.ca&utm_campaign=collingwoodtoday.ca&utm_medium=referral
https://pub-bluemountains.escribemeetings.com/FileStream.ashx?DocumentId=3653&utm_source=collingwoodtoday.ca&utm_campaign=collingwoodtoday.ca&utm_medium=referral
https://pub-bluemountains.escribemeetings.com/FileStream.ashx?DocumentId=3653&utm_source=collingwoodtoday.ca&utm_campaign=collingwoodtoday.ca&utm_medium=referral
https://www.ontario.ca/laws/statute/90p13?utm_source=collingwoodtoday.ca&utm_campaign=collingwoodtoday.ca&utm_medium=referral
https://www.thebluemountains.ca/official-plan.cfm?is=24&utm_source=collingwoodtoday.ca&utm_campaign=collingwoodtoday.ca&utm_medium=referral
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Staff say the official plan review will 

take into consideration other TBM 

initiatives that are currently 

underway, such as the transportation 

master plan and the leisure activities 

plan. 

“Engagement with the staff and the 

consultants who are doing those plans 

will be critical to ensuring that the 

right inputs and the rate of 

recommendations make their way into 

this project,” Westendorp added. 

In the review process, adjacent 

municipalities and their official plans 

are also expected to be examined. 

“We want to take a look at some of 

those cross-border benefits that could 

be better aligned with what's 

happening across that municipal 

boundary. We want to make sure that 

our policies and our directions can be 

better aligned, if possible,” Postma 

said. 

TBM has allotted $410,000 for the 

official plan review project in the 2021 

budget and will be looking to hire a 

consulting firm to assist with research 

and the creation of discussion 

papers. 

“We have a very aggressive schedule 

to try to accomplish all of this work in 

one year. We believe we can reach 

those goals based on the framework 

that we've put forward,” Postma 

added. 

TBM staff presented that framework 

to council in a staff report, which 

council members endorsed. 

The project’s next step will see the 

creation of an official plan review 

steering committee, which will be 

composed of town and county 

planning staff, as well as the two 

appointed members of council – Jim 

Uram and Paula Hope. 

“The purpose of that steering 

committee is to act as an advisory 

committee to council and as well to 

staff. So, they are meeting regularly 

providing that high-level direction on 

any items that may require direction 

in between those formal council 

decisions,” Postma explained. 

In addition, TBM council directed staff 

to launch a working group that will 

include two members of the 

community, a representative from 

Grey Sauble Conservation Authority, 

the Nottawasaga Valley Conservation 

Authority, Grey County and one 

member from the Blue Mountain 

builders group. 

“We will be looking at growth. We will 
be looking at how development can be 

greener and we will be looking at how 

to accommodate and protect the 

various and competing land use that 

we have in the town,” said 

Westendorp. 

Once formed, the official plan review 

steering committee will move forward 

with preparing the project's terms of 

reference, which will be provided for 

council consideration. 

Once the terms of reference have 

been established, TBM staff will begin 

the process of issuing a request for 

proposals (RFP) for a consulting firm. 

In terms of public consultation around 

the review, the Planning Act requires 

the municipality to hold a public 

meeting and a public open house. 
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However, Westendorp said, TBM staff 

are planning to go “above and 
beyond” the standard requirement for 

public engagement. 

“We intend to have a devoted project 

website among other things,” he 

said. “We also want to know what 

the next generation has to 

say about the community that we 

intend to leave behind for them. 

School engagement is something 

that's certainly important to myself 

and town planning staff.” 

He added that the public engagement 

strategy for the official plan review will 

be further fleshed out once the RFP for 

the consulting firm has been 

established. 
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SOMEWHERE DOWN THE CRAZY 

RIVER 

May 2021 by Clay Dolan 

Escarpment Magazine 

When the snow melts in the upper 

reaches of the Niagara Escarpment, 

water flows from farm fields and 

forests into ditches, creeks and 

streams—the overflowing tributaries 

spill into the major river systems, 

swelling the waterways and 

overflowing the banks. The once 

discernable river channels disappear 

as the adjacent fields and forests 

flood, creating an interesting, 

although fleeting opportunity for 

paddlers to explore the submerged 

landscape. While more seasoned thrill 

seekers might search out fast flowing 

white water to the north, closer to 

home we have some fantastic, gentle 

flowing rivers perfect for day tripping. 

The three most popular routes are the 

Nottawasaga, Beaver and Saugeen 

Rivers. 

The NOTTAWASAGA RIVER 

headwaters originate in Dufferin 

County. The river flows from the 

Orangeville Reservoir and meanders 

down to Wasaga Beach where it 

reaches Georgian Bay. Along its 

course the Nottawasaga travels 

through many significant wilderness 

areas. The “crown jewel” of the 
Nottawasaga River system is the 

Minesing Wetlands. The 6,000-hectare 

wetland is one of the most diverse, 

undisturbed wetland tracts in Canada. 

During the spring months the high-

water levels create open lakes in areas 

that are typically grass-covered, 

offering paddlers a chance to explore 

beyond the river banks. The flooded 

landscape can make navigation 

difficult however, as there is no 

defined river channel to follow. A map 

and GPS are recommended. 

Additionally, the Friends of Minesing 

Wetlands offer guided tours in the 

spring, however due to COVID these 

tours are on hold for now. For more 

information, please 

visit minesingwetlands.ca 

Willow Creek and the Mad River offer 

excellent paddling opportunities in the 

Minesing Wetlands. Both waterways 

converge with the Nottawasaga River 

and paddlers can spend an entire day 

exploring each watercourse. Another 

option is sticking to the main branch 

of the Nottawasaga River. Starting in 

the town of Angus paddlers can travel 

through the Minesing Wetlands on 

their way to Edenvale. This stretch 

can be tricky with low water levels, 

http://www.minesingwetlands.ca/
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but in the spring, passage can be 

much easier. 

There are a number of access points 

further downstream on the 

Nottawasaga River with easier 

paddling suitable for all ability levels. 

The meandering river takes you 

through parabolic sand dunes (u-

shaped mounds of sand with convex 

noses and elongated arms), and the 

iconic Oxbow Dune. There is even a 

series of small rapids to add a little 

excitement to your journey. Simcoe 

County and the Nottawasaga Valley 

Conservation Authority have some 

fantastic resources for your trip down 

the Nottawasaga, including maps, 

routes and expert advice. 

For more information please 

visit nvca.on.ca/recreation/canoeing-

the-nottawasaga 

THE BEAVER RIVER’S headwaters 
originate in farm fields near the town 

of Ceylon before making their way to 

Eugenia, where the river is dammed 

creating Eugenia Lake. Once the river 

spills over Eugenia Falls, it collects 

water from the entire Beaver Valley 

Watershed. It isn’t until just north of 

the town of Kimberly where the river 

becomes navigable by canoe, and this 

is where the first river access point is 

located. It is roughly 15 kilometres 

from the first access point near 

Kimberly to the pull out in Heathcote, 

which will take paddlers four to five 

hours to complete. For a shorter 

excursion, paddlers can put in at 

Access point 2, which is located near 

Epping where Side Road 19 crosses 

the river. From here it is a five-

kilometre paddle to Heathcote, and 

can be done in under two hours. 

During the spring months the Beaver 

River can spill over its banks, filling 

low-lying areas along its route, 

offering a chance to paddle through 

flooded forest. When water levels are 

exceptionally high, paddlers will have 

http://www.nvca.on.ca/recreation/canoeing-the-nottawasaga
http://www.nvca.on.ca/recreation/canoeing-the-nottawasaga
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to get low in their vessels to pass 

under a couple of the steel-framed 

bridges. The current can be swift in a 

few locations, but generally the river 

flows gently making it an easy paddle 

for all ability levels. With its easy 

access, relatively short routes and 

tranquil paddling conditions, the 

Beaver River is perfect for family 

adventures. 

THE SAUGEEN RIVER is the third 

largest river system in Southern 

Ontario. It begins in the Osprey 

Wetland Conservation Lands just 

south of Maxwell. From there the 

Saugeen flows roughly 190 kilometres 

north-west to Southampton where it 

meets Lake Huron. Although there are 

two access points further upstream, 

the main paddling route begins at the 

town of Hanover and travels 102 

kilometres to the end point at Denny’s 

Dam, five kilometres north of 

Southampton. 

The Saugeen River is one of the most 

popular paddling routes and for good 

reason. With many camping locations 

along its course, the river can be 

paddled in its entirety in three or four 

days (21 to 27 hours). Or if a multi-

day canoe trip doesn’t work for your 

schedule, there are 15 access points, 

each offering a variety of lengths and 

landscapes to enjoy. 

The town of Paisley, located roughly at 

the midway point, has become the 

unofficial paddling centre for the 

Saugeen River. Access points 9A and 

9B have docks that make loading and 

unloading easier. 9B is located closest 

to the historic downtown, where you 

can find several great restaurants, 

eclectic shops and an LCBO. Paddlers 

doing the multi day excursion, often 

stop in Paisley to stock up on 

groceries, dry out wet clothing in the 

laundromat and even enjoy a meal on 

the patio at Bonfire on Queen. 

River conditions along the Saugeen 

vary from wide, calm sections to 

stretches with small rapids and eddies 

suitable for all skill levels. In the 

spring however, some rapids can be a 

little more challenging when water is 

high and fast flowing. Conversely the 

higher water levels make some of the 

shallower sections easier to navigate. 

For more information please visit 

Saugeen Conservation’s website 

at saugeenconservation.com 

Explore the Bruce has a fantastic 

breakdown of the tours available on 

the Saugeen with each section of the 

river outlined in 

detail. Visit explorethebruce.com/rout 

es/paddling-tours/3/ 

http://www.saugeenconservation.com/
http://www.explorethebruce.com/routes/paddling-tours/3/
http://www.explorethebruce.com/routes/paddling-tours/3/
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The high-water levels during the 

Spring months provide a unique 

opportunity to experience the 

Escarpment’s main watercourses. 

Swifts and rapids normally docile 

throughout the summer provide added 

excitement in the spring when water is 

fast flowing. Flooded lands offer 

paddlers a chance to go beyond the 

river channels and explore submerged 

forests and grasslands, while at the 

same time allowing closer wildlife 

viewing. The landscape seems to 

change daily as the trees begin to 

bud, and the rivers come alive with 

colour. Even the soundtrack changes 

as migrating birds return to their 

summer wetland habitat. With a 

number of well-maintained access 

points, all within a short drive, 

paddlers have the option of going for a 

quick two-hour jaunt or a multi-day 

adventure. 

SAFETY FIRST. 

High, cold water can be expected and 

is dangerous for inexperienced 

paddlers. It may look like fun, but the 

high volumes of water can overpower 

your canoe leaving you at the mercy 

of the river. AVOID SWEEPERS. 

Fallen trees, branches or logs in the 

water. WEAR SECURE FOOTWEAR. 

When water is low you may need to 

get out and pull your boat. Getting in 

and out at the shore can be 

challenging with clay and 

rocks. PADDLE WITH A GROUP. If 

you get into trouble, you can help 

each other out. BRING A CHANGE 

OF DRY CLOTHES. If you dump in 

cold water you will want to get out, 

get dried off and warmed up to avoid 

hypothermia. PACK YOUR PHONE IN 

A WATERPROOF BAG. BRING 

DRINKING WATER. You can get 

dehydrated. DO YOUR 

RESEARCH. Arrange where to put in 

and pull out. Plan the length of the 

route and expected time it will take 

given your experience. TAKE A 

SPARE PADDLE. 

CARRY A BOAT SAFETY KIT 

INCLUDING: 

• a bailer to remove water from your 
boat 

(and a large sponge is a good idea) 

• watertight flashlight with batteries 
• whistle (or sound signaling device) 

• floating rope (15 meters) 
In addition, we highly recommend that 

you carry the following items: first aid 

kit, sunscreen, hats, sunglasses, 

snacks, waterproof matches and a 

knife. 

WEAR A LIFEJACKET. 


	Agenda
	EVENTS
Please visit our website for more information at nvca.on.ca

There are no upcoming events at this time.


	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 # 05-21-BOD dated May 28, 2021 be approved.



	5. ANNOUNCEMENTS
	
Chair McLeod will introduce our newly appointed Board member Deputy Mayor Smith, Township of Essa. 



	6. DEPUTATIONS
	a. Kenn Smart P.Eng, from  K. Smart Associates Limited will conduct a presentation on the Swaley Drain, Township of Springwater. 

The resolution for this presentation is included in Staff Report No. 17-05-21-BOD.
	Springwater Township Swaley Drain Presentation

	b. Colin A. Brown, Partner, HHL Law Firm LLP, will conduct a presentation on the Board Hearing Training.

Recommendation:
RESOLVED THAT: the Board of Directors receive the presentation on Board Hearing Training for information. 



	7. PRESENTATIONS
	a. Meagan Kieferle, Regulations Technician will conduct a presentation on the NVCA Permit Process. 

Recommendation:
RESOLVED THAT:  the Board of Directors receive the presentation on the NVCA Permit Process for information. 
	NVCA Permit Process


	8. HEARINGS
	
There are no hearings for this meeting.



	9. 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.



	10. ADOPTION OF CONSENT LIST AND IDENTIFICATION OF ITEMS REQUIRING SEPARATE DISCUSSION

	
Recommendation:
RESOLVED THAT: agenda item number(s), ______ was identified as requiring separate discussion, be referred for discussion under Agenda Item #9; 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.



	11. CONSENT LIST
	a. Adoption of Minutes
	i. Recommendation:
RESOLVED THAT: the minutes of the Board of Directors Meeting # 04-21-BOD dated  April 23, 2021 be approved.
	04-21-BOD Minutes


	b. Correspondence
	There is no correspondence for this meeting. 

	c. Staff Reports
	i. Staff Report No. 16-05-21-BOD from Doug Hevenor, CAO regarding Financial Support to Assist TRCA.

Recommendation:
RESOLVED THAT: the Board of Directors approve Staff Report No. 16-05- 21-BOD; and 
FURTHER THAT: CAO Hevenor has the authority to approve staff’s ability to provide funds, from Nottawasaga Valley Conservation Authority (NVCA) reserves, when required to support this court action by TRCA. 
	Staff Report No. 16-05-21-BOD

	ii. Staff Report No. 17-05-21-BOD from Senior Regulations Technician, Dyce regarding the Swaley Drain, Township of Springwater. 

Recommendation:
RESOLVED THAT: the Board of Directors approve Staff Report No. 17-05-21-BOD regarding the Township of Springwater’s Swaley Drain project; and
FUTHER THAT: the Board approves the presentation on the Swaley Drain as presented. 

	Staff Report No. 17-05-21-BOD
	Schedule ‘A’ – Staff Report No. 06-03-18-BOD
	Schedule ‘B’ – Proposed Extension Plan/Vegetation Communities
	Schedule ‘C’ -  Swaley Drain Preliminary Report Drawings
	Schedule ‘D’ – Report from R.J. Burnside & Associates Limited

	iii. Staff Report No. 18-05-21-BOD from Communications Coordinator regarding Communications Report – April 10, 2021 – May 15, 2021.

Recommendation:
RESOLVED THAT: Staff Report No. 18-05-21-BOD regarding NVCA Communications – April 10, 2021 – May 15, 2021, be received.

	Staff Report No. 18-05-21-BOD
	Media Clippings 



	12. OTHER BUSINESS


	13. ADJOURN
	
Recommendation:
RESOLVED THAT: this meeting adjourn at _____ to meet again on June 25, 2021 or at the call of the Chair.




