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6.0  Tractor Purchase 
  Report #: 1-201126  
   
To:  RVCA Board of Directors  
From:  Brent Hughes 

Manager of Field Operations  
Terry K. Davidson, P.Eng. 
Director of Engineering and Regulations 

Date:   November 19, 2020 
 
 
Recommendation:  
 
That the Board of Directors of the Rideau Valley Conservation Authority approves 
the purchase of a Massey Ferguson 4707 Tractor from Dan R. Equipment in the 
amount of $59,600 plus all applicable taxes with the purchase funded by the 
vehicle reserve.   
 
 
Purpose 
To seek approval from the Board of Directors to replace RVCA’s Montana tractor. 
 
Background 
Through its fleet management review, the RVCA identified the need to replace its 
Montana tractor. The Montana tractor is one of the oldest tractors in RVCA’s fleet and 
needs to be replaced due to its condition, repair costs, fuel efficiency and exhaust 
emission levels. Staff have identified concerns about down time with this tractor and the 
ability to get parts as Montana tractors were discontinued in 2010.  
 
Dealerships were not interested in taking the tractor in on a trade due to its condition, so 
RVCA will sell the tractor online and the proceeds will be deposited in RVCA’s vehicle 
reserve.  
 
Analysis 
The RVCA conducted an extensive pricing review to obtain the lowest possible price. 
The following table shows that the majority of quotes received were in a narrow range.  
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Dealership Make & Model Quote 
Delta farm Equipment New Holland Workmaster 75* $57750 
Smiths Farm Equipment New Holland Workmaster 75* $58848 
Dan R. Winchester Massey Ferguson MF4707 $59600 
Reis Equipment Centre Case IH Farmall 75A* $59900 
Elliot Farm Equipment Massey Ferguson MF4707 $65702 
Greentech-CARP John Deere 5075E $84473 

*The Case IH Farmall 75A and the New Holland Workmaster 75 are the same tractor 
just painted a different colour with a different cab layout. 
 
Staff compared the specifications of all the tractors listed above and have driven both 
the New Holland Workmaster 75 and Massey Ferguson MF4707 tractors.  
 
The RVCA is recommending the purchase of a Massey Ferguson MF4707 tractor even 
though it is $1850 more than the New Holland Workmaster 75 for the following reasons: 

• It has a heavier frame weighing in at 8644 lbs compared to the New Holland 
which is 6800 lbs. This is important because the tractor will be used on rougher 
terrain in our conservation areas compared to a typical farm field. 

• It has larger tires 
• It has increased hydraulic flow rate at remotes 
• It has greater 3-point lift capacity 
• It has better cab visibility and interior space  

 
Input From Other Sources 
N/A 
 
Financial Considerations 
This purchase will be funded by the vehicle reserve and proceeds from the sale of the 
existing tractor will be deposited into the vehicle reserve. 
 
Legal Considerations  
N/A  
 
Adherence to RVCA Policy  
This purchase conforms with RVCA’s Purchasing Policy 
 
Link to Strategic Plan  
N/A  
 
Attachment 
N/A  
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7.0  Interim Timeline Reporting for Section 28 Applications 
    Report #: 2-201126 
         
To:  RVCA Board of Directors  
From:  Glen McDonald 

Director of Science & Planning  
Date:   November 18, 2020 
 
 
Recommendation:  
 
That the Board of Directors of the Rideau Valley Conservation Authority receive 
this report for information. 
 

 
Purpose 
To report to the Board of Directors on the RVCA’s timeline performance for the issuance 
of approvals under Section 28 of the Conservation Authorities Act. 
 
Background 
Under Section 28 of the Conservation Authorities Act, the RVCA administers Ontario 
Regulation 174/06 (Development, Interference with Wetlands and Alterations to 
Shorelines and Watercourses Regulation). Proponents require permission from the 
conservation authority to undertake development and site alterations within the areas 
subject to the regulation, as defined on map schedules which have been approved by 
the Board. Regulated areas include hazard lands (floodplain and slopes), provincially 
significant wetlands and the 120 metre adjacent lands, watercourses and shorelines.  
 
In response to Bill 108, the More Homes, More Choices Act, Conservation Ontario 
Council endorsed a Client Service and Streamlining Initiative which outlined actions to 
support the provincial government’s objective of increasing the housing supply without 
jeopardizing public health and safety and the environment. This initiative was endorsed 
by the RVCA Board of Directors at their meeting on March 28, 2019 (Staff Report #10- 
190328) and has since been endorsed by all 36 conservation authorities. An update to 
the Client Service and Streamlining Initiative was received by the RVCA Board of 
Directors at their meeting on July 25, 2019 (Staff Report #5-190725).  
 
The Client Service Streamlining Initiative has three broad components:  

• Improve client service and accountability 
• Increase speed of approvals 
• “Reduce red tape” and regulatory burden.  
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Each component has a subset of actions to guide implementation. One of the actions 
identified to improve client service and accountability is for each conservation authority 
to report on performance timelines for the issuance of approvals under the Section 28 
regulation, and to make this information available to the public.  
 
Conservation Ontario prepared an Annual Reporting on Timelines Template for 
Permissions under Section 28 of the Conservation Authorities Act (December 9, 2019) 
to standardize this reporting. Conservation Ontario also requested high growth 
Conservation Authorities to provide interim reports for two reporting periods in 2020. 
The reporting is considered interim at this time to allow for any adjustments to 
information management systems that may be required for tracking and reporting 
purposes. The interim approach also provides for testing and revisions to the reporting 
template before its implementation with all Conservation Authorities in 2021. 
 
Analysis 
Timeline reporting is for January 1 to March 31, 2020 and April 1 to September 30, 
2020. For comparison purposes, the table uses the Conservation Ontario Policy and 
Procedure Guideline (2010) and the more recent Conservation Ontario Guideline 
(2019). The later guideline has shorter timelines and adds “routine” as an application 
category. The differences in the timeline standards are described in Table 1. 
 
Table 1  

Permit Category 
Conservation Ontario 
Policy and Procedure 

Guideline (2010) 

Conservation Ontario 
Timeline Guideline (2019) 

Major 132 days 63 days 

Minor 72 days 42 days 

Routine N/A 14 days 
 
The three permit categories are described as follows: 

• Major – Highly complex projects requiring technical review supported by 
comprehensive analysis, significant natural hazards issues and risk of 
environmental impact. 

• Minor – Less complex projects with lower and mitigatable risk with respect to 
natural hazards. 

• Routine – Small projects with minimal natural hazards issues that are easily 
managed with standard conditions. 

 
The timeline starts from the date the application is deemed complete and includes 
weekends but excludes statutory holidays. 
 
Table 2 and Table 3 show the RVCA timeline performance for the above noted reporting 
periods. The reporting is for the number of permits issued, which does not reflect the 
total number of permits received. Permits which are deemed incomplete are placed on 
hold (the clock stops) and are not included in the reports until they are issued. 
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Table 2 – RVCA Timelines for Permissions under Section 28 of the Conservation 
Authorities Act (January 1 to March 31, 2020) 

 
For this reporting period (January to March), 56 permits were issued, all of which were 
issued within the 2010 Policy and Procedure Guideline timelines. Five minor permits did 
not meet the 2019 Conservation Ontario Guideline Timeline due to the requirement for 
additional information and revised construction drawings. 
 
Table 3 – RVCA Timelines for Permissions under Section 28 of the Conservation 
Authorities Act (April 1 to September 30, 2020) 

 
For this reporting period (April to September), 162 permits were issued, all of which 
were processed within the 2010 Policy and Procedure Guideline timelines. Four major, 
24 minor and 8 routine applications did not meet the 2019 Conservation Ontario 
Guideline Timeline. 
 

 
Rideau 
Valley 
Conservation 
Authority 

Number of Permits Issued Within 
the 2010 Timeline Guidelines 

Number of Permits Issued Outside 
of the 2010 Timeline Guidelines 

Major Minor Major Minor 

9 47 0 0 

Number of Permits Issued Within 
the 2019 Timeline Guidelines 

Number of Permits Issued Outside 
of the 2019 Timeline Guidelines 

Major Minor Routine Major Minor Routine 

9 35 7 0 5 0 

 
Rideau Valley 
Conservation 
Authority 

Number of Permits Issued Within 
the 2010 Timeline Guidelines 

Number of Permits Issued Outside 
of the 2010 Timeline Guidelines 

Major Minor Major Minor 

17 145 0 0 

Number of Permits Issued Within 
the 2019 Timeline Guidelines 

Number of Permits Issued Outside 
of the 2019 Timeline Guidelines 

Major Minor Routine Major Minor Routine 

13 66 47 4 24 8 
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The workload for 2020 has been influenced by COVID-19. Although the year started 
normally with respect to the number of applications received, that number declined 
slightly through March and April.  However, there was a rapid increase for both Section 
28 and Planning Act applications during the late spring, through the summer and into 
the fall. Although all staff worked diligently to process applications, demand exceeded 
the capacity and we were unable to process all applications within the timelines. Staff 
prioritized applications in consultation with applicants, and discretion was applied 
accordingly to manage the workload. We did not receive any complaints regarding the 
processing of permits during this period. Other high growth Conservation Authorities are 
reporting similar challenges. 
 
Input from Other Sources 
This reporting is based on the recommendations and guidance in Conservation 
Ontario’s Annual Reporting on Timelines Template for Permissions under Section 28 of 
the Conservation Authorities Act (December 9, 2019). 
 
Financial Considerations 
N/A 
 
Legal Considerations 
N/A 
 
Adherence to RVCA Policy 
The RVCA adopted a Customer Service Charter (Staff Report #2-190926) which 
specifies our commitment to meet timelines for permissions under the Section 28 
regulation and to make this information publicly available. 
 
Link to Strategic Plan 
This report supports Priority Action #2 under Strategic Direction #4: 

• Review delivery costs, revenue generation and value to the watershed for all 
programs and implement changes that improve efficiency, effectiveness and 
client service. 

 
Attachments 
N/A 
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8.0 Jock River Subwatershed Study Update 
  Report #: 6-201126 
         
To:  RVCA Board of Directors  
From:  Brian Stratton, P.Eng 

Manager of Engineering Services 
Date:   November 24, 2020 
 
 
Recommendation:  
 
That the Board of Directors of the Rideau Valley Conservation Authority approves  
Stantec Consulting Ltd. to complete the Jock River Reach 1 Subwatershed Study 
Update at a cost of $65,070 plus HST. 
 
 
Purpose 
To seek approval to award a contract to Stantec Consulting Ltd. (Stantec) to update the 
Jock River Reach 1 Subwatershed Study. Reach 1 is the section of the Jock River 
between Highway 416 and Rideau River.  
 
Background 
Barrhaven South is one of several major growth nodes in the City of Ottawa. The 
general principles and recommendations for stormwater management planning in this 
area were first established in the “South Urban Community Drainage Planning Study”, 
May1990, UMA Engineering Ltd. for the RVCA. This guidance has been brough forward 
in the master servicing studies prepared by the former City of Nepean, and now the City 
of Ottawa, to guide stormwater infrastructure planning in Barrhaven South. Most 
notably, these studies, including the Jock River Reach 1 Subwatershed Study, 
recommend no stormwater quantity control for direct discharges to the Jock River. 
 
Analysis 
The lower portion of the Jock River watershed is undergoing rapid urban growth and 
has been for several decades. Given the significant change to imperviousness since the 
original modeling was undertaken and the related guidance established, RVCA staff are 
recommending a review of the hydrologic models used in the 2007 study to determine: 
 

• if they are still representative of current conditions,  
• if the current criteria for no quantity control remains valid, and if not, 
• to establish appropriate stormwater quantity control criteria for the lower reach of 

the Jock River. 
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Stantec prepared the 2007 Jock River Reach 1 Subwatershed Study and RVCA staff 
requested Stantec to develop a workplan for updating the study. The study update is 
focused only on the hydrology and related stormwater management recommendations. 
No other sections of the original study are being updated at this time. 
 
Stantec proposes to undertake this study with staff who are mostly based out of their 
Waterloo Office, not their Ottawa office. The separation from the Ottawa office will 
minimize the perception of a conflict of interest from any existing or future Stantec 
clients that may be undertaking development in the Jock River subwatershed. 
 
It is proposed that this contract be sole sourced to Stantec because Stantec completed 
the 2007 Jock River Subwatershed Study for the City of Ottawa and are most familiar 
with the previous study. The RVCA has requested and received a proposal from 
Stantec to undertake this work for a cost of $65,070 plus HST.   
 
Input from Other Sources 
A study Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) has been created and is made up of staff 
from both RVCA and the City of Ottawa. A draft of the study will be subject to public 
consultation. 
 
Financial Considerations 
The cost of this study update has been accounted for in RVCA’s 2021 draft budget and 
would be covered under RVCA’s Flood and Erosion Control Studies program. 
 
Legal Considerations  
N/A 
 
Adherence to RVCA Policy  
This project adheres to RVCA’s purchasing policy which allows sole sourcing where: 

• “the current supplier of professional or technical services has been engaged and 
has prior knowledge of the project or services and it is determined to be in the 
best interest of the RVCA or project to retain the services of the same 
professional or technical consultant” 

 
Link to Strategic Plan 
The proposed update to the Jock River Reach 1 Subwatershed Study supports Priority 
Action #1 under Strategic Direction #1: Focus and tailor watershed monitoring to meet 
program and decision-making needs and Priority Action #3 under Strategic Direction #2: 
Update development review policies to guide development away from natural hazards 
(areas prone to flooding, erosion or slope failure) and natural features (wetlands, 
shorelines and watercourses). Ensure updated policies are effective, balanced and 
user-friendly. 
 
Attachment 
N/A 

8



 

 

9.0  Approval of Conservation Ontario Levy 
  Report #: 3-201126
         
To:  RVCA Board of Directors  
From:  Sommer Casgrain-Robertson 

General Manager 
Date:   November 18, 2020 
 
 
Recommendation:  
 
THAT the Board of Directors of the Rideau Valley Conservation Authority approve 
payment in the amount of $44,680 to Conservation Ontario for their 2021 levy to 
the RVCA.  
 
 
Purpose 
To seek approval of RVCA’s 2021 levy to Conservation Ontario. 
 
Background 
Conservation Ontario is a non-profit association that represents Ontario’s 36 
Conservation Authorities. Its core business functions are: 

• Policy and Program Development 
• Business Development and Partnerships 
• Communications 
• Education and Training 
• Collective Corporate Services 
• Government Relations 
• Information Management and Research 

 
Its Vision is: 

• Engage Conservation Authorities in matters of common interest and shape 
effective policy relating to Conservation Authorities. 

 
Its Mission is: 

• To promote and continually strengthen a watershed-based conservation coalition 
in Ontario. 

 
Conservation Ontario is directed by a Council comprised of one voting delegate from 
each conservation authority. This Council meets four times a year and voting delegates 
are usually accompanied by their conservation authority’s General Manager. The 
Council also elects a six-member Board of Directors who is responsible for governing 
Conservation Ontario.  
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Conservation Ontario currently employs 12 full time staff and their main source of 
funding is from levies to each conservation authority (membership fees) supplemented 
by project funding and contracts. In 2019, Conservation Ontario’s total budget was 
$2,668,714 and revenue was made up of the following: 

• 49% Membership Fees   $1,322,000 
• 29% Special Projects   $779,872 
• 11% Latornell Symposium   $282,675 
• 9% Source Water Protection  $234,655 
• 2% Other     $49,512 

 
Analysis 
Conservation Ontario apportions their levy to conservation authorities based on a three-
year average of each conservation authority’s annual budget. Attached is a sheet 
showing how the 2021 levy will be apportioned to conservation authorities.  
 
Conservation Ontario’s overall levy to conservation authorities has gone down (from 
$1,348,000 in 2020 to $1,330,000 for 2021). This is because Conservation Ontario 
approved a 2021 budget with a 1.3% decrease to membership fees. RVCA’s levy has 
increased though for 2021 ($135 over last year) because RVCA’s three-year budget 
average went up increasing our apportionment compared to other conservation 
authorities.  
 
It is valuable for the RVCA to be a member of Conservation Ontario because as an 
umbrella organization they provide: 

• Advocacy – Conservation Ontario can speak to key stakeholders like the 
Provincial Government and AMO on behalf of all conservation authorities 
creating a more powerful voice than individual conservation authorities alone 
(e.g. legislative review of conservation authorities, input to special flood advisor). 

• Cost Savings – Conservation Ontario negotiates bulk purchasing where possible 
providing cost savings to conservation authorities (e.g. insurance, benefits, 
software licenses, training, consultant services).  

• Consistency – Conservation Ontario facilitates consistency among conservation 
authorities where possible and where necessary providing greater accountability 
(e.g. Admin Bylaw, client centric and streamlining initiative, policies and 
guidelines) 

• Training – Conservation Ontario organizes key training sessions for conservation 
authority staff (e.g. Latornell, conservation areas, enforcement) 

• Shared Resources – Conservation Ontario is able to generate common 
messaging and communication support and resources that conservation 
authorities can use (e.g. Conservation Areas brochure, flood messaging) 

 
Input From Other Sources 
N/A 
 
Financial Considerations 
Conservation Ontario’s levy is accounted for in RVCA’s annual budget.  
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Legal Considerations 
N/A 
 
Adherence to RVCA Policy 
N/A 
 
Link to Strategic Plan 
N/A 

 
Attachment 

• Conservation Ontario’s 2021 Levies to Conservation Authorities 
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Conservation 
Authority

3 Year 
Average 2019 2018 2017 2020 Levy 2021 Levy

Ausable Bayfield 3,521,377$       3,287,746$          3,490,348         3,786,036         27,354 25,504
Cataraqui Region 4,016,897$       4,137,255$          4,008,310         3,905,127         27,403 26,884
Catfish Creek 1,325,659$       1,277,832$          1,347,848         1,351,297         19,797 19,400
Central Lake Ontario 6,268,079$       6,396,732$          6,346,901         6,060,603         33,797 33,606
Credit Valley 31,511,179$     31,581,751$       32,514,439       30,437,348       89,130 89,178
Crowe Valley 949,277$          981,442$             1,029,487         836,901            18,538 18,273
Essex Region 8,288,767$       6,644,929$          10,005,846       8,215,526         40,707 39,101
Ganaraska Region 3,337,380$       3,505,800$          3,304,383         3,201,958         25,658 25,314
Grand River 30,602,840$     30,631,814$       31,297,181       29,879,526       89,581 87,671
Grey Sauble 2,669,959$       2,611,681$          2,673,198         2,724,999         24,419 23,372
Halton (Cons. Halton) 30,829,293$     33,813,033$       31,018,481       27,656,366       85,351 88,050
Hamilton 15,538,073$     15,250,123$       15,118,074       16,246,021       59,214 57,315
Kawartha 3,146,647$       3,308,017$          3,173,240         2,958,683         25,053 24,761
Kettle Creek 2,533,922$       2,393,750$          2,651,631         2,556,385         23,561 22,973
Lake Simcoe Region 14,607,483$     16,104,385$       14,251,280       13,466,783       54,657 55,108
Lakehead Region 2,168,697$       2,589,233$          2,168,284         1,748,574         21,601 21,900
Long Point Region 5,509,009$       5,920,631$          5,837,541         4,768,855         30,937 31,495
Lower Thames Valley 3,642,082$       3,420,487$          3,199,490         4,306,269         26,769 26,194
Lower Trent 2,092,931$       2,176,980$          2,076,480         2,025,334         21,885 21,677
Maitland Valley 3,006,008$       2,849,520$          3,106,241         3,062,264         25,296 24,352
Mattagami Region 776,882$          903,452$             722,799            704,396            18,022 17,755
Mississippi Valley 3,711,383$       3,793,509$          3,793,509         3,547,130         26,821 26,393
Niagara Peninsula 11,751,794$     10,753,035$       12,117,216       12,385,130       50,433 48,094
Nickel (Cons. Sudbury) 1,727,853$       1,646,105$          1,779,378         1,758,075         20,818 20,596
North Bay-Mattawa 2,161,888$       2,258,838$          2,095,740         2,131,087         22,310 21,880
Nottawasaga Valley 4,968,309$       4,900,556$          5,040,588         4,963,784         31,138 29,976
Otonabee 3,810,598$       3,393,487$          5,044,922         2,993,386         26,282 26,679
Quinte 3,376,672$       2,566,339$          3,860,978         3,702,699         27,070 25,427
Raisin Region 2,160,421$       2,214,151$          2,191,462         2,075,649         22,026 21,876
Rideau Valley 10,465,085$     11,657,518$       10,286,819       9,450,919         44,680 44,815
Saugeen 4,482,609$       4,106,878$          4,199,116         5,141,834         28,813 28,600
Sault Ste Marie 722,313$          720,988$             750,482            695,469            17,987 17,591
South Nation 6,840,810$       7,231,566$          6,257,866         7,032,997         35,509 35,182
St. Clair Region 4,950,040$       4,856,898$          5,867,773         4,125,449         30,190 29,924
Toronto and Region 52,283,370$     136,423,000$     128,696,000 119,706,000 117,001 113,598
Upper Thames River 16,470,831$     21,424,476$       13,666,446       14,321,572       58,192 59,488

1,348,000 1,330,000
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10.0  2021 Draft Budget and Workplan 
  Report #: 4-201126 
         
To:  RVCA Board of Directors  
From:  Kathy Dallaire 

Manager of Finance 
Date:   November 18, 2020 
 
 
Recommendation:  
 
That the Board of Directors of the Rideau Valley Conservation Authority receives 
the attached 2021 Draft Budget and Levy Apportionment sheet and directs staff to 
circulate it to all member municipalities for review and comment along with 
RVCA’s 2021 Workplan. 
 
 
 
Purpose 
To present updated draft operations and capital budgets for RVCA for 2021 and seek 
approval to circulate them to member municipalities for their review and comment. 
 
Background 
RVCA’s annual budget process follows the following course: 

1. September – Staff provide a summary of budget factors and seek budget 
direction from the Board 

2. October – Staff present a preliminary draft budget for review and comment 
3. November – Staff return with an updated draft budget based on Board input and 

further staff refinement. Staff request approval from the Board to circulate this 
draft budget to member municipalities for review and comment. 

4. February – Staff present a proposed budget for Board approval where the Board 
takes into consideration any comments received from municipalities.   

 
At their September 24, 2020 meeting, the Board received an overview of 2021 budget 
factors and pressures. The Board directed staff to prepare a preliminary draft budget for 
2021 based on the following direction: 

• A municipal levy increase of 2% plus assessment growth which is 1.5%  
• An increase in fees of 2% 
• A cost of living increase for salaries of 0.5%.  
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At a special November 5, 2020 meeting, the Board received detailed presentations on 
RVCA’s preliminary draft workplan preliminary draft operations and capital budgets for 
2021. Following questions and discussion on both the workplan and budget, staff were 
asked to look at prioritizing the replacement of the pedestrian bridge at Baxter 
Conservation Area as a capital project for 2021.   
 
The attached draft workplan and capital budget contains one significant change over the 
preliminary draft version presented on November 5, 2020. They have been amended to 
include $1,070,000 for the capital improvements and replacement of the pedestrian 
bridge and approaching boardwalk at Baxter Conservation Area. Both the boardwalk 
and bridge will be designed to be accessible and will enable physical distancing in the 
event of a pandemic. This capital project is expected to be approximately 80% 
externally funded with the remaining funding coming from reserves. The attached draft 
operations budget remains the same as the version presented on November 5, 2021.  
 
Analysis 
The attached draft budget totals $12,672,112 which can be broken down as follows: 
 

 
 

 
  

2021 Preliminary Draft Budget Overview
2020 Budget 2021 Budget

Operating Costs
Staffing Costs

Salary 4,681,787$    4,874,672$    
Payroll taxes and benefits 1,258,118$    1,267,784$    
Subtotal of Staffing Costs 5,939,905$    6,142,456$    

Non-Labour Operating Costs 3,581,514$    3,296,600$    
Rideau River Ice Management 675,059$        675,059$        
Total Operating Costs 10,196,478$  10,114,115$  

Capital Costs
Water Control Infrastructure TCA's -$                -$                
Other TCA's 45,000$          1,616,586$    
Reserve Transfers (net) 239,293$        738,707$        
Office Building Debenture Repayment 255,568$        202,704$        
Total Capital Costs 539,861$        2,557,997$    

Total 10,736,339$  12,672,112$  
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Staffing Highlights 
• The attached preliminary draft budget supports 71.72 FTE’s, which represents an 

increase of 1.78 FTE’s over the 2020 budget.  
o The Manager of Finance position has been made full-time (increase from 

0.6 FTE to 1.0 FTE). 
o A new 1.0 FTE has been added to create a Natural Resources Engineer 

position. This new position was a key recommendation coming out of 
RVCA’s review of its natural hazard program in 2019 which identified the 
need to develop capacity regarding steep slopes and unstable soils. This 
position is needed to support three provincially mandated program areas: 
flood, erosion and drought studies (preparing natural hazard mapping, 
managing slope stability projects) and site-specific plan review and section 
28 (developing policies and reviewing development applications related to 
steep slopes and unstable soils).  

o The remaining increase of 0.38 FTE’s are for summer students  
• RVCA uses the Ontario August to August Consumer Price Index as a basis for 

their cost of living adjustment. This year, the Index was 0.1%. This budget 
includes a cost of living increase of 0.5 %, which represents a combination of the 
0.1% increase to consumer price index as well as an additional 0.4% that was 
not given in 2020.  

• This budget also accommodates grid movement of 2% for staff who are not at 
their full job rate (grid movement is always contingent on a positive performance 
appraisal). 

• Overall, payroll taxes (WSIB, EI, CPP, EHT) and contribution rates for OMERS 
and Benefits remain largely unchanged from 2021. 

• Common cost allocations are budgeted to increase in 2021 by $32,000 due an 
overall 20% increase in insurance premiums in 2020. 

 
Program Highlights 
This section explains changes in program expenses and revenues compared to the 
2020 budget.  
 
Watershed Science and Engineering Services 

• There is a $46,000 increase in municipal levy to Hydrometric Monitoring and 
Forecasting, mostly derived from an increase of 0.4 FTE’s allocated to the 
program, which reflects the priority to enhance RVCA’s flood forecasting and 
warning program. 

• There is a $153,000 increase in municipal levy to Flood Erosion and Drought 
Studies due to a decrease of $116,000 in other revenue (MOU #2 with Ottawa is 
nearing completion and current NDMP project funded by federal government is 
complete) as well as the allocation of 0.50 FTE for the new Natural Resources 
Engineer which is partially offset by the reallocation of other staff. This temporary 
increase in municipal levy is to maintain capacity in this program area for 2021 to 
complete additional regulatory mapping.  
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Planning Advisory & Regulatory Services 
• A $24,000 increase in municipal levy for Site Specific Plan Review is due to the 

addition of 0.25 FTE for the new Natural Resources Engineer.  
• There are small decreases in Section 28 Conservation Authorities Act and Non-

Site Specific Plan Input due to the reallocation of staff FTE’s among programs in 
both Planning Advisory and Regulatory Services and Watershed Science and 
Engineering to better reflect the level of capacity required in each program area 
and department based on prior year’s workload.  

• Section 28 Conservation Authorities Act – Program Development will have an 
increase of $28,000 in municipal levy due to staff reallocation to the program 
from GIS to reflect the priority being placed on the development of additional 
regulatory mapping. 

• There is an increase of $44,000 in expenditures for Part VIII Building Code Act 
and an associated increase in fee revenue due to staff reallocations equivalent to 
0.52 FTE’s to support increased septic permit applications that is expected to 
continue in 2021. 

 
Stewardship Services 

• This program will operate very closely to 2020 budget levels. 
  

Conservation Land Management Services 
• An increase of $34,000 in municipal levy to Baxter Conservation Area is due to a 

decrease of $45,000 in generated revenue (education program and facility rental 
income is projected to be down due to continued COVID-19 restrictions). The 
difference is offset by a reduction in operating expenses of $11,000 due to 
decreased staff FTE’s. 

• A decrease of $9,000 in municipal levy to Foley Mountain Conservation Area is 
due to an increase in generated revenue of $8,000 combined with a decrease in 
operating expenses of $1,000. 

• An increase of $33,000 in municipal levy to Other Developed Conservation Areas 
is due to an increase in staff FTE allocation. 

 
Corporate Services 

• Finance and Administration has an increase in municipal levy of $51,000 due 
primarily to an increase in salary costs associated with the addition of 0.4 FTE to 
the Manager of Finance position and the expected implementation of an online 
payment system. This increase in expenditures is partially offset by an increase 
of $10,000 in other revenue generated by interest on investments. 
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Capital Budget Highlights 
The absence of Water Control Infrastructure Tangible Capital Assets (TCA’s) represents 
the trend in these projects. In the past we would undertake the construction of 
infrastructure and then assume ownership of it. Projects now tend to be of a contract 
engineering nature, where we plan and supervise the construction on a fee-for-service 
basis. As such, these projects are not capital items.  
 
This year’s proposed TCA’s consist of the following to be funded from capital reserves: 

• $288,000 for a replacement of the Chapman Mills pedestrian bridge  
• $214,000 for a replacement of the Baxter pedestrian bridge and approaching 

boardwalks ($856,000 funded externally) 
• $200,000 for hydrometric monitoring equipment ($300,000 external funding)  
• $90,000 for tractor replacement 
• $70,000 for LIDAR topographical data ($70,000 external funding)  
• $16,000 for Baxter trail improvements 

 
The following proposed TCA’s will be funded from 2021 municipal Levy: 

• $12,000 contribution to flood event aerial imagery reserve 
• $12,000 for trail counters 
• $10,000 contribution to topographical data reserve 
• $6,000 contribution to MIKE 11 reserve for watershed monitoring software 
• $3,000 contribution to DRAPE which is aerial photography 

 
The following proposed TCA’s will funded from external funding: 

• $856,000 for a replacement of the Baxter pedestrian bridge and approaching 
boardwalks ($214,000 from reserves) 

• $300,000 for hydrometric monitoring equipment ($200,000 from reserves) 
• $100,000 for a washroom accessibility retrofit at Baxter 
• $70,000 for LIDAR topographical data ($70,000 from reserves) 
• The Office Building Debenture Repayment represents the principal portion of the 

payments, as dictated by a repayment schedule entered into with the City of 
Ottawa which ends in 2030. 

 
Municipal Levy Highlights 
• The Municipal Levy will increase to $6,248,836 (3.5% increase from 2020) 
• Attached is a sheet showing what the levy apportionment would be to member 

municipalities.  
• Below is a chart depicting how this proposed levy increase compares to the prior 

years. 
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Budget  
Year 

Assessment 
Growth 

Municipal  
Levy 

Levy  
Increase 

Levy / $100,000 
of Assessment*  

2021 1.50 % $ 6,248,836 3.5 % $ 5.60 
2020 1.50 % $ 6,037,523 3.5 % $ 5.62 
2019 1.30 % $ 5,833,355 3.3 % $ 5.62 
2018 1.30 % $ 5,647,004 3.3 % $ 5.66 
2017 1.30 % $ 5,466,606 3.3 % $ 5.50 
2016 1.55 % $ 5,289,763 3.6 % $ 5.31 
2015 1.28 % $ 5,118,419 3.2 % $ 5.22 
2014 n/a $ 4,943,500 3.6 % $ 5.11 
2013 2.07 % $ 4,770,000 3.9 % $ 6.17 
2012 1.31 % $ 4,589,000 4.6 % $ 6.05 
2011 2.27 % $ 4,387,000 4.7 % $ 5.86 
2010 n/a $ 4,190,000 2.7 % $ 5.73 
2009 1.63 % $ 4,081,000 5.6 % $ 6.74 
2008  $ 3,865,000 5.4 % $ 6.48 

   * Based on Current Value Assessment (modified) provided by the Ministry of Natural Resources 
 
Budget Direction 
Budget direction from Ottawa City Council was to stay within a 2.5% property tax 
increase for 2021. At RVCA’s September Board meeting, budget direction to staff was 
to stay within a 2.0% property tax increase based on input from other municipalities in 
the watershed. The three Ottawa Conservation Authorities (RVCA, SNC and MVCA) 
therefore began their 2021 budget process with a target levy increase of 2.0% plus 
assessment growth which is 1.5%.  
 
Assessment is the value of a property for taxation purposes (calculated by MPAC) while 
assessment growth is how much new assessment there is in an area from the previous 
year (e.g. new construction). Assessment growth automatically adds to a municipality’s 
tax revenue from one year to the next and Council can then decide whether to increase 
the tax rate on top of that. For 2021, with assessment growth at 1.5% our levy increase 
target is no more than 3.5% as this would be equivalent to a tax increase of 2.0%.  
 
Input From Other Sources 
RVCA’s Draft 2021 Workplan and Budget will be circulated to all member municipalities 
for review and comment following our November 26, 2020 Board meeting. Municipalities 
will be asked to provide any comments or feedback to RVCA by February 16, 2021. 
Staff will offer to present to municipal councils during this time. Any comments received 
from municipalities by February 16, 2021 will be considered by the Board before voting 
to approve a budget at their February 25, 2021 meeting. 
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Financial Considerations 
See analysis section 
 
Legal Considerations 
RVCA’s draft 2021 budget and municipal levies are in accordance with: 

• Conservation Authorities Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. C.27 
• O. Reg. 670/00: Conservation Authority Levies 
• O. Reg. 139/96: Municipal Levies 

 
Adherence to RVCA Policy 
n/a 
 
Link to Strategic Plan 
This draft workplan and budget supports the implementation of multiple key priorities in 
RVCA’s Strategic Plan. 

 
Attachments: 

• 2021 Draft Operations and Capital Budget (November 18, 2020) 
• 2021 Draft Capital Budget Schedule (November 18, 2020) 
• 2021 Draft Operations Budget Revenue Breakout (November 18, 2020) 
• 2021 Draft Capital Budget Revenue Breakout (November 18, 2020) 
• 2021 Draft Municipal Levy Apportionment (November 18, 2020) 
• 2020 Opening Reserve Continuity Schedule (as at December 31, 2019) 
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Draft 2021 RVCA Work Plan Priorities (November 18, 2020) 
 
Below are proposed work plan priorities for RVCA for 2021. Items in purple are priorities 
identified in our operations budget while items in blue are proposed capital projects.  
 
Program Review Outcomes 

In 2018, RVCA completed a high-level review of all its programs and services and identified the 
need to further examine certain key program areas. A more detailed review of RVCA’s 
mandatory programs was prioritized to ensure those programs were meeting their legislative 
responsibilities. A second priority was set to further examine monitoring programs to ensure 
they were collecting the data needed to address future watershed challenges and needs. 
Thirdly, a review of stewardship and conservation land programs will follow to align those 
programs with an updated understanding of the state and needs of the watershed.  
 

• Natural Hazards Review (complete) – This set of programs (including Plan Review, 
Section 28 and Hazard Mapping) was reviewed in 2019 and results were presented to 
the Board at the end of that year.  
 A key recommendation was the creation of a new engineering position 

specializing in steep slopes and unstable soils. This position is required to fill a 
gap in expertise that is becoming increasingly important for development review, 
hazard mapping and slope stabilization projects. This new position has been built 
into the preliminary budget for 2021.  

 Another key recommendation was the completion of additional hazard mapping 
in areas under development pressure including the upper watershed (past efforts 
have focused on the lower and middle watershed). Additional capacity has been 
built into the preliminary budget for 2021, as well as a capital project to acquire 
LiDAR elevation data across the watershed, to enable staff to make significant 
progress in this area. 

 A third recommendation was the development or updating of policies, procedures 
and workflows to document and improve the delivery of these programs. The 
new engineering position along with a reallocation of staff resources in the 2021 
preliminary budget will facilitate progress in this area including: 
 Updated Planning MOUs with municipalities – Planning MOU with the 

City of Ottawa was updated in 2019, work is underway to update the 
Planning MOU with Lanark County in 2021, and the Planning MOU with 
the County of Leeds and Grenville will be updated in 2021/22. 

 New Planning Policies – Draft policies were reviewed by RVCA’s ad hoc 
Policy Committee in 2020 and will be presented to the Board in 2021. 

 Updated Section 28 Policies – New sections addressing boathouses 
and agricultural drains were reviewed by the Policy Committee in 2020. 
Additional sections on headwater drainage features and wetlands will also 
be presented to the Committee. An updated Section 28 Policy will then be 
presented to the Board in 2021. 

 Updated Section 28 Hearing Guidelines – Hearing guidelines will be 
updated in 2021 and presented to the Policy Committee and Board. 

 New Enforcement Policy – A policy has been drafted and will be 
presented to the Policy Committee and Board in 2021.   
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• Hydrometric Monitoring Review (nearing completion) – This monitoring program which 
is the backbone of our flood forecasting and warning program is currently under review. 
A new Hydrometric Monitoring Plan will be presented to the Board in 2021 and will 
contain a proposal for an enhanced network of monitoring equipment across the 
watershed to measure precipitation, flows and water levels. 
 A reallocation of staff resources in the 2021 preliminary budget will facilitate the 

completion of the Hydrometric Monitoring Plan and enable a new monitoring 
network to be implemented. A capital project has also been included in the 
budget with the intention of apply for funding to assist with the cost of 
establishing an enhanced hydrometric monitoring network.  

 
• Aquatic and Surface Water Quality Monitoring Review (underway) – These 

monitoring programs which inform our understanding of the state and health of aquatic 
resources and surface water quality in our watershed are also under review. A new 
Aquatic and Surface Water Quality Monitoring Plan will be presented to the Board in 
2021 following stakeholder consultation. Program adjustments may be made in-year 
based on the recommendations in the plan or reflected in the 2022 budget.  
 

• Groundwater Monitoring Review (to being) – This monitoring program which informs 
our understanding of the quality and quantity of groundwater in our watershed will also 
be reviewed. A review will begin in 2021 with a new Groundwater Monitoring Plan to 
be presented to the Board in 2022.   

 
Technology and Modernization  

To improve program effectiveness and efficiency, the RVCA has been adopting technology and 
modernizing processes where possible. For 2021, staff have identified the following additional 
opportunities:  

• RVCA will begin implementing an enhanced hydrometric monitoring network in 2021 
(which is explained above as part of the Hydrometric Monitoring Review) 

• Staff has developed or adopted field apps in recent years that enable staff to enter data 
in the field when inspecting conservation areas or doing watershed monitoring. In 2021, 
RVCA will implement field apps that enable planning and regulations staff to enter data 
in the field when doing site visits. 

• Staff is also developing a new open data platform to share more of RVCA’s data with 
the public. This platform will be launched in 2021. 

• Staff has finalized a new information management strategy for all RVCA data and 
records. This will include a Records Retention Policy which will be presented to the 
Board in 2021.  

• Staff is also investigating online payment options for fee-based programs (planning, 
regulations, conservation areas, education programs, course registration). In 2021, an 
online payment process will be implemented as part of RVCA’s website.  

• RVCA will continue to work with municipalities to improve and further integrate our 
development review processes. This could include items such as updating policies, 
fee collection by municipalities, enhanced pre-consultation guidance, more consistent 
circulation of applications. 
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Addressing Climate Change  
 

• RVCA has a current watershed model that is used for floodplain mapping and other 
hydrologic analysis. In 2020, staff researched other watershed models including those 
used by other conservation authorities and the provincial government. In 2021, staff will 
adopt a watershed model that RVCA will use moving forward for flood forecasting and 
warning as well as analyzing the impact of climate change and changes in land use. The 
model will also be integrated with surface water quality monitoring to better understand 
those results and make recommendations. Key data inputs into this model will be LiDAR 
elevation data and hydrometric monitoring data.  

• In 2021, RVCA will begin an assessment of how local climate change scenarios will 
impact the Rideau watershed (e.g. flooding, drought, water quality, wetlands) using 
scenarios completed by the City of Ottawa and the National Capital Commission in 2020 

• In 2021, RVCA will also begin an assessment of how local climate change scenarios 
may impact RVCA programs and services (e.g. stewardship objectives, planning and 
regulation policies, land acquisition priorities, monitoring objectives). 

• In 2021, RVCA will consult with municipalities to discuss climate change impacts and 
municipal climate change strategies to align RVCA programs to help address certain 
priorities (e.g. enhancing green infrastructure, supporting sustainable low impact 
development).   

 

Partnerships, Clients and Communication 
• A Board Member survey will be administered at the end of 2020 to solicit feedback on 

a range of items. This feedback will be summarized for the Board in early 2021 and 
changes and strategies developed to address feedback where needed. 

• Client feedback surveys will be completed by the end of 2020 for all remaining 
program areas (septic, forestry and shoreline naturalization have surveys in place). 
Feedback will be summarized and reported to the Board in 2021 and strategies 
developed to address feedback where needed. 

• A Stakeholder Engagement Strategy will be developed in 2021 to identify additional 
outreach and engagement opportunities with each of RVCA’s key stakeholder groups.  

• Partnerships will be explored with academia, including the development of a calculator 
to express the economic value of green infrastructure in our local watershed.  

• Trail counters will be installed at additional conservation areas to help guide efforts to 
increase visitors. A list of ideas will be compiled in 2021, to increase visitors and 
improve their experience including efforts to improve accessibility for all visitors 
(e.g. trail improvements, signage, visitor app, passive activities). Capital projects 
planned for 2021 include replacement of the Chapman Mills pedestrian bridge as well 
as the Baxter pedestrian bridge and approaching boardwalk. These projects will 
improve accessibility at both sites and enable physical distancing.  

• The Rideau Valley Conservation Foundation celebrated their 50th anniversary in 2020 
and welcomed 7 new members. The Foundation will continue their anniversary 
campaign to increase the Simmering Endowment Fund to support continued land 
donations.  
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Summary of Draft 2021 Workplan Priorities 
 
Operations 

• Create new full-time position (Natural Resources Engineer) 
• Complete additional hazard mapping 
• Update planning MOU with Lanark County 
• Approve planning policies 
• Approve updated Section 28 policies 
• Approve updated Section 28 hearing guidelines 
• Approve enforcement policy 
• Complete review of Hydrometric Monitoring Program  
• Begin implementation of an enhanced hydrometric monitoring network 
• Complete review of Aquatic and Surface Water Quality Monitoring Program 
• Initiate review of Groundwater Monitoring Program 
• Implement field apps for planning and regulations program 
• Launch open data platform 
• Approve a records retention policy 
• Implement an online payment process  
• Improve and further integrate development review processes with municipalities  
• Implement an updated watershed model 
• Initiate a climate change assessment of impacts to the watershed 
• Initiate a climate change assessment of impacts to RVCA programs and services 
• Support municipalities with their climate change priorities  
• Compile feedback from Board Member survey and address results 
• Compile feedback from client satisfaction surveys and address results 
• Develop a stakeholder engagement strategy 
• Explore partnerships with academia 
• Develop a local green infrastructure calculator 
• Increase visitors at conservation areas and enhance their visitor experience 
• Develop a plan to improve accessibility at conservation areas 
• Work with the RVCF to increase the Simmering Endowment Fund for land donations 

 
Capital Projects 

• Acquire LiDAR elevation data watershed wide 
• Implement an enhanced hydrometric monitoring network across the watershed 
• Replace pedestrian bridge at Chapman Mills Conservation Area 
• Replace pedestrian bridge and approaching boardwalk at Baxter Conservation Area 
• Retrofit washrooms at Baxter Conservation Area to make them accessible  
• Install trail counters at additional conservation areas 
• Replace tractor  
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RVCA 2021 Draft Capital Budget Schedule

Total Capital Purchases

Baxter Bridge and Boardwalk Replacement 1,070,000$      

Hydrometrics & Monitoring Equipment 500,000$       

Chapman Pedestrian Bridge 288,000$       

Principle Repayment on Building 202,704$       

LIDAR Acquistion 140,000$       

Baxter Washroom Accessibility Upgrade 100,000$       

Tractor Replacement 90,000$      

Trail Counters 12,000$      

Baxter Trail Upgrades 16,000$      2,418,704$       

Transfers to Reserves

Building Reserve 70,000$      

Water Control Infrastructure 31,500$      

Flood Aerial Imaging 12,000$      

Topographical Data 10,000$      

Vehicles 6,793$     

Mike 11 6,000$     

Drape 3,000$     139,293$       

Total Capital Needs 2,557,997$       

Funding Breakdown

Funded by 2021 Municipal Levy 322,497$       322,497$       

Funded by Special Levy

Water Control Infrastructure 31,500$      31,500$      

Funded by External Sources

Baxter Bridge and Boardwalk Replacement 856,000$       

Hydrometrics & Monitoring Equipment 300,000$       

Baxter Washroom Accessibility Upgrade 100,000$       

LIDAR Acquisition 70,000$      1,326,000$       

Funded by Transfers from Reserves

Chapman Pedestrian Bridge 288,000$       

Baxter Bridge and Boardwalk Replacement 214,000$       

Hydrometrics & Monitoring Equipment 200,000$       

Tractor Replacement 90,000$      

LIDAR Acquistion 70,000$      

Baxter Trail Upgrades 16,000$      878,000            

Total Funding 2,557,997$       

Net Transfers to/(from) Capital Reserves (738,707)$      
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Fiscal 2019 
(Audited) 2020 Budget 2021 Budget

5,833,355$      5,559,161$      5,926,339$        
Operating Revenue 
Municipal operating levies 
Special levies 1,561,586$      1,144,911$      1,144,911$        

Rideau River Ice Management 1,329,002$      946,215$         946,215$       
Water Quality Monitoring 161,084$         158,696$         158,696$       
Britannia Water Control Structure - Capital 21,500$       -$        -$      
Water Control Operations 40,000$       40,000$       40,000$         
Water Control Structures - Capital 10,000$       -$        -$      

Provincial funding 325,877$         354,751$         317,168$       
MNRF Operating Grant 125,287$         121,344$         107,422$       
Drinking Water Source Protection 200,590$         233,407$         209,746$       

Program Revenues
Watershed Science and Engineering Services 773,696$         213,288$         91,781$         

Watershed Report Cards 786$        -$        -$      
Drinking Water Source Protection 750$        -$        -$      
Surface Water Quality Monitoring 14,009$       -$        -$      
Hydrometric Monitoring and Forecasting 131$        -$        -$      
Flood Erosion and Drought Studies 607,093$         169,488$         53,781$         
Groundwater Monitoring 75,409$       -$        -$      
Aquatic and Terrestrial Habitat Monitoring 74,450$       43,800$       38,000$         
Water Control Infrastructure Operations 1,069$         -$        -$      

Planning Advisory and Regulatory Services 1,451,168$      1,183,336$      1,270,651$        
Site Specific Plan Review 426,282$         346,800$         353,736$       
S. 28 Conservation Authorities Act 300,056$         284,800$         290,496$       
Part IV Clean Water Act 3,830$         7,800$         14,617$         
Part VIII Building Code Act 652,967$         505,828$         550,254$       
Septic Re-Inspection Program 68,033$       38,108$       61,547$         

Stewardship Services 785,116$         962,230$         962,230$       
LRC - Storefront\General Stewardship -$        -$        -$      
LRC - Production Centre -$        -$        -$      
Private Land Forestry Assistance 497,575$         605,932$         605,932$       
Clean Water Program 80,523$       206,000$         206,000$       
Shoreline Stewardship Program 131,952$         82,000$       82,000$         
Beaver Management -$        -$        -$      
Ontario Rural Wastewater Centre 75,066$       68,298$       68,298$         

Conservation Land Management Services 344,675$         337,000$         300,035$       
Land Donations / Acquisitions 1,766$         20,000$       20,000$         
Baxter Conservation Area 171,422$         175,000$         130,325$       
Foley Mountain Conservation Area 96,769$       72,000$       79,710$         
Other Developed Conservation Areas 43,181$       30,000$       30,000$         
Other Conservation Lands 100$        8,000$         8,000$       
Lease and Management Agreements 31,437$       32,000$       32,000$         

Corporate Services 134,595$         41,800$       51,000$         
Finance and Administration 131,537$         40,000$       50,000$         
Communications 2,435$         1,800$         1,000$       
GIS 623$        -$        -$      

Engineering Projects 648,042$         400,000$         50,000$         
Water Control Structures/Engineering 648,042$         400,000$         50,000$         

TOTAL REVENUES - OPERATING 11,858,110$        10,196,477$        10,114,115$      

RVCA 2021 Draft Budget - Operating and Capital (November 18, 2020)
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Fiscal 2019 
(Audited) 2020 Budget 2021 Budget

Expense
Watershed Science and Engineering Services 3,976,039$      3,114,286$      3,174,311$        

Program Management 94,086$       91,483$       101,261$       
Watershed Report Cards 141,835$         159,395$         160,659$       
Drinking Water Source Protection 201,342$         233,407$         209,746$       
Surface Water Quality Monitoring 435,099$         435,042$         445,690$       
Hydrometric Monitoring and Forecasting 294,081$         225,129$         271,388$       
Flood Erosion and Drought Studies 745,345$         377,793$         401,159$       
Groundwater Monitoring 162,202$         110,654$         113,575$       
Aquatic and Terrestrial Habitat Monitoring 346,280$         403,301$         391,776$       
Water Control Infrastructure Operations 1,448,544$      1,078,082$      1,079,056$        
Amortization 107,225$         -$        -$      

Planning Advisory and Regulatory Services 2,177,743$      2,180,817$      2,314,202$        
Program Management 153,335$         129,581$         132,418$       
Site Specific Plan Review 504,325$         642,912$         674,071$       
Non-Site Specific Plan Input 171,533$         170,551$         166,810$       
S. 28 Conservation Authorities Act 673,177$         665,600$         666,207$       
S. 28 Conservation Authorities Act - Program Dev. 29,060$       20,439$       48,276$         
Part IV Clean Water Act 3,830$         7,799$         14,617$         
Part VIII Building Code Act 569,935$         505,827$         550,254$       
Septic Re-Inspection Program 69,811$       38,108$       61,547$         
Amortization 2,736$         -$        -$      

Stewardship Services 1,420,417$      1,628,030$      1,632,313$        
Program Management 137,436$         152,519$         157,257$       
LRC - Storefront\General Stewardship -$        -$        -$      
LRC - Production Centre -$        -$        -$      
Private Land Forestry Assistance 623,300$         720,421$         723,740$       
Clean Water Program 322,803$         451,885$         449,854$       
Shoreline Stewardship Program 274,525$         228,907$         226,954$       
Beaver Management 2,558$         6,000$         6,210$       
Ontario Rural Wastewater Centre 57,128$       68,298$       68,298$         
Amortization 2,667$         -$        -$      

Conservation Land Management Services 1,275,744$      1,300,007$      1,327,078$        
Program Management 101,876$         85,693$       79,381$         
Land Donations / Acquisitions 7,120$         20,000$       20,000$         
Baxter Conservation Area 345,926$         337,311$         326,506$       
Foley Mountain Conservation Area 280,988$         305,675$         304,618$       
Other Developed Conservation Areas 252,837$         297,180$         330,036$       
Other Conservation Lands 204,384$         222,148$         234,537$       
Lease and Management Agreements 33,184$       32,000$       32,000$         
Amortization 49,429$           -$        -$      

Corporate Services 1,382,039$      1,552,303$      1,608,527$        
Management and Members 284,263$         316,099$         326,755$       
Finance and Administration 410,145$         464,336$         526,127$       
Communications 210,320$         280,419$         283,933$       
Foundation 83,825$       92,736$       95,697$         
GIS 214,244$         231,690$         218,244$       
Headquarter Lease and Management 179,242$         167,023$         157,771$       

Internal Cost (Recoveries) 160,883$         -$        0$      
Common Cost 16,247$       -$        -$      
Vehicles and Equipment (121,455)$       -$        0$      
Amortization 278,148$         -$        -$      
Contingency -$        -$        -$      

RVCA 2021 Draft Budget - Operating and Capital (November 18, 2020)
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Gain on Disposal (12,057)$         -$        -$      
Engineering Projects 696,331$         400,000$         50,000$         

Water Control Structures/Engineering 696,331$         400,000$         50,000$         
Non Pension Post Retirement Benefit Obligation 14,562$       21,034$       7,684$       

Non pension post retirement benefit obligation 14,562$       21,034$       7,684$       
TOTAL EXPENSES - OPERATING 11,103,757$        10,196,477$        10,114,115$      
ANNUAL SURPLUS/(DEFICIT) - OPERATING 754,353$         0$        (0)$        

Capital Budget
Municipal levies - Capital 608,286$         478,361$         322,497$       

Headquarters Building - Capital (repayments) 274,667$         255,568$         202,704$       
Building Life Cycle Reserve Investment 70,000$       70,000$       70,000$         
Other Asset Management - Capital - see schedule 15,000$       15,000$       12,000$         
Transfers to Reserves 248,619$         137,793$         37,793$         

Special levies - Capital 31,500$       31,500$       31,500$         
Britannia Water Control Structure - Capital 21,500$       21,500$       21,500$         
Other Water Control Structures - Capital 10,000$       10,000$       10,000$         

Province - Capital -$        -$        -$      
Foundation - Capital -$        0$        0$      
Funded Capital Projects -$        1,226,000$        
Transfers from Capital Reserves - see schedule 182,736$         30,000$       978,000$       
TOTAL REVENUES - CAPITAL 822,522$         539,861$         2,557,997$        

Capital Expenses 573,903$         370,568$         2,488,704$        
Principle Repayment of Obligation under Capital Lease HQ 274,667$         255,568$         202,704$       
Capital Projects/Purchases - see schedule 229,236$         45,000$       2,216,000$        
Transfer to Building Life Cycle Reserve 70,000$       70,000$       70,000$         

Transfers to Reserves - see schedule 248,619$         169,293$         69,293$         
TOTAL EXPENSES - CAPITAL 822,522$         539,861$         2,557,997$        
ANNUAL SURPLUS/(DEFICIT) - CAPITAL -$        0$        0$      

ANNUAL SURPLUS - OPERATING & CAPITAL 754,353$         0$        (0)$        

Accounting Reconciling Items

Fiscal 2019 
(Audited) 2020 Budget 2021 Budget

TCA, Reserves, and Debenture Activity
Assets Capitalized as TCA (175,144)$             (45,000)$         (2,216,000)$      
Gain on Disposal of Tangible Capital Assets (12,057)$               -$               -$      
Amortization 440,206$              420,190$              416,300$       
Proceeds on Disposal of Tangible Capital Assets -$               -$               -$      
Repayment of obligation under capital lease (274,667)$             (255,568)$             (202,704)$         
Transfers from reserves 67,161$         30,000$         878,000$       
Transfers to reserves (251,956)$             (169,293)$             (69,293)$       

Accounting Surplus/(Deficit) (206,457)$       (19,671)$         (1,193,697)$      
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2020 Budget 2021 Budget 2020 Budget 2021 Budget 2020 Budget 2021 Budget 2020 Budget 2021 Budget 2020 Budget 2021 Budget 2020 Budget 2021 Budget 2020 Budget 2021 BudgetWatershed Science and Engineering Services

Program Management  $     82,983  $     92,761  $    -   $    -   $     8,500  $     8,500  $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $         91,483  $     101,261  $         91,483  $     101,261 
Watershed Report Cards  $     159,395  $     160,659  $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $       159,395  $     160,659  $       159,395  $     160,659 
Drinking Water Source Protection  $     -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $     233,407  $     209,746  $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $       233,407  $     209,746  $       233,407  $     209,746 
Surface Water Quality Monitoring  $     276,346  $     286,994  $     158,696  $     158,696  $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $       435,042  $     445,690  $       435,042  $     445,690 
Hydrometric Monitoring and Forecasting  $     215,129  $     261,388  $    -   $    -   $     10,000  $     10,000  $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $       225,129  $     271,388  $       225,129  $     271,388 
Flood Erosion and Drought Studies  $     180,461  $     333,456  $    -   $    -   $     27,844  $     13,922  $    -   $    -   $     169,488  $     53,781  $     377,793  $     401,159  $       377,793  $     401,159 
Groundwater Monitoring  $     110,655  $     113,575  $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $       110,655  $     113,575  $       110,654  $     113,575 
Aquatic and Terrestrial Habitat Monitoring  $     359,501  $     353,776  $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $     43,800  $     38,000  $     403,301  $     391,776  $       403,301  $     391,776 
Water Control Infrastructure Operations  $     27,866  $     28,841  $     986,215  $     986,215  $     64,000  $     64,000  $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    1,078,081  $    1,079,056  $    1,078,082  $    1,079,056 
Amortization  $     -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $                -    $                -    $                -    $                -   

 $  1,412,336  $    1,631,451  $    1,144,911  $    1,144,911  $     343,751  $     306,168  $    -   $    -   $     213,288  $     91,781  $    3,114,286  $    3,174,311  $    3,114,286  $    3,174,311 

Planning Advisory and Regulatory Services
Program Management  $     129,581  $     132,418  $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $     129,581  $     132,418  $     129,581  $     132,418 
Site Specific Plan Review  $     296,111  $     320,335  $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $     346,800  $     353,736  $     642,911  $     674,071  $     642,912  $     674,071 
Non-Site Specific Plan Input  $     159,551  $     155,810  $    -   $    -   $     11,000  $     11,000  $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $     170,551  $     166,810  $     170,551  $     166,810 
S. 28 Conservation Authorities Act  $     380,800  $     375,711  $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $     284,800  $     290,496  $     665,600  $     666,207  $     665,600  $     666,207 
S. 28 Conservation Authorities Act - Program Dev.  $     20,439  $     48,276  $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $     20,439  $     48,276  $     20,439  $     48,276 
Part IV Clean Water Act  $     -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $     7,800  $     14,617  $     7,800  $     14,617  $     7,799  $     14,617 
Part VIII Building Code Act  $     -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $     505,828  $     550,254  $     505,828  $     550,254  $     505,827  $     550,254 
Septic Re-Inspection Program  $     -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $     38,108  $     61,547  $     38,108  $     61,547  $     38,108  $     61,547 
Amortization  $     -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -  

 $     986,482  $    1,032,551  $    -   $    -   $     11,000  $     11,000  $    -   $    -   $    1,183,336  $    1,270,651  $    2,180,818  $    2,314,201  $    2,180,817  $    2,314,202 

Stewardship Services
Program Management  $     152,519  $     157,257  $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $     152,519  $     157,257  $     152,519  $     157,257 
LRC - Storefront\General Stewardship  $     -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -  
Private Land Forestry Assistance  $     114,490  $     117,808  $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $     120,000  $     120,000  $     485,932  $     485,932  $     720,422  $     723,740  $     720,421  $     723,740 
Clean Water Program  $     245,885  $     243,854  $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $     206,000  $     206,000  $     451,885  $     449,854  $     451,885  $     449,854 
Shoreline Stewardship Program  $     146,907  $     144,954  $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $     40,000  $     40,000  $     42,000  $     42,000  $     228,907  $     226,954  $     228,907  $     226,954 
Beaver Management  $     6,000  $     6,210  $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $     6,000  $     6,210  $     6,000  $     6,210 
Ontario Rural Wastewater Centre  $     -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $     68,298  $     68,298  $     68,298  $     68,298  $     68,298  $     68,298 
Amortization  $     -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -  

 $     665,801  $     670,083  $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $     160,000  $     160,000  $     802,230  $     802,230  $    1,628,031  $    1,632,313  $    1,628,030  $    1,632,313 

Conservation Land Management Services
Program Management  $     85,693  $     79,381  $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $     85,693  $     79,381  $     85,693  $     79,381 
Land Donations / Acquisitions  $     -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $     10,000  $     10,000  $     10,000  $     10,000  $     20,000  $     20,000  $     20,000  $     20,000 
Baxter Conservation Area  $     162,310  $     196,181  $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $     5,000  $     5,000  $     170,000  $     125,325  $     337,310  $     326,506  $     337,311  $     326,506 
Foley Mountain Conservation Area  $     233,675  $     224,908  $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $     6,000  $     6,000  $     66,000  $     73,710  $     305,675  $     304,618  $     305,675  $     304,618 
Other Developed Conservation Areas  $     267,179  $     300,036  $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $     30,000  $     30,000  $     297,179  $     330,036  $     297,180  $     330,036 
Other Conservation Lands  $     214,148  $     226,537  $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $     8,000  $     8,000  $    -   $    -   $     222,148  $     234,537  $     222,148  $     234,537 
Lease and Management Agreements  $     -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $     32,000  $     32,000  $     32,000  $     32,000  $     32,000  $     32,000 
Amortization  $     -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -  

 $     963,004  $    1,027,043  $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $     29,000  $     29,000  $     308,000  $     271,035  $    1,300,004  $    1,327,078  $    1,300,007  $    1,327,078 

Corporate Services
Management and Members  $     316,099  $     326,755  $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $     316,099  $     326,755  $     316,099  $     326,755 
Finance and Administration  $     424,338  $     476,127  $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $     40,000  $     50,000  $     464,338  $     526,127  $     464,336  $     526,127 
Communications  $     278,618  $     282,933  $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $     1,800  $     1,000  $     280,418  $     283,933  $     280,419  $     283,933 
Foundation  $     92,736  $     95,697  $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $     92,736  $     95,697  $     92,736  $     95,697 
GIS  $     231,690  $     218,244  $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $     231,690  $     218,244  $     231,690  $     218,244 
Headquarter Lease and Management  $     167,023  $     157,771  $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $     167,023  $     157,771  $     167,023  $     157,771 

 $  1,510,504  $    1,557,527  $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $     41,800  $     51,000  $    1,552,304  $    1,608,527  $    1,552,303  $    1,608,527 

TOTAL EXPENSESMunicipal Levy Special Levy Province Foundation Other Revenue TOTAL REVENUE
REVENUE EXPENSES
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Internal Cost (Recoveries)
Common Cost  $     -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -  
Vehicles and Equipment  $     -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    0 
Amortization  $     -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -  
Contingency  $     -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -  
Gain on Disposal  $     -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -  

 $     -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    0 

Engineering Projects
Water Control Structures/Engineering  $     -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $     400,000  $     50,000  $     400,000  $     50,000  $     400,000  $     50,000 

 $     -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $     400,000  $     50,000  $     400,000  $     50,000  $     400,000  $     50,000 

Non Pension Post Retirement Benefit Obligation
Non pension post retirement benefit obligation  $     21,034  $     7,684  $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $     21,034  $     7,684  $     21,034  $     7,684 

 $     21,034  $     7,684  $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $     21,034  $     7,684  $     21,034  $     7,684 

OPERATING SURPLUS/(DEFICIT)  $  5,559,161  $    5,926,339  $    1,144,911  $    1,144,911  $     354,751  $     317,168  $     189,000  $     189,000  $    2,948,654  $    2,536,697  $  10,196,477  $  10,114,115  $  10,196,477  $  10,114,115 
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2020 Budget 2021 Budget 2020 Budget 2021 Budget 2020 Budget 2021 Budget 2020 Budget 2021 Budget 2020 Budget 2021 Budget 2020 Budget 2021 Budget 2020 Budget 2021 BudgetWatershed Science and Engineering Services

Program Management  $     -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -  
Watershed Report Cards  $     -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -  
Drinking Water Source Protection  $     -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -  
Surface Water Quality Monitoring  $     -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -  
Hydrometric Monitoring and Forecasting  $     27,000  $     12,000  $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $     500,000  $     27,000  $     512,000  $     27,000  $     512,000 
Flood Erosion and Drought Studies  $     6,000  $     6,000  $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $     6,000  $     6,000  $     6,000  $     6,000 
Groundwater Monitoring  $     -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -  
Aquatic and Terrestrial Habitat Monitoring  $     -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -  
Water Control Infrastructure Operations  $     100,000  $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $     100,000  $    -   $     100,000  $    -  
Amortization  $     -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -  

 $     133,000  $     18,000  $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $     500,000  $     133,000  $     518,000  $     133,000  $     518,000 

Planning Advisory and Regulatory Services
Program Management  $     -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -  
Site Specific Plan Review  $     -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -  
Non-Site Specific Plan Input  $     -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -  
S. 28 Conservation Authorities Act  $     -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -  
S. 28 Conservation Authorities Act - Program Dev.  $     -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -  
Part IV Clean Water Act  $     -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -  
Part VIII Building Code Act  $     -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -  
Septic Re-Inspection Program  $     -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -  
Amortization  $     -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -  

 $     -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -  

Stewardship Services
Program Management  $     -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -  
LRC - Storefront\General Stewardship  $     -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -  
Private Land Forestry Assistance  $     -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -  
Clean Water Program  $     -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -  
Shoreline Stewardship Program  $     -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -  
Beaver Management  $     -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -  
Ontario Rural Wastewater Centre  $     -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -  
Amortization  $     -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -  

 $     -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -  

Conservation Land Management Services
Program Management  $     -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -    $                -    $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -  
Land Donations / Acquisitions  $     -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -    $                -    $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -  
Baxter Conservation Area  $     -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $     30,000  $    1,186,000  $     30,000  $    1,186,000  $     30,000  $    1,186,000 
Foley Mountain Conservation Area  $     -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -    $                -    $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -  
Other Developed Conservation Areas  $     -   $     12,000  $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -    $     288,000  $    -   $     300,000  $    -   $     300,000 
Other Conservation Lands  $     -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -    $                -    $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -  
Lease and Management Agreements  $     -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -    $                -    $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -  
Amortization  $     -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -    $                -    $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -  

 $     -   $     12,000  $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $     30,000  $    1,474,000  $     30,000  $    1,486,000  $     30,000  $    1,486,000 

Corporate Services
Management and Members  $     -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -  
Finance and Administration  $     -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -  
Communications  $     -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -  
Foundation  $     -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -  
GIS  $     13,000  $     13,000  $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $     140,000  $     13,000  $     153,000  $     13,000  $     153,000 
Headquarter Lease and Management  $     325,568  $     272,704  $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $     325,568  $     272,704  $     325,568  $     272,704 

 $     338,568  $     285,704  $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $     140,000  $     338,568  $     425,704  $     338,568  $     425,704 

REVENUE EXPENSES
Municipal Levy Special Levy Province Foundation Other Revenue TOTAL REVENUE TOTAL EXPENSES

RVCA 2021 Draft Capital Budget - Revenue Breakdown (November 18, 2020)
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Internal Cost (Recoveries)
Common Cost  $     -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    0  $    -  
Vehicles and Equipment  $     6,793  $     6,793  $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $     90,000  $     6,793  $     96,793  $     6,793  $     96,793 
Amortization  $     -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    0  $    -  
Contingency  $     -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    0  $    -  
Gain on Disposal  $     -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    0  $    -  

 $     6,793  $     6,793  $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $     90,000  $     6,793  $     96,793  $     6,793  $     96,793 

Engineering Projects
Water Control Structures/Engineering  $     -   $    -   $     31,500  $     31,500  $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $     31,500  $     31,500  $     31,500  $     31,500 

 $     -   $    -   $     31,500  $     31,500  $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $     31,500  $     31,500  $     31,500  $     31,500 

Non Pension Post Retirement Benefit Obligation
Non pension post retirement benefit obligation  $     -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -  

 $     -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -  

CAPITAL SURPLUS/(DEFICIT)  $     478,361  $     322,497  $     31,500  $     31,500  $    -   $    -   $    -   $    -   $     30,000  $    2,204,000  $     539,861  $    2,557,997  $     539,861  $    2,557,997 

RVCA 2021 Draft Capital Budget - Revenue Breakdown (November 18, 2020)
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RVCA Member 
Municipality

Percentage   
in Watershed

For   
2020

For   
2021 Difference For   

2020
For   

2021 Difference For   
2020

For   
2021 Difference 

Athens* 4 12,857,817$     13,224,228$       366,410.95$        0.0120 0.0119 -0.0001 1,600.00$      1,700.00$      $100.00

North Dundas* 1 16,359,627$     17,363,671$       1,004,044.31$        0.0152 0.0156 0.0003 1,600.00$      1,700.00$      $100.00

Clarence-Rockland 3 94,381,892$     98,067,766$       3,685,874.49$        0.0879 0.0879 0.0000 5,305.75$      5,490.36$      $184.61

Westport 100 118,120,928$      119,302,515$     1,181,587.15$        0.1100 0.1069 -0.0031 6,640.26$      6,679.19$      $38.94

Augusta 19 157,955,403$      162,659,575$     4,704,172.31$        0.1471 0.1458 -0.0013 8,879.58$      9,106.56$      $226.97

Central Frontenac 22 207,003,784$      213,932,414$     6,928,629.42$        0.1928 0.1917 -0.0011 11,636.87$       11,977.08$       $340.21

Merrickville-Wolford 100 393,570,010$      408,942,923$     15,372,912.50$      0.3666 0.3665 -0.0001 22,124.83$       22,894.82$       $769.98

Montague 100 404,161,141$      422,910,555$     18,749,413.75$      0.3764 0.3790 0.0026 22,720.22$       23,676.80$       $956.58

South Frontenac 13 433,431,737$      445,772,331$     12,340,594.31$      0.4037 0.3995 -0.0042 24,365.69$       24,956.73$       $591.04

Elizabethtown - Kitley 61 702,302,839$      722,797,734$     20,494,895.72$      0.6541 0.6478 -0.0063 39,480.48$       40,466.10$       $985.61

Beckwith 64 785,659,419$      823,887,491$     38,228,071.80$      0.7317 0.7383 0.0066 44,166.44$       46,125.64$       $1,959.21

Drummond/North Elmsley 70 788,293,037$      812,715,113$     24,422,075.37$      0.7342 0.7283 -0.0058 44,314.49$       45,500.15$       $1,185.67

Tay Valley 65 829,004,474$      847,750,328$     18,745,854.66$      0.7721 0.7597 -0.0124 46,603.11$       47,461.61$       $858.50

Smiths Falls 100 886,651,308$      918,215,451$     31,564,142.85$      0.8258 0.8229 -0.0029 49,843.77$       51,406.63$       $1,562.86

Perth 100 907,156,260$      935,582,918$     28,426,658.10$      0.8449 0.8384 -0.0064 50,996.47$       52,378.95$       $1,382.48

Rideau Lakes 51 1,194,637,120$      1,234,205,476$     39,568,356.20$      1.1126 1.1061 -0.0066 67,157.43$       69,097.45$       $1,940.02

North Grenville 67 1,778,421,344$      1,863,462,203$     85,040,858.51$      1.6563 1.6700 0.0137 99,975.29$       104,326.61$     $4,351.32

Ottawa 46 97,661,448,790$       101,524,586,910$ 3,863,138,119.67$ 90.9567 90.9838 0.0271 5,490,111.87$     5,683,891.16$     $193,779.29
107,371,416,930$     111,585,379,603$ 4,213,962,672 100 100 0 6,037,523 6,248,836$       211,313$     

*Athens and North Dundas are charged our minimum levy amount which is $1,700 for 2021. 3.5%
TOTALS:

Levy Increase: 

Rideau Valley Conservation Authority - 2021 Draft Municipal Levy Apportionment
(November 18, 2020)

Current Value Assessment (modified)   Levy Portion   Municipal Levy
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Closing
Balance

Description YE 2019

Vehicles 153,779
Workshop Equipment 116,297
Trimble Equipment 28,261
Environmental Science Equipment 60,000
Water Control Stuctures 69,793
Britannia Water Control Structure 21,500
Conservation Areas Infrastructure 151,740
Topographical Data 75,000
Flood Event Aerial Imaging 40,000
Drape Imagery Acquisition 17,000
Information Management System 57,624
Mike 11 42,000

Subtotal 832,994

Building Life Cycle Reserve 798,895

Part 8 Program 307,525
Watershed Science & Engineering 117,500
Stewardship 63,065
LRC Production Centre 100,800
ORWC 125,402
Conservation Lands 91,443
Corporate Communications 90,491
Part IV 523
Planning & Regulations 483,017

Subtotal 1,379,766

Working Fund Reserve 910,000

Total Reserves 3,921,655

RVCA Reserves Continuity Schedule

Working Fund Reserve

Capital Reserves

Program Reserves
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11.0  Bill 229, Schedule 6 – Changes to Conservation Authorities Act 
  Report #: 5-201126         
  
To:  RVCA Board of Directors  
From:  Sommer Casgrain-Robertson 

General Manager / Secretary-Treasurer 
Date:   September 22, 2020 
 
 
Recommendation:  
 
That the Board of Directors of the Rideau Valley Conservation Authority receives 
this report for information. 
 
 
Purpose 
To provide the Board with an overview of the amendments in Bill 229, Schedule 6 which 
amends the Conservation Authorities Act and Planning Act. 
 
Background 
Since spring 2019, the Provincial Government has been reviewing the mandate, 
operations and funding of conservation authorities. Milestones to date include: 

• Provincial funding cut to conservation authorities – April 2019 
• Changes to the Conservation Authorities Act  

o Proposal on the ERO – April / May 2019  
o Bill 108 (Schedule 2) – May / June 2019  

• Letter from Minister Yurek – August 2019  
• Special Flood Advisor’s consultation sessions – August 2019  
• Special Flood Advisor’s report – November 2019  
• MECP meetings with conservation authorities – September / December 2019  
• MECP multi-stakeholder consultation sessions – January / February 2020  
• MECP online consultation questionnaire – March 2020  
• Changes to the Conservation Authorities Act  

o Bill 229 (Schedule 6) – November / December 2020 
 
 
 

X For Information 
 For Direction 
 For Adoption 
X Attachments – 25 pages 

35



 

 

Bill 108 (Schedule 2) – May / June 2019   
Last June, changes were made to the Conservation Authorities Act through Schedule 2 
of Bill 108 (More Homes, More Choice Act). These changes laid the groundwork for new 
or revised regulations to be introduced in the following areas.  
 
1. Proposed changes through MNRF that could impact CA’s regulatory work: 

• New or updated definitions for key regulatory terms  
• Reduction of regulatory restrictions between 30m and 120m of a wetland and 

where a hydrological connection has been severed 
• Exempting low-risk development activities from requiring a permit  

  
2. Proposed changes through MECP that could impact our programs and services: 

• Defining the “core” mandatory programs provided by conservation authorities to 
be natural hazard protection and management, conservation and management of 
conservation authority lands, and drinking water source protection  

• Requiring conservation authorities and municipalities to enter into agreements for 
the delivery of non-mandatory programs and services that are funded by levy 

 
Letter from Minister Yurek – August 2019  
The new Minister of Environment, Conservation and Parks (Hon. Jeff Yurek) sent a 
letter to municipalities and conservation authorities stating that he would be undertaking 
a review of all legislation that governs the work of conservation authorities to improve 
transparency and accountability for conservation authority activities and to refocus 
conservation authorities on their core mandate.  
 
MECP Meetings with Conservation Authorities – September to December 2019  
In September 2019, each conservation authority received an invitation from Minister 
Yurek to set up a 90 minute meeting with staff from his office and MECP to discuss the 
programs and services provided by each of our conservation authorities. RVCA had our 
meeting on November 5, 2019 (Pieter Leenhouts, Judy Brown, Scott Moffatt, Melissa 
Sullivan and Sommer Casgrain-Robertson participated). The meeting provided RVCA 
with an opportunity to highlight our programs and services, watershed characteristics, 
Board composition, budget process, municipal communication and outreach efforts, and 
municipal and community partnerships. It was also an opportunity to raise concerns 
about recent changes to the Conservation Authorities Act that could come into effect 
through regulation. 
 
RVCA Municipal Engagement Session – January 2020  
On January 17, 2020 the RVCA hosted a half-day Municipal Engagement Session in 
Perth. All council members and municipal staff in the watershed were invited, along with 
Board members and neighbouring conservation authorities.  
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A total of 34 people attended (including 17 members of Council) who represented 16 of 
our 18 municipalities. RVCA gave three presentations, each followed by a breakout 
session so attendees could discuss and provide feedback. The three topics were:  

• Proposed provincial changes to conservation authorities  
• RVCA’s current programs and services  
• RVCA’s proposed 2020 budget 

 
The municipal engagement session was an opportunity to provide municipalities with 
information about recent and proposed provincial changes to conservation authorities. 
The intent was to help prepare them for conversations or delegations they may have at 
the ROMA conference (January 19-21, 2020) and for upcoming consultation sessions 
that MECP indicated they would be organizing for municipalities and other stakeholders. 
Feedback received during RVCA’s engagement session indicated that there is 
widespread municipal support for the work of conservation authorities and our mandate 
to deliver programs and services at the watershed scale that further the conservation, 
restoration, development and management of natural resources.  
 
RVCA Presentations to County Councils – January to February 2020  
In January and early February, RVCA also presented to County Councils with our 
neighbouring conservation authorities. The purpose of the presentations was to ensure 
municipal councils were aware of proposed changes to conservation authorities and the 
importance of participating in upcoming MECP consultation sessions so the municipal 
perspective was well represented. Presentations were made on: 

• January 15 – Frontenac County  
• January 22 – Lanark County  
• February 4 – United Counties of Leeds and Grenville  

 
Positive feedback was received regarding the work of conservation authorities and the 
importance of undertaking this work at the watershed scale. A resolution of support was 
passed by Frontenac County and the United Counties of Leeds and Grenville. 
Resolutions of support were also passed by a number of lower tier municipalities 
including South Frontenac, Westport and Smiths Falls.   
 
MECP Multi-Stakeholder Consultation Sessions – January to February 2020 
From late January to early March, the MECP held four multi-stakeholder consultation 
sessions regarding conservation authorities. Those invited to attend included 
conservation authorities, municipalities, homebuilder associations, agricultural 
representatives, Ontario Landowners Association, Ducks Unlimited and the Federation 
of Ontario Cottagers’ Associations.  
 
 
 

37



 

 

A total of 500 people attended the four sessions which were held on: 
• January 31, 2020 in Barrie  
• February 7, 2020 in Colborne 
• February 14, 2020 in London  
• March 5, 2020 In North Bay  

 
Members of the RVCA (Pieter Leenhouts, Pat Barr, Judy Brown, Shawn Pankow and 
Sommer Casgrain-Robertson) and a number of our local municipalities attended the 
session in Colborne. The session began with remarks from Minister Yurek followed by a 
series of short presentations by: 

• Conservation Ontario 
• Ducks Unlimited 
• Ontario Federation of Agriculture 
• Federation of Ontario Cottage Associations 
• Ontario Home Builders’ Association 
• EnPointe  

 
Following the presentations, MECP staff led breakout discussions and took notes at 
each table. The feedback heard at many tables focused on our regulatory work, not 
mandate, and there was a lot of misunderstanding about conservation authorities and 
our roles, responsibilities, governance and funding.   
 
Following the regional sessions, MECP posted their consultation questions online so 
people could submit written responses. The online questionnaire was open from 
February 14 to March 13, 2020. MECP indicated that they received over 2200 
comments from:  

• conservation authorities (members, staff) 
• municipalities (municipal elected officials, employees) 
• landowner associations 
• development stakeholders (property developers, associations representing 

developers) 
• agriculture stakeholders (farmers, agriculture associations) 
• environmental or conservation organizations or associations (board members, 

staff) 
• First Nations or Métis communities 
• the general public 

 
MECP indicated that they would post a brief summary of the results online and that the 
feedback from the in-person and online consultations would be used by the government 
to inform changes they are making to the Conservation Authorities Act and associated 
regulations. MECP indicated that these changes would be introduced in the spring.  
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Analysis 
On November 5, 2020 the province introduced Bill 229 the Protect, Support and 
Recover from COVID-19 Act. While this is the provincial budget bill it also enacts, 
amends and repeals many other statues. Schedule 6 of Bill 229 proposes significant 
amendments to the Conservation Authorities Act and the Planning Act.  
 
Attached is a chart which summarizes key changes proposed in Schedule 6 along with 
points of consideration for conservation authorities and municipalities. Also attached is: 

• A preliminary legal review of Schedule 6 done by the Canadian Environmental 
Law Association (CELA) 

• Correspondence from Conservation Ontario to the Province regarding changes 
to the Conservation Authorities Act (one letter before Bill 229 and one after)  

• Email from Minister Yurek to conservation authorities regarding Bill 229 as well 
as MECP’s summary of consultation. 

 
Following the release of Bill 229, MECP staff held a series of webinars to provide an 
overview of proposed changes in Schedule 6 and respond to questions: 

• November 9 – Webinar for conservation authority General Managers 
• November 13, 16 and 17 – Multi-stakeholder webinars for municipalities, 

development sector, agriculture, landowners, environmental groups.  
 
MECP indicated in their webinars that the proposed amendments were introduced to: 

• Improve transparency and consistency in CA operations 
• Provide stronger municipal and provincial oversight of CAs 
• Streamline CA roles and responsibilities in permitting & land use planning 

 
Over the past two weeks the RVCA has: 

• Reviewed Schedule 6  
• Participated in MECP’s webinar on November 9 
• Briefed staff on November 10 
• Prepared a summary chart of key amendments  
• Worked with SNC to brief Ottawa Riverkeeper on November 12 

(Ottawa Riverkeeper then briefed MPP Collard of Ottawa-Vanier, MECP Critic) 
• Updated municipalities and board members on November 13 (provided summary 

chart of amendments and registration information for MECP’s webinars) 
• Some members participated in MECP’s webinars on November 16 / 17 
• Presented to three County Councils and received resolutions asking the province 

to remove Schedule 6 from Bill 229 and consult municipalities on changes 
o Frontenac – November 18 
o Lanark – November 18 
o Leeds & Grenville – November 19  
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• Briefed senior staff at the City of Ottawa  
• Worked with Conservation Ontario and general managers on positioning  
• Worked closely with neighbouring conservation authorities (MVCA, CRCA and 

SNC) to tailor messaging and outreach materials  
 
In the coming week the RVCA will: 

• Undertake broader public outreach 
• Respond to additional media interviews  
• Finalize a letter to the province  

 
During MECP’s webinars, provincial staff indicated that: 

• Later this fall the province will propose regulations and policies to support the 
goals of their conservation authorities review  

• The province will consult on regulation and policy proposals in two phases 
o Mandatory programs and services (phase 1) 
o Municipal levy (phase 2) 

• A transition period will be established for conservation authorities and 
municipalities to enter into agreements for municipal funding of non-mandatory 
programs and services 

• The changes would be implemented in 2022 conservation authority budgets 
 
Input from Other Sources  
Conservation authorities are working closely with Conservation Ontario on advocacy 
and messaging regarding Bill 229. There has also been ongoing communication with 
local municipalities and other key stakeholders regarding these most recent changes 
which will continue throughout the legislative process.  
 
Financial Considerations  
It is unknown at this time what financial implications Bill 229, Schedule 6 will have on 
the RVCA. 
 
Legal Considerations  
It is unknown at this time if Bill 229, Schedule 6 will have any legal implications for the 
RVCA. 
 
Adherence to RVCA Policy 
N/A 
 
Link to Strategic Plan   
It is unknown at this time if Bill 229, Schedule 6 will impact any of RVCA’s strategic 
priorities.  
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Attachments 
• Summary of Key Amendments in Bill 229, Schedule 6 (prepared by RVCA) 
• Preliminary Analysis of Schedule 6, Bill 229 (prepared by CELA) 
• Letter to Province from Conservation Ontario (dated November 13, 2020) 
• Letter to Province from Conservation Ontario (dated October 1, 2020) 
• Email from Minister Yurek to Conservation Authorities (dated November 5, 2020) 
• Consultation Summary posted on MECP’s website 
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Summary of Key Amendments to the Conservation Authorities Act & the Planning Act  
in Bill 229, Schedule 6 

 

Members and Boards  

Description of Key Amendments Consideration / Concerns 

• Board members must be municipal councillors  
 

• The Minister may appoint an additional member to a 
CA Board to represent the agricultural sector.  
 

• Members cannot serve as chair or vice-chair for 
more than two consecutive years.  
 

• Board members must “act honestly and in good faith 
and shall generally act on behalf of their respective 
municipalities” (repealed unproclaimed amendment 
that stated “shall act honestly and in good faith with a 
view to furthering the objects of the authority”). 
 

• Through regulation, the province could require CAs 
to establish one or more advisory boards and could 
prescribe the composition, functions, powers, duties, 
activities and procedures of these advisory boards. 

 

 
• Municipalities will no longer be able to appoint a member of the public as 

their CA member which may strain the capacity of some municipal 
councils. Also, the use of the term “municipal councillor” rather than 
“municipally elected official” may exclude Mayors from serving on CA 
Boards. 
 

• It is unknown if an agricultural representative would have the same voting 
privileges as a municipal member, be entitled to serve as chair or vice-chair 
or have a levy vote. It is understood that candidates would likely apply 
through the Public Appointments Secretariat. 
 

• Interest and availability amongst municipal councillors to fill the role of chair 
and vice-chair is unknown. It may be challenging to rotate this position 
every two years, especially on smaller Boards. There is also a learning 
curve in these roles that may favour the ability to serve a slightly longer 
term. Both positions are currently subject to re-election each year as 
members can only be elected chair and vice-chair for one year at a time. 
 

• The amendment requiring members to act on behalf of their respective 
municipalities contradicts the purpose statement in the Act as well as the 
fiduciary duty of Board Members to represent the best interests of the 
corporation they oversee. 
 

• Currently, CA Boards make decisions about the creation and operation of 
advisory boards based on the current nature and needs of their 
organization, programs and watershed. Ad hoc advisory boards are also 
sometimes set up to address specific projects or issues.  
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Programs and Services 

 Description of Key Amendments Consideration / Concerns 

• CAs must provide mandatory programs and services 
related to: 
o The risk of natural hazards  
o The conservation and management of lands 

owned by the CA  
o Duties under the Clean Water Act  

 
• CAs may also enter into agreements with 

municipalities to provide programs and services on 
behalf of the municipality (e.g. septic approval, septic 
re-inspection, land management). 
o Through regulation, the province could 

prescribe program standards and requirements, 
or prescribe or limit the types of programs a CA 
can provide to a municipality  

 
• CAs may also provide other programs and services 

as it determines advisable to further the 
conservation, restoration, development and 
management of natural resources. 
o CAs must enter into agreements with 

participating municipalities for any such 
program that is supported by municipal levy  

o Each CA must prepare a transition plan for 
entering into these agreements (MECP has 
indicated that this change should be 
implemented in 2022 budgets meaning all 
agreements would need to be prepared, 
reviewed and signed by next summer). 

o Through regulation, the province could 
prescribe program standards and requirements, 
or prescribe or limit the types of programs a CA 
can provide. 
 

 
• Currently, the ‘objects’ of a CA are to undertake programs and services to 

further the conservation, restoration, development and management of 
natural resources in the watershed. Now programs and services will have 
to fall within the three proposed categories (mandatory, municipal, other)  
 

• Currently, CAs can enter into agreements with member municipalities to 
provide programs and services on their behalf. CAs typically offer programs 
and services to municipalities that leverages capacity or specialized skills 
or knowledge within the CA. This achieves local efficiencies and cost-
savings and avoids duplication. If the province limited the types of 
programs CAs can offer to municipalities, municipalities may not be able to 
take advantage of expertise within their local CA and may have to find 
other service providers or develop their own capacity.  
 

• Currently, CA Boards make decisions about what other programs and 
services their CA will deliver to further the conservation, restoration, 
development and management of natural resources. Typically, decisions 
are science-based within the funding envelop set by local municipalities 
and other revenue sources. These programs focus on improving the 
condition and health of the local watershed, necessary for sustainable 
economic growth. These programs are often support by some municipal 
funding as they benefit the watershed as a whole. Requiring agreements 
with municipalities for all such programs will be administratively 
burdensome for municipalities and CAs. It may also lead to inconsistent 
program delivery across the watershed if not all municipalities participate 
which may limit the effectiveness of some programs.  
 

• MECP has indicated that program changes would be implemented in 2022 
budgets which means agreements with municipalities would need to be 
finalized by mid summer 2021. This would be a challenging timeline for 
both municipalities and CAs. MECP had originally proposed a transition 
period of at least 18 months which would be more realistic. 
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Budgets, Fees and Levies 

Description of Key Amendments Background and Municipal Considerations 

• Through regulation, the province could govern the 
apportionment of a CA’s capital costs 

• Through regulation, the province could govern the 
apportionment of a CA’s operating expenses, the 
amount that municipalities are required to pay, and 
restrict and prohibit certain types of operating 
expenses 

• The Minister could make a regulation respecting the 
amount of any fee a CA charges, including the 
manner in which the fee is calculated 

• Currently, CA Boards set operating and capital budgets and fee schedules. 
Budgets are transparent, showing how projects and programs will be 
funded. Draft budgets are circulated annually to all member municipalities 
for consultation, including the apportionment of capital and operating costs 
to municipalities. On average, municipalities provide CAs with 55% funding 
while the Province provides an average of 8% (3% for RVCA). CAs are 
also required to undertake an annual financial audit and audited financial 
statements are provided to municipalities, the province and posted on CA 
websites to ensure accountability and transparency.  

Planning and Permitting 

Description of Key Amendments Background and Municipal Considerations 

• CAs have been removed as a public body under the 
Planning Act. 

• Appeals under Section 28 will now go to LPAT 
instead of the Mining and Lands Tribunal (MLT). 

• Minister may order a CA not to issue a Section 28 
permit, Minister can then issue a permit.  

• Applicant can ask the Minister to review a CAs denial 
of a permit or conditions, Minister can issue a permit  

• Minister can issue a permit without holding a 
hearing, Minister’s decision may not be appealed 

• Applicants can ask a CA to reconsider a fee, can 
appeal fee to LPAT  

• Permit holders can appeal the cancellation of a 
permit to LPAT  

• Unproclaimed power to issue stop work orders has 
been removed 

• CAs will no longer be able to appeal Planning Act decisions to LPAT or be 
party to an appeal, only municipalities and the province will be able to 
appeal.  
 

• Unknown if changing to LPAT for appeals will affect decisions or timelines. 
MLT developed a deep understanding of Section 28 having worked with 
the CA Act for decades, LPAT is currently backlogged. Ability to appeal 
fees could jeopardized CA efforts to make programs more cost-recovery. 
 

• Currently, each stage of appeal under Section 28 is subject to a hearing 
where evidence is presented, and decisions are appealable to the next 
level. There is concern that the Minister’s ability to issue a permit could 
become politicized. Should the Minister issue a permit, it is unclear if the 
Crown would have immunity and if that would expose municipalities / CAs  
 

• The ability to issue stop work orders would have created a more effective 
enforcement process (stop destruction rather than seek restoration through 
the courts). This also would have been a more time-efficient and less costly 
process for both CAs and applicants.  
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PRELIMINARY ANALYSIS OF SCHEDULE 6, BILL 229:  

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO THE CONSERVATION AUTHORITIES ACT & OTHER 
CONSEQUENTIAL CHANGES 

Prepared by 
Anastasia M Lintner, Special Projects Counsel, Healthy Great Lakes, CELA 

 
OVERVIEW 
 
On November 5, 2020, the Ontario government tabled omnibus budget measures Bill 229 (the 
proposed Protect, Support and Recover from COVID-19 Act (Budget Measures), 2020) for First 
Reading in the Ontario Legislature.1 Schedule 6 of Bill 229 proposes fundamental changes to the 
Conservation Authorities Act2 (CAAct) and to the conservation authorities’ role in land use 
planning. An Environmental Registry of Ontario (ERO) bulletin titled Updating the Conservation 
Authorities Act3 (ERO # 019-2646) was also posted on November 5, 2020, stating that public 
consultation is not required under Ontario’s Environmental Bill of Rights, 19934 (EBR), because 
the proposed amendments form part of a budget. Bill 229 is the most recent, in a disturbing 
trend, starting with Bill 55, Strong Action for Ontario Act (Budget Measures), 20125, of using 
omnibus budget measures bills to make substantive changes to environmental laws and thereby 
sidestepping the public’s EBR rights. 
 
Over the past five decades, the Canadian Environmental Law Association (CELA) has been 
involved in various law reform initiatives, court cases, public hearings and other administrative 
proceedings related to the importance of integrated watershed management and ensuring 
hydrological integrity in land use planning on behalf of low-income individuals and 
disadvantaged or vulnerable communities. In particular, CELA was counsel representing citizens 
of Walkerton at the associated drinking water inquiry and has been a persistent voice in seeking 
drinking water source protections for all residents of Ontario6. Further, Justice O’Connor 
endorsed watershed-based management of surface water and groundwater in his Part Two 

 
1 See https://www.ola.org/en/legislative-business/bills/parliament-42/session-1/bill-229. 
2 See https://www.ontario.ca/laws/statute/90c27. 
3 See https://ero.ontario.ca/notice/019-2646. 
4 See https://www.ontario.ca/laws/statute/93e28. Section 33 of the EBR states: 
33 (1) A minister need not give notice under section 15, 16 or 22 of a proposal that would, if implemented, form part 
of or give effect to a budget or economic statement presented to the Assembly. 
(2) A minister need not give notice under section 15, 16 or 22 of a proposal that would, if implemented, change, 
(a) a policy that forms part of a budget or economic statement presented to the Assembly; or 
(b) a bill, Act, regulation or instrument that gives effect to a budget or economic statement presented to the 
Assembly. 
5 See https://www.ola.org/en/legislative-business/bills/parliament-40/session-1/bill-55. 
6 See https://cela.ca/review-clean-water-act/. 
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Report7. Conservation authorities have played a crucial role in the first phase of implementation8 
of the Clean Water Act, 20069. Having arms-length agencies, whose jurisdiction is on a 
watershed-basis, has been key to enabling drinking water source protections. On the basis of our 
extensive experience, CELA has carefully reviewed the proposed legislative amendments 
contained in Schedule 6 of Bill 229 from our public interest perspective. 
 
CELA’s overall conclusion is that while a small number of the proposed changes (including 
improved transparency through publicly available information) may be supportable in principle, 
the majority of the Schedule 6 amendments are regressive in nature and are completely 
contradictory to fulfilling both the purpose of the Conservation Authorities Act and the desire to 
set the course for more climate resilient communities in the future. Accordingly, CELA 
recommends that Schedule 6 not be enacted in its present form and instead be withdrawn in its 
entirety from Bill 229. Further, CELA recommends that the Ontario government ensure that the 
current mandate of the province’s 36 conservation authorities is maintained and enhanced, in 
order to effectively protect, restore and manage the watersheds where 95 percent of the people of 
Ontario reside. Determining the most effective role for conservation authorities in ensuring a 
climate resilient Ontario would be better informed by meaningful consultations to complete 
watershed planning guidance10 and the province’s on-going climate change impact assessment, 
the results of which are anticipated in 202211. 
 
 
SUMMARY OF PROPOSED CHANGES 
 
Schedule 6, Bill 229, if passed will: 
 

● Add a “non-derogation clause” to the CAAct, stating that “nothing in this Act shall be 
construed so as to abrogate or derogate from the protection provided for the existing 
aboriginal and treaty rights of the aboriginal peoples of Canada as recognized and 
affirmed in section 35 of the Constitution Act, 1982.” (new CAAct provision 1.1) 
 

● Mandate that the municipal councillors appointed by a particular municipality as 
members of a conservation authority be selected from that municipality’s own councillors 
only (new CAAct provision 14(1.1))  
 

 
7 The Honourable Dennis R. O’Connor, Part Two Report of the Walkerton Inquiry: A Strategy for Safe Drinking 
Water (2002), Chapter 4, pp 103-107; report available for download online 
http://www.archives.gov.on.ca/en/e_records/walkerton/report2/index.html. 
8 See https://conservationontario.ca/conservation-authorities/source-water-protection. 
9 See https://www.ontario.ca/laws/statute/06c22. 
10 See Draft Watershed Planning in Ontario Guidance for land-use planning authorities (February 2018) 
http://www.downloads.ene.gov.on.ca/envision/env_reg/er/documents/2018/013-1817_DraftGuidance.pdf.  
11 See News Release (Aug 14, 2020), “Ontario Launches First-Ever Climate Change Impact Assessment: Study will 
strengthen the province’s resilience to the impacts of climate change”, 
https://news.ontario.ca/en/release/57998/ontario-launches-first-ever-climate-change-impact-assessment. 
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● Require that conservation authorities send the Minister12 and make publicly available on 
the conservation authority’s website an agreement with participating municipalities as to 
the total number of municipally appointment members and the total each municipality 
may appoint (new CAAct provision 14(2.2)) 
 

● Replace the current discretion to set other “such additional requirements regarding the 
composition of the authority and the qualification of members” in a regulation (CAAct, 
s14(4)) with the discretion of the Minister to appoint a member “as a representative of the 
agricultural sector” (new CAAct provision 14(4)) 
 

● Replace the currently unproclaimedduty of members to “act honestly and in good faith 
with a view to furthering the objects of the authority”13 (CAAct, s14.1) to require that 
members “act honestly and in good faith” and that, particularly, members of appointed by 
participating municipalities, “generally act on behalf of their respective municipalities” 
(new CAAct provision 14.1) 
 

● Require that, subject to the Municipal Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy 
Act, agendas and minutes of meetings of a conservation authority’s members and 
executive committees be made publicly available on the conservation authority’s website 
(new CAAct provisions 15(2.1), 15(2.2)) 
 

● Limit the term of a chair or vice-chair to one year and to no more than two consecutive 
terms (new CAAct provision 17(1.1)) 
 

● Narrow the objects of a conservation authority from providing “programs and services 
designed to further the conservation, restoration, development and management of natural 
resources other than gas, oil, coal and minerals” (CAAct, s20(1)) to only one of three 
categories: (i) mandatory programs and services, (ii) municipal programs and services, 
and (iii) other programs and services (new CAAct provision 20(1)) 
 

● Narrowing a conservation authority’s powers to study and investigate the watershed from 
being directly focused on determining “programs and services whereby the natural 
resources of the watershed may be conserved, restored, developed and managed” 
(CAAct, s21(1)(a)) to research, study and investigate the watershed to “support” the 
development and implementation of programs and services (new CAAct provision 
21(1)(a)) 

 
12 Currently the Minister of Natural Resources, until the new definition in the CAAct is proclaimed to be the 
MInister of the Environment, Conservation and Parks (see More Homes, More Choice Act, 2019, SO 2019, c 9, 
Sched 2, s1, available online https://www.ontario.ca/laws/statute/s19009). 
13 Amendment made per More Homes, More Choice Act, 2019, SO 2019, c 9, Sched 2, s3, available online 
https://www.ontario.ca/laws/statute/s19009). 
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● Limit a conservation authority’s power to “enter into and upon land” for surveying 

toward “any purpose necessary to any project under consideration or undertaken” 
(CAAct, s21(1)(b)) to requiring the “consent of the occupant or owner” (new wording to 
be added to CAAct provision s21(1)(b)) 
 

● Removing a conservation authority’s power to expropriate “any land that it may require” 
(to be eliminated from CAAct, s21(1)(c) and the repeal of CAAct, s31); power to 
“acquire by purchase, lease or otherwise” remains 
 

● Eliminate a conservation authority’s power to “cause research to be done” (repealing 
CAAct, s21(1)(p)); “research” will instead be included along with a conservation 
authority’s study and investigate (as described it earlier bullet regarding entering into and 
upon land) 
 

● Clarify mandatory programs and services of conservation authorities14: 
○ will include the following, only if set out in a future regulation and related to -- (i) 

“the risk of natural hazards”, (ii) “the conservation and management of lands 
owned or controlled by” the conservation authority, (iii) “duties, functions and 
responsibilities as a source protection authority”, or (iv) other “duties, functions 
and responsibilities” under other legislation (new CAAct provision 21.1(1)1) 

○ can only include any programs and services, if not part of the four mentioned 
above, that are set out in a future regulation within one year of a yet to be 
determined date (new CAAct provision 21.1(1)2) 

○ for the Lake Simcoe Region Conservation Authority specifically, its mandatory 
programs and services will also include those set out in a future regulation and 
related to “duties, functions and responsibilities under the Lakes Simcoe 
Protection Act (new CAAct provision 21.1(1)(2)) 

○ require all programs and services to be provided in accordance with “standards 
and requirements” that may be set out in future regulations (new CAAct provision 
21.1(1)(3)) 

 
● Clarify municipal programs and services of conservation authorities15: 

○ will include those which are subject to any future regulations that may be made 
and an authority agrees to provide on behalf of a municipality and under an 
agreement with a municipality (new CAAct provision 21.1.1(1)) 

 
14 All of these provisions related to mandatory programs and services were previously included in the unproclaimed 
amendments made in 2019. 
15 Much of these provisions related to municipal programs and services were previously included in the 
unproclaimed amendments made in 2019. 
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○ will be publicly known, as agreements between conservation authorities and 
municipalities must be publicly available (new CAAct provision 21.1.1(2)) and 
subject to regular review (new CAAct provision 21.1.1(3)) 

○ will be provided in accordance with terms and conditions set out in an agreement 
and any standards and requirements that may be set out in future regulations (new 
CAAct provision 21.1.1(4)); should there be a conflict between terms and 
conditions in an agreement and the standards and requirement of a regulation, the 
latter prevails (new CAAct provision 21.1.1(5)) 

 
● Clarify other programs and services of conservation authorities16: 

○ will include those which are subject to any future regulations that may be made 
and which a conservation authority “determines are advisable to further the 
purposes of the Act” (new CAAct provision 21.1.2(1)) 

○ will be provided in accordance any standards and requirements that may be set 
out in future regulations (new CAAct provision 21.1.2(2)) 

 
● Require that a conservation authority conduct consultations regarding all three types of 

the programs and services it provides, in accordance with any future regulations (new 
CAAct provision 21.1.317) 
 

● Require, at a future date to be set out in regulations, other programs and services that 
need the financing of a participating municipality will be subject to securing an 
agreement regarding apportionment and other factors, some of which may be set out in 
future regulations, otherwise the conservation authority will not be able to provide such 
programs and services (per s9(2), Schedule 6, Bill 229) 
 

● Require every conservation authority to develop and implement a transition plan to 
ensure it will be in compliance with any regulations regarding securing municipal 
financing, by a date to be set out in a future regulation (new CAAct provision 21.1.4(1)), 
and the transition plan will be address both matters set out -- including an inventory, 
consultation with municipalities, and plans for seeking financing -- and any other matters 
set out in a future regulation (new CAAct provision 21.1.4(2)) 
 

● Set a limit (30 days) on the amount of time that a conservation authority has to make a 
decision on a request for reconsideration a fee charged for a permit application (new 
CAAct provision 21.2(13)), allow the requester to directly appeal the amount of the fee to 
the Local Planning Appeal Tribunal (LPAT) if a conservation authority fails to do so 

 
16 These provisions are less detailed than those previously included in unproclaimed amendments made in 2019; the 
financing requirements in unproclaimed s21.1.2(2) and related transition requirements of unproclaimed s21.1.3 will 
be part of a future transition to be prescribed. 
17 Identical to unproclaimed section 21.1.4, per amendments made in 2019. 
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(new CAAct provision 21.2(14)), and provide the LPAT with powers associated with 
such an appeal (new CAAct provision 21.2(19)) 
 

● Add immunity for investigators for “any act done in good faith in the performance or 
intended performance of their duties” or “any alleged neglect or default in the 
performance in good faith of their duties” (new CAAct provision 23.1(9)18) 
 

● Set out powers and duties on the Minister upon the receipt of an investigator’s report, 
including making an order requiring a conservation authority to comply or 
recommending to the Lieutenant Governor in Council that an administrator be appointed 
to take over a conservation authority’s operations (new CAAct provision 23.2) 
 

● Enable the ability for: (i) the Lieutenant Governor in Council, on a recommendation from 
the Minister, to appoint an administrator, (ii) set out in the appointment, or in terms and 
conditions set by the Minister, an administrator's powers and duties, and (iii) provide 
immunity to an administrator for “any act done in good faith in the performance or 
intended performance of their duties” or “any alleged neglect or default in the 
performance in good faith of their duties” (new CAAct provision 23.3) 
 

● Add procedural rights for an applicant seeking a permit19 from a conservation authority to 
engage in an activity that would otherwise be prohibited20, including 

○ submitting a request for Minister’s review of a conservation authority’s refusal of 
a permit or any conditions on a permit to which the applicant objects within 15 
days of a decision (new CAAct provision 28.1(8)) 

○ setting out the time limit for the Minister’s review decision (30 days) and 
deeming that no reply within the time limit is “an indication that the Minister does 
not intend to review” the conservation authority’s decision (new CAAct provision 
28.1(9)) 

○ setting out the details for conducting a Minister’s review (new CAAct provisions 
28.1(10)-28.1(14)) and the Minister’s subsequent decision, including that the 
Minister’s decision is final (new CAAct provisions 28.1(15)-28.1(19)) 

○ setting out the applicant’s rights to appeal to the LPAT regarding a conservation 
authority’s permit decision (new CAAct provisions 28.1(21)-28.1(23)), including 
the ability to appeal prior to a decision being made when a conservation authority 
“fails to give the applicant notice of a decision” within 120 days of when the 
application was made (new CAAct provision 28.1(22)) 

 
18 Adding to the unproclaimed section 23.1 (amendments made in 2019), which enables the “investigation of an 
authority’s operations, including the programs and services it provides” (CAAct, s23.1(1)) and various powers and 
duties on appointed investigators. 
19 Permitting regime is enabled in an unproclaimed section 28.1 (amendments made in 2017). 
20 Prohibitions are stated in an unproclaimed section 28 (amendments made in 2017).  
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○ setting out the notice, hearing, and powers associated with permit appeals to the 
LPAT (new CAAct provisions 28.1(24)-28.1(26)) 

 
● Add new procedures for a Minister to 

○ order a conservation authority to not issue a permit or class of permits (new 
CAAct provision 28.1.1(1)), including before an application has been submitted 
to the conservation authority (new CAAct provision 28.1.1(3)) or before a 
conservation authority has made a decision about a permit application (new 
CAAct provision 28.1.1(4)) 

○ issue a permit for an otherwise prohibited activity, by replacing the conservation 
authority’s opinion with the Minister’s (new CAAct provision 28.1.1(2)) 

○ cancel a permit issued by the Minister (amendment to unproclaimed CAAct 
provision 28.3) 

 
● Add new procedural rights for an applicant to appeal a Minister's decisions regarding a 

permit (new CAAct provisions 28.1.1(13)-28.1.1(14)), including the ability to appeal 
prior to a decision being made when the Minister “fails to give notice of a decision” with 
90 days (new CAAct provision 28.1.1(13)) 
 

● Add new procedural rights for an applicant to appeal a conservation authority’s or a 
Minister’s decision to cancel a permit (new CAAct provisions 28.3(6)-28.3(9)) 
 

● Clarify conditions for officers appointed by conservation authorities to enter lands 
without a warrant for the purposes of 

○ determining whether to issue a permit (amendment to unproclaimed CAAct 
provision 30.2(1)) 

○ ensuring compliance with the prohibitions, regulations, or permit conditions, only 
when the officer has “reasonable grounds to believe that a contravention” (new 
CAAct provision 30.2(1.1)) 

■ “is causing or likely to have a significant effect on the control of flooding, 
erosion, dynamic beaches or the pollution or conservation of land” (new 
CAAct provision 30.2(1.1)(b)(i)) or 

■ “is likely to create conditions or circumstances in the event of a natural 
hazard that might jeopardize the health and safety of persons or result in 
significant damage or destruction of property” (new CAAct provision 
30.2(1.1)(b)(ii)) 

○ and when the officer has “reasonable grounds to believe that the entry is required 
to prevent or reduce the effects” of the above noted risks (new CAAct provision 
30.2(1.1)(c)) 
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● Eliminate the (not yet proclaimed) powers for officers appointed by conservation 
authorities to issue stop orders (CAAct provision 30.4 will be repealed upon Royal 
Assent of Bill 229, per Schedule 6, s20 and s29(2)) 
 

● Enable the Minister to delegate any powers to an employee of the Ministry in writing 
(new CAAct provision 36.1) 
 

● Add a requirement that conservation authorities ensure annual audits are conducted “in 
accordance with generally accepted accounting principles” (amendment to CAAct, 
s38(1)) and that conservation authorities make the auditor’s reports publicly available by 
publishing on the conservation authority’s website (new CAAct provision 38(4)) 
 

● Delegate authority to make regulations “governing programs and services” (among other 
things) to the Lieutenant Governor in Council (new CAAct provision 40(1)(b)) and 
indicate that any “standards and requirements” that may be established in such future 
regulations might include those which “mitigate the impacts of climate change and 
provide for the adaptation of climate change, including through increasing resiliency” 
(new CAAct provision 40(2)) 
 

● Through “consequential amendments”, exclude conservation authorities from the 
definition of a public body as relates to being able to seek to appeal certain land use 
planning decisions to the LPAT or being able to be added as a party to an appeal before 
the LPAT; only the Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing is authorized to represent 
provincial interests associated with watersheds in land use planning appeals (amendment 
to Planning Act, s1(2)) 

 
 
IMPLICATIONS OF THE PROPOSED CHANGES 
 
Ontario’s Special Advisor on Flooding Doug McNeil noted: 

Ontario has a long history of taking actions to keep people and property safe from the 
impacts of flooding through land use planning policies and mitigative activities. The 
development of the modern floodplain policy in Ontario, the watershed approach, the 
conservation authority model, and the flood standards have been extremely effective at 
reducing flood risks, especially in new greenfield development areas.21 

 
While the purpose of the CAAct is to “provide for the organization and delivery of programs and 
services that further the conservation, restoration, development and management of natural 

 
21 See Executive Summary, Ontario’s Special Advisor on Flooding Report to Government, An Independent Review 
of the 2019 Flood Events in Ontario, A Report to the Hon. John Yakabuski, Minister of Natural Resources and 
Forestry (October 2019), https://www.ontario.ca/document/independent-review-2019-flood-events-ontario.  
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resources in watersheds in Ontario”22, the scope and powers of conservation authorities will be 
limited to the point that no meaningful integrated watershed management will be possible. The 
“watershed approach” and the “conservation authority model” that the Special Advisor on 
Flooding lauded will be stripped down and made unrecognizable. Building climate resilient 
communities for the future will be impeded, if not impossible. Outlined below is a non-
exhaustive list of concerns. 
 

1. Indigenous rights are not anticipated to be represented in membership of conservation 
authorities 

 
Although it is proposed that a non-derogation clause will be added to the CAAct, such a 
confirmation of the constitutional protections afforded to existing aboriginal and treaty rights in 
and of itself will not be sufficient to bring Indigenous rights into consideration by conservation 
authorities. For example, the membership of conservation authorities is not expanded to include 
the ability to appoint Indigenous representation. The governance model for conservation 
authorities does not appear to have been adjusted at all to incorporate Indigenous ways of 
knowing. 
 

2. Narrowing of duties of conservation authorities’ members is counter to the watershed 
approach needed to build climate resilient communities for the future 

 
The duty of members will not include acting to “further the objects” of a conservation authority 
and the duty of members who are municipal councillors will be to act on behalf of their 
respective municipality. Conservation authorities were established to have a watershed-based 
approach and oversight precisely because municipal boundaries and interests do not align 
completely with such ecologically relevant (e.g. watershed) boundaries. 
 

3. Narrowing the objects and powers of conservation authorities is counter to the watershed 
approach needed to build climate resilient communities for the future 

 
The current Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) contains policies aimed at protecting, improving 
and restoring water quality and quantity, including emphasizing “using the watershed as the 
ecologically meaningful scale for integrated and long-term planning, which can be a foundation 
for considering cumulative impacts of development”23 and aimed at ensuring “the diversity and 
connectivity of natural features in an area, and the long-term ecological function and biodiversity 
of natural heritage systems” as important recognition of the “linkages between and among 
natural heritage features and areas, surface water features and ground water features.”24 The 
proposed amendments will narrow the objects of conservation authorities such that ensuring land 
use planning decisions are consistent with the PPS and achieving the overall purpose of the 
CAAct will be significantly impeded.  

 
22 CAAct, section 0.1. 
23 Provincial Policy Statement (2020), policy 2.2.1(a). See https://www.ontario.ca/page/provincial-policy-statement-
2020. 
24 PPS (2020), policy 2.1.2. 
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Further, conservation authorities powers to study & investigate, enter land throughout the 
watershed, cause research to be done, and expropriate will be narrowed or removed, making the 
ability to use a watershed approach next to impossible. 
 

4. Removing conservation authorities status as independent public bodies in land use 
planning will set integrated watershed management back decades 

 
Bringing conservation authorities under the “one window” approach to municipal land use 
planning will likely limit the ability to ensure meaningful integrated watershed management. 
Under the Planning Act, all provincial interests are expressed and defended only through the 
Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing (MMAH). As there is no express mechanism to 
ensure the interests of other ministry’s mandates, including (as proposed) the watershed 
approach of conservation authorities, are reflected in MMAH’s implementation of the Planning 
Act, the desire to build climate resilient communities for the future is unlikely to be fully 
realized. 
 

5. New procedures are being introduced, without indication of whether matching third party 
rights of appeal in the public interest will be provided 

 
New procedural rights for requestors (for fee reconsideration) and applicants (for the yet to be 
proclaimed permits), including new rights to appeal to the LPAT, are proposed. Further, new 
processes for the Minister to review, as well as appoint investigators and recommend the 
appointment of administrators, are also proposed. These amendments do not indicate, one way or 
another, whether third party, public interest based, appeal rights (as exist under the EBR for 
certain "instruments") will be made available. 
 

6. Confusion about the roles of the Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks 
and the Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry is not resolved 

 
Although it is proposed that the Minister, as defined in the CAAct, will be the Minister of the 
Environment, Conservation and Parks, it is anticipated that there will continue to be confusion 
about roles and responsibilities as the Minister of Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF) 
appears to maintain authority related to natural hazards. For example, MNRF conducted public 
consultations on a regulation “focusing conservation authority development permits on the 
protection of people and property” (ERO # 013-4992)25. It is unclear how such a regulation 
relates to the proposed amendments now before the Ontario Legislature.   
 

7. Much of the detail, particularly in relation to setting out the scope of programs and 
services, any standards and requirements, and other important matters, continue to be left 
to the development of future regulations 

 
 

25 See https://ero.ontario.ca/notice/013-4992, a proposal posted April 5, 2019 for 46 days and for which, as of 
writing, no decision has been issued.; 
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It is impossible to fully analyze the impact of the proposed changes to conservation authorities’ 
roles and responsibilities, as so many details are left to the discretion of the Lieutenant Governor 
in Council and/or the Minister to make future regulations. 
 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
Building climate resilience is crucially important for Ontario. For all of the reasons discussed 
above, CELA believes that the proposed changes to conservation authorities will not achieve this 
important task. To the contrary, the package of amendments as proposed are likely to set back 
watershed planning and implementation of an ecosystem-based approach by decades. As such, 
CELA recommends that Schedule 6 not be enacted in its present form and instead be withdrawn 
in its entirety from Bill 229. Further, CELA recommends that the Ontario government 
immediately seek to ensure that the current mandate of the province’s 36 conservation authorities 
is maintained and enhanced, in order to effectively protect, restore and manage the watersheds 
where 95 percent of the people of Ontario reside. 
 
 
November 10, 2020 
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November 13, 2020 
          Via Email 
 
Honourable Doug Ford       premier@ontario.ca  
Premier of Ontario 
 
Honourable Rod Phillips       minister.fin@ontario.ca  
Minister of Finance 
 
Honourable Jeff Yurek       minister.mecp@ontario.ca  
Minister of Environment, Conservation and Parks 
 
Honourable John Yakabuski      minister.mnrf@ontario.ca  
Minister of Natural Resources and Forestry  
 
Honourable Steve Clark       minister.mah@ontario.ca  
Minister of Municipal Affairs and Housing 
 
 

Re:  Major Streamlining and Cost Concerns with Bill 229: Protect, Support and Recover from COVID 
 19 Act (Budget Measures Act) - Schedule 6 – Conservation Authorities Act     

 
Further to recent letters via email requesting meetings with Minister Yurek (November 8th), Minister 
Yakabuski (November 11th) and Minister Clark (November 11th), I am sending this letter to outline the 
major concerns which we’d like to discuss.  These concerns are significant to achieving the third pillar of 
Ontario’s Action Plan, to Recover and create conditions for growth. 
 
Schedule 6 of Bill 229, proposes amendments to both the Conservation Authorities Act and the Planning 
Act.  There are a number of proposed changes which we believe have the potential to add significant 
delays in the planning and permitting process, add costs and ultimately have the potential for significant 
impacts on Ontario’s ability to provide flooding and natural hazards management/protection and 
drinking water protection to Ontarians. We note, as well, that these changes appear contrary to the 
Special Advisor’s Report on Flooding and Ontario’s Flooding Strategy.   
 
Provincial changes will actually create more costs, delays and red tape around permit and planning 
applications and appeals. 

There are new appeal processes which will significantly slow down the permitting process creating 
delays and more red tape. If applicants are not satisfied with decisions made by the Hearing Boards (CA 
Board of Directors or Executive), then applicants can now appeal directly to the Minister who can make 
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his or her own decision without a hearing and even issue a permit. Alternatively, or in addition, the 
applicant can appeal a decision of the conservation authority to the Local Planning Appeal Tribunal 
(LPAT). These changes could add almost 200 days to the application process (see attached diagram) 
which means more costs for developers, conservation authorities (CAs) and the Province to manage this 
excessive appeal system.  In 2018, CAs received 11,781 requests for permits in regulated areas. Of these 
10,810 permits were issued. There were 28 appeals to the Mining and Lands Tribunal (MLT) of which 23 
were decided in the CAs’ favour. It is noted that relatively few permits are appealed to the MLT because 
the current and affordable system is based on the technical/natural hazard merits of the applicant’s 
request. The LPAT is already overloaded with land use planning application appeals without overloading 
it further with appeals for CA permits. It is unclear how the Province will pay for the technical expertise 
to advise on Section 28 permit decisions by the Minister or by LPAT to ensure that these decisions are 
not increasing the liability costs for the Province or conservation authorities (and thereby municipalities) 
and putting lives and property at increased risk.  
 
Additionally, despite recent reports by both the Auditor General and the Special Advisor on Flooding, 
recognizing that the conservation authorities lack basic tools to ensure compliance with the Act and 
regulation, Bill 229 proposes to repeal sections that provide these necessary tools (e.g. stop orders).  
 
During the Pandemic, many CAs have experienced an increase in illegal activities on CA-owned lands and 
in CA regulated areas. In the case of some Section 28 infractions, extensive remediation costs and 
damages to neighbouring properties could have been avoided if tools such as enhanced powers of 
inspection and stop (work) orders were available to CA officers. Instead, conservation authorities must 
rely on their municipal partners to assist with stop orders under municipal by-laws or the Building Code, 
when appropriate. This puts undue stress on municipalities to provide services to the CAs and results in 
duplication of effort. For egregious offences, a CA’s only recourse is to proceed through the court 
system, resulting in significant legal costs to the CA and to the accused. These unnecessary costs to 
conservation authority and municipal budgets, as well as to the taxpayers/property owners for damages 
that could have been avoided will continue under the Budget Measures Act.  
 
Changes have been proposed to the Planning Act that create a significant gap in the land use planning 
system.  

Conservation authority participation in the planning appeals process ensures that watershed science 
and data is being applied to planning and land use decisions.  Without an ability to look at planning 
applications on a watershed basis and consider one municipality’s impacts to another municipality 
downstream, we run the risk of the plan review process being piecemealed and ultimately the potential 
to exacerbate risks associated with flooding and natural hazards and for cumulative negative 
environmental impacts (including for water quality/drinking water). One painful example of this is the 
Walkerton drinking water tragedy that occurred 20 years ago where people died and thousands more 
became sick.  The Inquiry ultimately led to the establishment of the Drinking Water Source Protection 
Program which has links to many components of municipal and conservation authority business 
including critical Planning Act and building permit file reviews based on the highest standards of science 
available. 

The involvement of the conservation authorities in the plan review process has resulted in the 
streamlining of municipal planning and approval processes while safeguarding Ontarians from natural 
hazards and protecting their drinking water.  Efforts to limit CA involvement in identifying constraints up 
front will only result in misdirected development investments and delays in approval processes for 
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future construction. The likely outcome is that more permits will be appealed, further exacerbating the 
backlog at the LPAT.  

 
In summary, there are a number of proposed changes which will add significant delays in the planning 
and permitting process, and ultimately result in significant impacts on Ontario’s ability to cost effectively 
provide adequate flooding and natural hazards management/protection and drinking water protection 
to Ontarians. 
 
The long-standing partnership between the conservation authorities and the Province is central to 
ensuring that we protect people from flooding and natural hazards, protect drinking water sources, and 
deliver watershed-based programs that will conserve Ontario’s natural resources.  We can support 
Ontario’s Action Plan to recover and create conditions for growth without creating greater expense to 
developers, municipalities and the province and therefore greater expense to Ontarian taxpayers. 
 
 
Sincerely, 

 
 
Wayne Emmerson 
Chair, Conservation Ontario 
 
Attach. Section 28 Process Chart with Changes from Bill 229 

cc. 
Honourable Caroline Mulroney      minister.mto@ontario.ca 
Minister of Transportation of Ontario       
 
Honourable Christine Elliott      Christine.elliott@ontario.ca  
Deputy Premier/Minister of Health 
 
Kim Gavine, General Manager, Conservation Ontario 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Conservation Ontario 
120 Bayview Parkway, Newmarket ON L3Y 3W3 

Tel: 905.895.0716   Email: info@conservationontario.ca 

www.conservationontario.ca 
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October 1, 2020 
        
The Honourable Jeff Yurek 
Minister of Environment, Conservation and Parks (MECP) 
777 Bay Street, 5th Floor 
Toronto, ON, M7A 2J3 
 
The Honourable John Yakabuski 
Minister of Natural Resources and Forestry 
99 Wellesley Street West, 6th Floor 
Toronto, Ontario, M7A 1W3 
 
Sent Via Email 
 
Re: Conservation Authorities Act (CAA) Review: Enforcement Provisions 
 
Dear Minister Yurek and Minister Yakabuski,  
 
On behalf of our member conservation authorities, I am writing in follow-up to the September 
28th Conservation Ontario (CO) Council meeting. Minister Yurek, thank you once again for 
providing some opening remarks and answering a couple of questions. It was very much 
appreciated.   
 
We look forward to reviewing the outcomes of the stakeholder engagement sessions and the 
public survey further to which you are considering regulatory and legislative amendments. In 
follow-up discussion with our members at Council it was noted that these consultations 
included a focus on our Section 28 regulatory responsibilities; responsibility for which resides 
with Minister Yakabuski.  It is our understanding that your ministries are working together to 
consider regulatory and legislative amendments.  Therefore I am writing to let you both know 
that Council identified that a positive outcome of your review would be enactment of Part VII 
Enforcement and Offences clauses in the CAA.   
 
To ensure compliance with the Section 28 regulations, conservation authorities (CAs) require 
the basic tools that are routinely provided to other agencies, including municipal by-law officers 
(e.g. stop work orders). In recent reports by both the Auditor General and the Special Advisor 
on Flooding, it has been recognized that the CAs lack basic tools to ensure compliance with the 
Act and regulation which are recognized as critical components of Ontario’s approach to 
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reducing risks posed by flooding and other natural hazards and strengthening Ontario’s 
resiliency to extreme weather events.   
 
During the Pandemic, many CAs have experienced an increase in illegal activities on CA-owned 
lands and in CA regulated areas. In the case of some Section 28 infractions, extensive 
remediation costs and damages to neighbouring properties could have been avoided if tools 
such as enhanced powers of inspection and stop (work) orders were available to CA officers. 
Instead, CAs must rely on their municipal partners to assist with stop orders under municipal 
by-laws or the Building Code, when appropriate. This puts undue stress on municipalities to 
provide services to the CAs and results in duplication of effort. For egregious offences, a CA’s 
only recourse is to proceed through the court system, resulting in significant legal costs to the 
CA and to the accused. These unnecessary costs to CA and municipal budgets, as well as to the 
taxpayers/property owners for damages that could have been avoided cannot continue.  
 
When a Provincial response to the engagement sessions comes out, it would be very favourably 
received to see that it addresses the shortfall in our enforcement capabilities and includes 
enactment of Part VII Enforcement and Offences clauses in the Conservation Authorities Act.  
 
Thank you for your consideration in support of our efforts to cost effectively deliver on the 
natural hazards mandatory program.  We look forward to continuing to work together in this 
regard and as always CO staff are available at your convenience.  
 
Sincerely,  
 

 
 
Wayne Emmerson 
Chair, Conservation Ontario 
 
c.c.         
Graydon Smith, President, Association of Municipalities of Ontario  
CAOs, All Conservation Authorities  
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Updating the Conservation Authorities Act

Minister, MECP (MECP) <Minister.MECP@ontario.ca>
Thu 2020-11-05 6:40 PM

Good evening:
 
Following the 2019 amendments to the Conservation Authorities Act, my ministry conducted a
review of relevant legislation and regulations that govern conservation authorities.
 
Through a series of engagement sessions and an online survey in late 2019/early 2020, we
received feedback from conservation authorities and a diverse group of stakeholders, including
the public, municipalities, landowners, the agricultural sector, the development sector, and
environmental and conservation organizations.
 
Our government is now proposing a series of legislative amendments to the Conservation
Authorities Act and the Planning Act, as set out in the Bill, which would:
 

Improve consistency and transparency of the programs and services that conservation
authorities deliver;         
Provide additional oversight for municipalities and the province; and
Streamline conservation authority permitting and land use planning reviews to increase
accountability, consistency and transparency.

 

For more information on proposed legislative amendments in support of this initiative, please
read our Information Notice on the Environmental Registry of Ontario at
www.ero.ontario.ca/notice/019-2646.
 
Later this fall and winter, we will also be proposing a series of regulations and policies to further
support the goals of our review of conservation authorities, such as defining mandatory
programs and services conservation authorities must provide. We will post the first phase of
these regulatory proposals for public feedback in the coming weeks. 
 
There will also be the opportunity for you to participate in a webinar with ministry staff from the
new Conservation and Source Protection Branch, in the Land and Water Division, which is now
responsible for the general oversight of the Conservation Authorities Act and conservation
authority policy and programs.
 
Keley Katona, Director of the Conservation and Source Protection Branch, will be in contact
with you in the coming days to provide details on the timing and how to participate in the
webinar. You can reach Keley at ca.office@ontario.ca if you have any questions.
 
Thank you again for your input during our review. I look forward to continuing to work with you
to ensure that conservation authorities serve the best interests of the people of Ontario.
 
Sincerely,
 
 
 
Jeff Yurek
Minister of the Environment, Conservation and Parks
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 COVID-19: Get the latest updates, take a self-assessment or learn about the COVID Alert exposure-
notification app.

Consultation: Ontario Conservation Authorities
The survey is now closed. From February 14 to March 13, 2020, we asked for your feedback to help us improve
the overall governance, oversight and accountability of conservation authorities to protect and preserve Ontario’s
natural spaces.

Background

We are delivering on our Made-in-Ontario Environment Plan (https://www.ontario.ca/page/made-in-ontario-
environment-plan)  commitment to protect and preserve Ontario’s natural places.

Conservation authorities (https://www.ontario.ca/page/conservation-authorities) play an important role in natural
hazard management, protecting residents and property from the impacts of flooding and other natural hazards.

In 2019-2020,  we consulted on the core role of conservation authorities in:

preparing and protecting against the impacts of natural hazards
maintaining and managing conservation lands
protecting sources of drinking water

About the consultation

We heard ideas and feedback  from:

conservation authorities (members, staff)
municipalities (municipal elected officials, employees)
landowner associations
development stakeholders (property developers, associations representing developers)
agriculture stakeholders (farmers, agriculture associations)
environmental or conservation organizations or associations (board members, staff)
the general public

The information that we gathered helped us in our review of relevant legislation and regulations that govern
conservation authorities.

What we heard

As part of the government’s review of conservation authorities, we held pre-consultations with all 36
conservation authorities in Fall 2019 to discuss the programs and services they deliver.

We held four in-person engagement sessions in Barrie, Colborne, London and North Bay between January and
March 2020 with over 500 participants.  These in-person sessions were attended by representatives from64

https://covid-19.ontario.ca/
https://covid-19.ontario.ca/self-assessment
https://covid-19.ontario.ca/covidalert
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organizations from across Ontario that had expressed interest in legislative and regulatory changes related to
conservation authorities, including:

municipalities
conservation authorities
development, agricultural, landowner, environmental and conservation organizations

In January 2020 we posted an online survey to gather feedback from anyone who did not attend the in-person
sessions, and the general public.  We received over 2,200 submissions from the online survey, with feedback
from a wide range of respondents including:

municipalities
conservation authorities
Indigenous communities
the general public

In addition, several individuals, municipalities and organizations provided their feedback through direct
correspondence to the ministry.

The input received reflected a range of ideas and perspectives. One-third of the comments came from
southwestern Ontario, one-third from central Ontario, and the remainder from the rest of the province.

At each stage of our consultations we asked participants to tell us what is working well and what could be
improved. 

The survey and in-person consultation sessions asked for feedback specifically on:

mandatory and non-mandatory programs and services
the existing conservation authority model
permitting roles and responsibilities
oversight of conservation authorities
authority member board composition
partnerships and collaborations

The extensive feedback we received in each of these areas was used to inform the changes we are proposing to
make to the Conservation Authorities Act. The feedback will continue to be used:

in the development of associated regulations and policy, which will further define the core mandate of
conservation authorities and the programs and services they provide
to improve the governance, oversight and accountability of conservation authorities while respecting
taxpayer dollars

We thank everyone that took the time to submit their thoughts and ideas through the conservation authorities’
pre-consultation engagement sessions and the online survey.

Next steps

The province is moving forward with a proposal to further define the core mandate of conservation authorities.

These changes would improve the governance, oversight and accountability of conservation authorities, while
respecting taxpayer dollars by giving municipalities more say over the conservation authority services they pay
for.

Learn more about our proposal (https://www.ontario.ca/page/conservation-authorities)
65
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Your privacy matters

Your personal information is being collected in order to help us in our review of relevant legislation and
regulations that govern conservation authorities. Your responses will be reviewed by the Government of Ontario.

This feedback will help to inform changes we are making to the Conservation Authorities Act
(https://www.ontario.ca/laws/statute/90c27) and associated regulations. Your feedback may also be used in a
summary report about this survey.

Some of the non-identifying information shared may be used by the Government of Ontario and their service
providers to measure website analytics, performance and to improve our services.

Your information will not be placed on mailing lists or released to any third party, except as may be authorized
by law. For questions on how personal information collected on this page will be used, please see our Privacy
Statement (https://www.ontario.ca/page/privacy-statement) .

Updated: November 5, 2020
Published: February 14, 2020

Related

Ontario Conservation Authorities (https://www.ontario.ca/page/conservation-authorities)
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