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UPPER THAMES RIVER

November 11, 2016

NOTICE OF
BOARD OF DIRECTORS’ MEETING
DATE: TUESDAY, November 22, 2016
TIME: 9:30 A.M. - 11:45 A M.
LOCATION: WATERSHED CONSERVATION CENTRE
BOARDROOM
AGENDA: TIME
L. Approval of Agenda 9:30am
2. Declaration of Conflicts of Interest
3. Confirmation of Payment as Required Through
Statutory Obligations
4. Minutes of the Previous Meeting:

Tuesday October 25, 2016

5. Business Arising from the Minutes 9:35am

(a) Environmental Planning Capacity
{Report attached) (T.Annett)
{Document; ENVP #4047 }(10 minutes)

. Closed Session — In Camera 9:45am

(a) Pittock — Deferred from October meeting
(Report attached){J. Howley/L.Wilcox)
(45 minutes)

(b Summary of Existing Statements of Claim
(Report attached) (A.Shivas)
(Document: Lands & Facilities # 2829)
(5 minutes)



1. Business for Approval

(a)

Pay Equity (S.Viglianti)(Report attached)
(Document; HR#18236)(5 minutes)

(b)

Gianl Hogweed Report & Recommendation

(A.Shivas) (10 minutes)
(Document: Lands & Facilities #2622)

8. Business for Information

(a)

Administration and Enforcement - Section 28

(M.Snowsell/K.Winfield)(Report attached)
(Document: ENVP #4036 )(5 minutes)

(b)

Pioneer Village Update (Shanna Dunlop)
(Report attached) (5 minutes)

(©)

Board of Directors Training
(I.Wilcox/S.Viglianti)(Report attached)
(Document: HR #18282)(5 minutes)

(d)

January Election Preparations (L Wilcox)
(Report attached)(Document #1 16023)
(5 minutes)

Wildwood Exterior Rehabilitation
(C.Tasker)(Report attached)
(Document #1 16009)(5 minutes)

N

Education Presentation (T.Hollingsworth)
{25 minutes)

9. For Your Information Report
(November FY1 attached)(I.Wilcox)

10. Other Business (Including Chair and
General Manager's Comments)

11.  Adjournment
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c.c. Chair and Members of the Board of Directors

[.Wilcox
C.Saracino
G.Inglis
T.Annett

T.Hollingsworth J.Howley

A.Shivas C.Tasker
B.Glasman M.Snowsell
S.Viglianti C.Harrington

C.Ramsey
B.Mackie
K.Winfield
R.Goldt

S. Musclow
P. Swilzer

B. Verscheure
S. Dunlop



MINUTES
BOARD OF DIRECTORS’ MEETING
TUESDAY, NOVEMBER 22, 2016

Members Present: T.Birtch S.McCall-Hanlon
M.Blackie H.McDermid
M.Blosh A.Murray
R.Chowen B. Petrie
T.Jackson M.Ryan
S.Levin G.Way
N.Manning

Regrets: A.Hopkins

Note: Stratford Appointment remains vacant

Solicitor: G.Inglis

Staff: T.Annett C.Tasker
S.Dunlop 1.Wilcox
C.Harrington B.Verscheure
J.Howley M.Viglianti
J.Skrypnyk S.Viglianti
A.Shivas

1. Approval of Agenda

There will be a Board of Directors meeting on December the 8" for the purpose of approving a
draft budget.
T.Jackson moved — M.Ryan seconded:-

“RESOLVED that the UTRCA Board of Directors
approve the agenda as posted on the Members’ web-site.”
CARRIED.

2. Declaration of Conflicts of Interest

The Chair inquired whether the members had any conflicts of interest to declare relating to the
agenda. There were none.

3. Confirmation of Payment as Required Through Statutory Obligations




The Chair inquired whether the Authorily has met its statutory obligations in the payment of the
Accounts Payable. The members were advised the Authority has met its statutory obligations.

4, Minules of the Previous Mecting
QOcltober 25, 2016

T.Jackson moved —~ A.Murray seconded:-

“RESOLVED that the UTRCA Board of Directors approve
the Board of Directors” minutes dated October 25, 2016
as posted on the Members® web-site.”

CARRIED.

5. Business Arising {rom the Minutes

(a) Environmental Planning Capacity
(Report atlached)

Questions around the Green Energy Act and Hydro Plant approvals were raised. Staff will report
back at a future meeting,.

[.Wilcox answered questions regarding the funding for the new Planning staff member, how that
would fit into the 2017 Budget and the use of potential assessment growth funding from the City
of London.

Staft were asked if they have looked at possible ways to change practices in order to maximize
productivity. Planning staff explained that they have recently taken Lean Six Sigma training
and are developing a database, all in an effort to streamline the permit process and maximize
efficiency.

There was discussion around a potential increase in hearings and court cases in the future. The
CA Act review and the consequences of possible outcomes of the Gilmore case were also
discussed.

S.Levin moved — M.Rvyan seconded:-

“RESOLVED that the Board of Directors accept the

recommendations as presented in the report.”
CARRIED.

0. Closed Session — In Camera

There being property and legal matters to discuss,



H.McDermid moved — G.Way seconded:-

“RESOLVED that the Board of Directors adjourn to
Closed Session — In Camera.”
CARRIED.

Progress Reported

(a) A property matter relating to Pittock Conservation Area Lands was discussed.

T.Jackson moved — R.Chowen seconded: -

“RESOLVED that the Board of Directors defer a decision
regarding the first recommendation as outlined in the
Closed Session — In Camera minutes .”

CARRIED.

S.Levin moved - B.Petrie seconded:-

“RESOLVED that the Board of Directors approve the
second and third staff recommendations as outlined

in the Closed Session — In Camera minules.”
CARRIED.

(b) Summary of Existing Statements of Claim

B.Petrie moved — S.Levin seconded:-

“RESOLVED that the Board of Directors accept the tnformation

as presented in the Closed Session — In Camera minutes.”
CARRIED.

T.Birtch excused himself from the meeting.

7. Business for Approval

(a) Pay Equity
{Report attached)

It was clarified that this Policy does not directly follow any of the other Conservation
Authorities’ Pay Equity Policies as they are all developed independently.



S.Levin moved — G.Way seconded:-

“RESOLVED that the Board of Directors accept the
recommendations as presented in the report,”
CARRIED.

() Giant Hogweed Report & Recommendation

{Report altached)
It was suggested that the UTRCA look into getting involved in any existing Phragmites working
groups.

S.Levin moved — T.Jackson seconded:-

“RESOLVED that the Board of Directors accept the
recommendation as presented in the report.”
CARRIED.

8. Business for Information

(a) Administration and Enforcement — Section 28
(Report attached)

The attached report was presented to the members for their information.

B.Petrie moved — G.Way seconded:-

“RESOLVED that the Board of Directors

accept the report as presented.”
CARRIED.

(b) Pioneer Village Update
(Report attached)

H.McDermid moved — M.Ryan seconded:-

“RESOLVED that the Board of Directors
accept the report as presented.”
CARRIED.

(c) Board of Directors Training
(Report attached)




If Board members have recently had similar training elsewhere they may provide documentation
of the training and it may be accepted in lieu of completing the UTRCA training.

S.Levin moved — B.Petrie seconded:-

“RESOLVED that the Board of Directors
acceplt the report as presented.”
CARRIED.

(d) January Election Preparations
(Report attached)

M.Blackie will let his name stand as Chair for 2017.
R.Chowen will not let his name stand as Vice-Chair for 2017.

H.McDermid moved — B.Petrie seconded:-

“RESOLVED that the Board of Directors

accept the report as presented.”
CARRIED.

(e) Wildwood Exterior Rehabilitation
(Report attached)

Staff clarified that next year the UTRCA will apply for WECI funding to complete the additional
work referenced in the report.

M.Rvan moved — A.Murray seconded:-

“RESOLVED that the Board of Directors
accept the report as presented.”
CARRIED.

N Education Presentation

This presentation has been deferred to a future meeting.

9, For Your Information Report
(November FYI attached)




The FYI report was presented for the members’ information.

10, Other Business

N.Manning and M.Blackie attended the Latornell Conservation Symposium. LIDs and green
infrastructure were a main focus along with drainage.

The next Board meeting will be on Thursday December 8", 9:30am.

1. Adjournment

There being no further business the meeting was adjourned at | 1:35am on a motion by
N.Manning.
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UPPER THAMES RIVER

MEMO

To: UTRCA Board of Directors

From: Tracy Annett

Date: November 8, 2016 Agenda #: 5 (a)

Subject: Planning and Regulations Capacity Budget Filename: ::ODMA\GRPWISE\U
Implications T _MAIN.UTRCA PO.

ENVP:4047.1
BACKGROUND

Al the last Board of Directors meelting staft were direcled to provide additional metrics to detail
the impact of additional planning and regulations staff.

The following was included in the September Report to the Board:

Prior to 2006, the number of permits processed by one Regulations Officer was
approximately 60, at a time when our involvement with EAs was substantially reduced.
This staffing capacity has not increased since 2008. However, with the forecasted
increase in development activities additional staffing is required to maintain the level of
service to support the City of London’s growth.

The increase in Section 28 Permit applications and Planning Act circulations are demonstrated

below:
ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING & REGULATIONS ACTIVITIES
Year Section 28 Section 28 Environmental Planning Act
Permit Violations Assessments Circulations
Applications
| 2011 135 9 24 565
2012 140 13 43 522
2013 150 3 48 630
2014 158 6 38 576
2015 208 5 57 68
2010 225 24 65 680 |
(projected) |

As noted, a full time Regulations Officer typically are able to process 60 permits and 20 EA’s
per year. The number of Environmental Assessments requiring review and input has increased.
Dramatic increases in the number of violations have also occurred requiring substantial staff
time. Additional staffing is needed to support these activities.

1t is expected that additional staff capacity will allow staff to issue permits within reduced time
frames. Generally, staff are able to meet the timelines as outlined in the Policies and Procedures
For Conservation Authority Plan Review And Permitting (May 2010, MNRF). The permit
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process included as Appendix 2 has been attached for your information. Staff endeavor to
process minor permits with 21 days and major permits within 90 days. There are circumstances
where applications are not complete when they are received, requiring additional technical
information. The timelines are placed ‘on-hold’ until the required information is obtained. At
this time, we do nol have the capability of tracking this information. A database is currently
being developed to assist with this data collection and is anticipated to be operational in 2017. In
order to mect the prescribed timeframes, staff are working longer hours and reducing the amount
of vacation time taken without compensation. UTRCA Personnel Policy states the tollowing;

» A maximum of one year's vacation entitlement is permitted to be carried forward, with
the written approval of the General Manager. The maximum number of days is calculated
on the basis of the previous year's allotment. (Section 11.07) and;

» Al permanent and contract employees who are required to work in excess of the
standard work week shall receive equivalent time off for such hours worked upon the
approval of their immediate supervisor (Section 8.04). (Note that accumulated banked
time is re-set to zero each year with unused time lost and no further compensation
provided to the eniployee).

Data related to vacation time and banked hours were reviewed over the past 5 years.
Environmental Planning and regulations staff vacation time allocations are routinely carried
over. As shown on the graph below; over the past several years slaff have used between 60% and
65% of their vacation time, that includes current year allotments and carry-over of days. This
year it is anticipated that on average staff have only used approximately 45% of their vacation
time, while the hours of Banked Time lost by all Planning & Regulations staff is increasing.

{ 70 140

®

2 60 - S 120 %
2 / P
= |50 - 100 E
c =
2 | 40 80
] @
® | 30 60 ¥
= @
o |20 - a0 2
& 5
8 10 20 g
c i

g o : 0o =
& 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

Increasingly, staff have been unable to utilize their vacation allocation. The trend clearly shows that
staff unable to utilize their vacation allotments. Maintaining this level of workload is not sustainable.
All of these measurable factors demonstrate the need for additional staff capacity.

PREPARED BY: RECOMMENDED BY:
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Tracy Anneut, MCIP, RPP, Manager Ian Wilcox,
Environmental Planning and Regulations General Manager
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POLICIES AND PROCEDURES FOR CONSERVATION AUTHORITY PLAN
REVIEW AND PERMITTING ACTIVITIES

The intent of this chapter is to describe the roles of Conservation Authorities
(CAs) in the areas of municipal planning, plan review, and Conservation
Authorities Act S. 28 permitting related to development activity and natural
hazard prevention and management and the protection of environmental
interests.

PART A - BACKGROUND

1.0 DESCRIPTION OF CONSERVATION AUTHORITY ROLES AND
ACTIVITIES

Conservation Authorities (CAs) are corporate bodies created through legislation
by the province at the request of two or more municipalities in accordance with
the requirements of the Conservation Authorities Act (CA Act). Each CA is
governed by the CA Act and by a Board of Directors whose members are
appointed by participating municipalities located within a common watershed
within the CA jurisdiction. CA Board composition is determined by the CA Act
according to the proportion of the population from participating municipalities
within the watershed.

Section 20 of the CA Act sets out the objects for CAs to establish and undertake,
in the area over which it has jurisdiction, a program designed to further the
conservation, restoration, development and management of natural resources
other than gas, oil, coal and minerals. Section 21 of the CA Act outlines the
powers of CAs including the power to establish watershed-based resource
management programs and/or policies and the power to charge fees for services,
the services for which are approved by the Minister of Natural Resources.

The fundamental provincial role for all CAs focuses on water related natural
hazard prevention and management and includes flood and erosion control.

CAs may undertake the following roles and activities:

i. Regulatory Authorities- Under Section 28 of the CA Act, subject to the
approval of the Minister of Natural Resources and in conformity with
the Provincial Regulation 97/04 governing the content, CAs may make
regulations applicable to the area under its jurisdiction to prohibit,
restrict, regulate or give required permission for certain activities in and
adjacent to watercourses (including valley lands), wetlands, shorelines
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of inland lakes and the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence River System and
other hazardous lands

Delegated ‘Provincial Interest’ in Plan Review- As outlined in the
Conservation Ontario/ Ministry of Natural Resources (MNR) /Ministry of
Municipal Affairs and Housing (MMAH) Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) on CA Delegated Responsibilities (Appendix 1),
CAs have been delegated responsibilities from the Minister of Natural
Resources to represent the provincial interests regarding natural
hazards encompassed by Section 3.1 of the Provincial Policy
Statement, 2005 (PPS, 2005). These delegated responsibilities require
CAs to review and provide comments on municipal policy documents
(Official Plans and comprehensive zoning by-laws) and applications
submitted pursuant to the Planning Act as part of the Provincial One-
Window Plan Review Service

Resource Management Agencies- In accordance with Section 20 and
21 of the CA Act, CAs are local watershed-based natural resource
management agencies that develop programs that reflect local
resource management needs within their jurisdiction. Such programs
and/or policies are approved by the CA Board of Directors and may be
funded from a variety of sources including municipal levies, fees for
services, provincial and/or federal grants and self-generated revenue.

Public Commenting Bodies- Pursuant to the Planning Act, CAs are
‘public commenting bodies’, and as such are to be notified of municipal
policy documents and planning and development applications. CAs
may comment as per their Board approved policies as local resource
management agencies to the municipality or planning approval
authority on these documents and applications.

CAs may also be identified as commenting bodies under other Acts
and Provincial Plans as outlined under Section 2.0 of this document
and Appendix 4.

Service Providers- Individual CAs may enter into service agreements
with federal and provincial ministries and municipalities to undertake
regulatory or approval responsibilities and/or reviews (e.g. reviews
under the Fisheries Act Section 35; septic system approvals under the
Ontario Building Code).

CAs may also perform a technical advisory role to municipalities. as
determined under the terms of service agreements. These services
may include, matters related to policy input and advice, the

assessment or analysis of water quality and quantity, environmental
impacts, watershed science and technical expertise associated with
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activities near or in the vicinity of sensitive natural features,
hydrogeology and storm water studies.

vi. Landowners- CAs are landowners, and as such, may become involved
in the planning and development process, either as an adjacent
landowner or as a proponent. Planning Service Agreements with
municipalities have anticipated that as CAs are also landowners this
may lead to a conflict with the CA technical advisory role to
municipalities. This potential conflict of interest is addressed by
establishing a mechanism for either party to identify a conflict and
implement an alternative review mechanism as necessary.

2.0 LEGISLATION
2.1 Conservation Authorities Act

2.1.1 Section 20 of the CA Act describes the objects of a CA, which are to
establish and undertake, in the area over which it has jurisdiction, a program
designed to further the conservation, restoration, development, and management
of natural resources other than gas, oil, coal, and minerals.

2.1.2 Section 21 of the CA Act lists the powers which CAs have for the purpose
of accomplishing their objects. The objects identified in the CA Act relevant to
this chapter include:

(a): to study and investigate the watershed and to determine a program whereby
the natural resources of the watershed may be conserved, restored,
developed and managed,;

(e) to purchase or acquire any personal property that it may require and sell or
otherwise deal therewith;

(I) to use lands that are owned or controlled by the authority for purposes, not
inconsistent with its objects, as it considers proper;

(m) to use lands owned or controlled by the authority for park or other
recreational purposes, and to erect, or permit to be erected, buildings, booths
and facilities for such purposes and to make charges for admission thereto
and the use thereof;

(m.1) to charge fees for services approved by the Minister (see Policies and

Procedures manual chapter on CA fees);

(n): to collaborate and enter into agreements with ministries and agencies of

government, municipal councils, local boards and other organizations;

(p) to cause research to be done;

(q) generally to do all such acts as are necessary for the due carrying out of any
project. R.S.0. 1990, c. C.27, s. 21; 1996, c. 1, Sched. M, s. 44 (1, 2); 1998,
c. 18, Sched. I, s. 11.
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2.1.3 Pursuant to Section 28 (1) of the CA Act and in accordance with Ontario
Regulation (O. Reg.) 97/04 “Content of Conservation Authority Regulations under
Subsection 28(1) of the Act: Development, Interference with Wetlands, and
Alterations to Shorelines and Watercourses” (i.e. Generic or Content

Regulation)”, “subject to the approval of the Minister, an authority may make
requlations applicable in the area under its jurisdiction,

(b) prohibiting, regulating or requiring the permission of the authority for
straightening, changing, diverting or interfering in any way with the existing
channel of a river, creek, stream or watercourse, or for changing or
interfering in any way with a wetland;

(c) prohibiting, regulating, or requiring the permission of the authority for
development if, in the opinion of the authority, the control of flooding,
erosion, dynamic beaches or pollution or the conservation of land may be
affected by the development.

2.1.4 Section 28 (25) of the CA Act defines development as meaning:

a) the construction, reconstruction, erection, or placing of a building or
structure of any kind

b) any change to a building or structure that would have the effect of
altering the use or potential use of the building or structure,
increasing the size of the building or structure or increasing the
number of dwelling units in the building or structure

c) site grading

d) the temporary or permanent placing, dumping, or removal of any
material originating on the site or elsewhere

Note: This definition for “development” differs from the definition that is contained
in the PPS, 2005 (see Section 2.2.5). The relevant definition needs to be applied
to the appropriate process.

215 CAAct S. 28 and the Green Energy Act

Conservation Authorities review renewable energy project proposals within their
regulated areas as per the provisions of CA Act sections 28. (1)(b) and (c).
Permission of the CA is required for straightening, changing, diverting or
interfering in any way with the existing channel of a river, creek, stream or
watercourse, or for changing or interfering in any way with a wetland.

As per Section 28. (13.1), permission will be granted, with or without conditions,
for development related to a renewable energy project unless it is in the opinion
of the Conservation Authority, the control of flooding, erosion, dynamic beaches
or pollution will be affected by the development or activity. Where possible, CA
permit application review and decision-making will be concurrent with the review
and issuance of approvals from provincial Ministries. The timelines for permit
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applications related to renewable energy projects may differ from the timelines
prescribed in this document due to the alignment with provincial Ministries.

2.2  Planning Act

2.2.1 Section 3(1) of the Planning Act provides for the issuance of policy
statements on matters relating to municipal planning that are of provincial interest
(e.g. PPS, 2005). Through the Minister’s delegation letter and the accompanying
MOU (Appendix 1), specific responsibilities have been delegated to CAs to
ensure that decisions on development applications by planning approval bodies
made pursuant to the Planning Act are consistent with the natural hazard policies
of the PPS, 2005.

2.2.2 Section 3(5) and 3 (6) of the Planning Act requires that in respect of the
exercise of any authority that affects a planning matter including comments,
submissions, advice and decisions of the council of a municipality, a local board,
a planning board, a minister of the Crown and a ministry, board, commission or
agency of the government, including the Ontario Municipal Board, shall be
consistent with provincial policy statements that are in effect on the date of the
decision and conform with and not conflict with provincial plans (e.g. Greenbelt
Plan, Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe, Oak Ridges Moraine
Conservation Plan, Central Pickering Development Plan, Lake Simcoe Protection
Act etc.) that are in effect on that date (See Appendix 4 for listing).

2.2.3 Section 26 of the Planning Act requires municipalities to revise Official
Plans every five years to ensure the Municipal Official Plans do not conflict with
and must conform to provincial plans and have regard to provincial interests as
outlined in Section 2 of the Planning Act and are consistent with provincial policy
statements issued under Section 3 (1).

2.2.4 Development, as defined in the PPS, means the creation of a new lot, a
change in land use, or the construction of buildings and structures, requiring
approval under the Planning Act, but does not include:
a) activities that create or maintain infrastructure authorized under an
environmental assessment process
b) works subject to the Drainage Act; or
c) for the purposes of policy 2.1.3(b), underground or surface mining of
minerals or advanced exploration on mining lands in significant areas of
mineral potential in Ecoregion 5E, where advanced exploration has the
same meaning as under the Mining Act. Instead, those matters shall be
subject to policy 2.1.4(a).

2.3. Other Acts

While the primary purpose of this chapter is to address the roles of CAs under
the Planning Act and the CA Act, CAs may have responsibilities under additional
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legislation including the federal Fisheries Act and the Clean Water Act. In
addition to these pieces of legislation, there are various authorizations,
approvals, permits, etc., which may be required from other agencies. It should
be noted that a CA Act Section 28 permission, if granted for work, does not
exempt the applicant from complying with any or all other approvals, laws,
statutes, ordinances, directives, regulations, etc. that may affect the property or
the use of same.

2.3.1 Fisheries Act

CAs may have individual agreements with Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO)
to review proposed works for its potential harmful alteration, disruption or
destruction (HADD) of fish habitat pursuant to Section 35 of the federal Fisheries
Act.

There are three different levels of agreements:

- Level 1 screening where the CA conducts the initial review of the project to
identify any impacts to fish and fish habitat and if potential impacts to fish and
fish habitat are found, the project is forwarded to the local DFO district office
for further review;

- Level 2 screening and mitigation planning where in addition to the above, the
CA determines how the proponent can mitigate any potential impacts to fish
and fish habitat and if mitigation is not possible the project is forwarded to the
local DFO district office for further review; and,

- Level 3 full mitigation and compensation planning, where in addition to all of
the above, the CA works with the proponent and DFO to prepare a fish
habitat compensation plan and the project is then forwarded to the local DFO
office for authorization under the federal Fisheries Act.

CAs do not possess the authority to grant an authorization for a HADD of fish
habitat. Applications requiring an authorization for a HADD are referred by the
CA to DFO for approval.

2.3.2 Clean Water Act

e CAs have a role in the Ministry of the Environment (MOE) led provincial
initiative under the Clean Water Act (CWA)(2006) in exercising and
performing the powers and duties of a source protection authority for a
source protection area established by CWA regulation. In acting as source
protection authorities under the CWA, during the source protection plan
development phase, tasks include:

® data (watershed characterizations, water budgets, etc.)

e Collection, analysis and compilation of technical and scientific information
and
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« Local engagement, consultation, information management and
communications
e Key supporting role to respective source protection committees which

includes funding
e Coordinating technical work with municipalities and others

Once the first source protection plan is approved, the Minister of the Environment
will specify a date by which a review of the plan must begin and the source
protection authority ensures that the review and those that follow are conducted
in accordance with the CWA and the regulations

2.3.3 Environmental Assessment Act (EA Act)

The purpose of the Environmental Assessment Act is the betterment of the
people of the whole or any part of Ontario by providing for the protection,
conservation and wise management in Ontario of the environment. CAs review
and comment on Class and Individual Environmental Assessments that occur
within their jurisdiction under the EA Act. CAs bring local environmental and
watershed knowledge into the review and assessment process.

It is a requirement for proponents to identify and consult with government
agencies and may include CAs if the proposed project may have an impact on
an item related to the CA’s areas of interest (e.g. regulatory authority or as
service providers-see section 1.0). The MOE is responsible for the administration
of the Environmental Assessment Act and ensuring that proponents meet the
requirements of this Act. The Minister of Environment is the approval authority
for decisions under the Environmental Assessment Act.

CAs as landowners may also be the proponent under the EA Act for proposed
projects that may occur on CA lands. The Class Environmental Assessment for
Remedial Flood and Erosion Control Projects (Class EA) establishes a planning
and approval process for a variety of remedial flood and erosion control projects
that may be carried out by CAs. This Class EA sets out procedures and
environmental planning principles for CAs to follow to plan, design, evaluate,
implement and monitor a remedial flood and erosion control project so that
environmental effects are considered as required under the Environmental
Assessment Act. Approval of this Class EA allows CAs to undertake these
projects without applying for formal approval under the Environmental
Assessment Act, on the condition that the planning and design process outlined
in the Class EA is followed and that all other necessary federal and provincial
approvals are obtained.

2.3.4 Aggregate Resources Act (AR Act)
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The purposes of the AR Act are to provide for the management of the aggregate
resources of Ontario; to control and regulate aggregate operations on Crown and
private lands; to require the rehabilitation of land from which aggregate has been
excavated; and to minimize adverse impact on the environment in respect of
aggregate operation.

Under CA Act Section 28 (11), areas licensed for aggregate extraction under the
AR Act are exempt from CA permitting activities. However, CAs may bring local
environmental and watershed knowledge into the application review process.
CAs are afforded an opportunity to review and provide comments directly, or
through their participating municipalities, to MNR on applications submitted under
the AR Act, during the application review and consultation process. MNR is the
approval authority for license applications submitted pursuant to the AR Act,
whereas municipalities are the approval authorities with respect to applications
submitted pursuant to the Planning Act.

As with other applications submitted pursuant to the Planning Act, CAs
may review Official Plan amendments, zoning bylaw amendments and
other applications for proposed new or expanded aggregate operations
submitted pursuant to the Planning Act, and comment in an advisory
capacity to municipalities making decisions on Planning Act applications.

2.3.5 Drainage Act

The Drainage Act is administered by the Ontario Ministry of Agriculture, Food
and Rural Affairs (OMAFRA) and is implemented by the local municipality. The
Drainage Act defines the terms by which a drainage project may be initiated and
prescribes the various stages of the procedure (e.g. engineer’s report,
consultation, appeals, construction) that must be followed by municipalities in the
development of this municipal drainage infrastructure. The local municipality is
also responsible for the maintenance, repair and management of the drainage
systems that are developed through this procedure.

CAs are involved with drainage matters in three ways:

1) Since 1949, drainage petitions for new drains and improvements to
existing drains are circulated to CAs for comment as required under
the Drainage Act S. 4 and S. 78 respectively. CAs may request an
environmental appraisal for new drainage works. Once an engineer’s
report has been drafted for the proposed drainage works, the Drainage
Act provides CAs with a right to appeal the proposed project to the
Drainage Tribunal.

2) CAs under agreement with Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO)
undertake Fisheries Act Section 35 authorization reviews under a
drainage class system. While CAs do not give final approval on
authorization requests, they review applications and form
recommendations that are forwarded to DFO for approval decisions.
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3) As some drains meet the definition of a ‘watercourse’ under Section
28 of the CA Act, CA permissions (permits) may be required for new
drainage works and drain improvements, maintenance and repair
activities. Please refer to the Drainage Act and (CA) Regulation
Protocol (under development 2010) for more details.

2.3.6 Ontario Water Resources Act (OWRA)

Under the OWRA, Certificates of Approval are required for stormwater
management infrastructure from MOE as the approval authority. CAs often
undertake a public commenting role on Certificates of Approval applications.
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SUMMARY TABLE: CA Roles, Relevant Reference Sections and Legal Authority

Role Relevant Section in this Legal Authority-
document legislation (or other)
Regulatory Section 3.7 CA Act S. 28
Authorities Section 6.0 (6.2, 6.3, 6.5, 6.6, 6.7) | O. Reg 97/04
Section 7.0 O. Regs 42/06, 146/06 to
Section 8.0 179/06, 181/06, 182/06,
Appendix 2c and 319/09.
Appendix 3
Delegated Section 3.0 (3.1, 3.2, 3.7) CO/MNR/MMAH MOU of
‘Provincial Section 6.0 (6.1,6.2,6.3,6.4, 6.5, CA Delegated
Interest’ in 6.8) Responsibilities
Plan Review | Section 8.0
Appendix 1 Section 3.1 of the
Appendix 2 a and b Provincial Policy Statement
Resource Section 3.0 (3.4, 3.6, 3.8) CAActS.20and S. 21
Management | Section 4.0 CA Board Approved
Agencies Section 6.0 (6.5, 6.8, 6.9,6.10) policies and programs
Section 8.0
Public Section 3.0 (3.3,3.4,3.6,3.7) Planning Act: S. 17.15,
Commenting | Section 6.0 (6.2,6.5,6.6,6.8,6.9, 17.20, 17.21
Bodies 6.10)
Other legislation:
Clean Water Act S. 4.2, S.
6,S.7.6,S.10.1 etc.
Drainage Act S. 4, S. 5.1,
S.6.1,S.10.2,S.10.8, S.
41.1,S.49,S.74,S.78.2,
Aggregates Resource Act
Environmental Assessment
Act
Provincial Plans (see
appendix 4)
Service Section 3.0 (3.4,3.5, 3.7, 3.8) CA Act S. 21
Providers Section 4.4 Federal Fisheries Act via
Section 6.0 (6.2, 6.3, 6.5, Agreements
6.6,.6.7,6.8,6.9) MOUSs (Municipal and other
Section 8.0 agency)
Landowners | Section 3.0 (3.8) CAActS. 21, and S. 29
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PART B - POLICY
3.0 GENERAL

3.1 CAs have been delegated responsibility to review municipal policy
documents and applications under the Planning Act to ensure that they are
consistent with the natural hazards policies Section 3.1 of the PPS, 2005. CAs
have not been delegated responsibilities to represent or define other provincial
interests on behalf of the Province under the Planning Act, the PPS, 2005 or
other provincial legislation (e.g. Endangered Species Act, 2007) or provincial
plans (e.g. Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation Plan, etc.).

3.2  Under the CO/MNR/MMAH MOU on CA Delegated Responsibilities, CAs
have a commenting role in approval of new or amended ‘Special Policy Areas’ for
flood plains under Section 3.1.3 of the PPS, where such designations are
feasible. Special Policy Areas (SPAs) are areas within flood plain boundaries of a
watercourse where exceptions to the development restrictions of the natural
hazards policy (3.1) in the Provincial Policy Statement (PPS), 2005, may be
permitted in accordance with technical criteria established by the MNR.

CAs provide supportive background and technical data regarding existing and
proposed SPAs. New SPAs and any proposed changes or deletions to existing
boundaries and/or policies are approved by both the Ministers of Natural
Resources and Municipal Affairs and Housing, with advice from CAs, prior to
being designated by a municipality or planning approval authority.

3.3  CAs are considered public commenting bodies pursuant to Section 1 of
the Planning Act and regulations made under the Planning Act. As such, CAs
must be notified of municipal policy documents and applications as prescribed.
To streamline this process, CAs may have screening protocols with
municipalities, normally through service agreements, which identifies those
applications that CAs should review.

3.4 In addition to CAs’ legislative requirements and mandated responsibilities
under the CA Act, Section 28 Regulations as regulatory authorities, and Section
3.1 of the PPS as delegated plan reviewers for provincial interest, the CAs’ role
as watershed-based, resource management agencies also allows CAs to review
municipal policies, planning documents and applications pursuant to the Planning
Act as a ‘public commenting body’ as outlined in the CO/MNR/MMAH MOU on
CA Delegated Responsibilities. (Appendix 1)

To inform their review of municipal planning documents and planning
applications, under the Planning Act, CAs may develop policies and strategies
related to their CA Board mandates and agreements for technical services with
municipalities and other levels of government. Such CA policies are advisory
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and may be incorporated into an Official Plan in which case they become
adopted as municipal policy. When providing comments to municipalities or
planning approval authorities, CAs should identify the role(s) and legislative
authority under which they are doing so (e.g. PPS, 2005, CA Act Section 28
Regulations, Federal Fisheries Act, advisory, etc.).

3.5 Where CAs have entered into an agreement with municipalities or other
levels of government for any technical services, CAs should provide the technical
services (e.g. providing natural heritage advice), as prescribed by the agreement.
Technical service agreements with municipalities may cover a broad range of
issues, including stormwater management, natural heritage features and systems
advice, groundwater monitoring, etc. These agreements may also include a
process to resolve disputes that may occur in the delivery of the services
between the municipality and a conservation authority.

3.6 In some cases, provincial plan (e.g. Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation
Plan; Greenbelt Plan; Lake Simcoe Protection Plan, Central Pickering
Development Plan) requirements may exceed CA regulatory requirements and
such greater requirements take precedence. For example, the provincial plans
may have greater requirements for vegetation buffers or more restrictions on the
uses permitted than the CA regulatory requirements.

A typical requirement of the legislation for those plans is that comments,
submissions, or advice provided by CAs, that affect a planning matter within
those areas, shall conform with the provincial plan (refer to 6.9). Similarly, where
there are regulations (including CA Act Section 28 and the Fisheries Act) that are
more restrictive than those contained in these provincial plans, the more
restrictive provisions prevail.

3.7  The “principle of development” is established through Planning Act
approval processes, whereas the CA Act permitting process provides for
technical implementation of matters pursuant to Section 28 of the CA Act. The
scope of matters that are subject to CA Act S. 28 regulations is limited to the
activities in areas set out under Section 28(1) and Section 28(5) of the CA Act.

CAs should ensure that concerns they may have regarding the establishment of
the “principle of development” are conveyed to the municipality/planning approval
authority during the preparation of a municipal Official Plan, secondary plan or
Official Plan amendment, or during the Planning Act approvals process and not
through the CA Act S. 28 permitting process.

An established ‘principle of development’ does not preclude the ability of the CA
(or MMAH as per the MOU) to appeal a planning matter to the Ontario Municipal
Board (OMB) (e.g., based on newer technical information relevant to the PPS). It
is recognized that there may be historic planning approval decisions that were
made in the absence of current technical information which could now preclude
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development under the CA Act regulations. Where possible, if an issue remains
unresolved, the CA should work with the proponent and the municipality to
pursue a resolution.

3.8 CAs may provide a number of other programs and services (extension
services, community relations, information, education services and permissions
under other legislation) that may or may not be linked to applications made
pursuant to the Planning Act or CA Act S. 28 regulation permissions. These
programs and services are not governed by this chapter.

4.0 CONSERVATION AUTHORITY POLICY FORMATION AND
CONSULTATION

4.1  CAs should give public notice and undertake public and stakeholder
consultation prior to submission for CA Board approval of all proposed policies,
watershed and subwatershed plans, guidelines or strategies that are intended to
be used by the CA to comment on future land use and land use planning and
inform CA review of applications made pursuant to the Planning Act. The CA is
only responsible for coordinating consultation where it has been delegated as the
lead for the watershed or subwatershed planning processes by the participating
municipality or municipalities..

4.2  CAs should give public notice and undertake public consultations prior to
submission for CA Board approval of proposed service delivery policies and
procedures for CA Act Section 28 permit applications (e.g. complete
applications).

4.3 The public should be provided the opportunity to speak to the proposed
policies and guidelines referenced in 4.1 and 4.2 at the relevant CA Board
meetings.

4.4  CAs should make any agreements between the CA and participating
municipalities or other government agency publicly accessible (e.g. posted on the
CA’s website where available).

5.0 APPLICATION PROCESSES

Attached are three charts which illustrate the application processes under both
the Planning Act and the Conservation Authorities Act S. 28 and practices to
promote effective and efficient processes between them:
« municipal planning application process with CA review (e.g. stand-
alone site plan control) (Appendix 2a)
e municipal planning application process (e.g. subdivision) with CA
review and requirement for CA Act S. 28 permit(s) (Appendix 2b)
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o stand-alone CA Act S. 28 “Development, Interference with Wetlands,
Alterations to Shorelines and Watercourses” regulation permit
application process (Appendix 2c)

6.0 POLICIES AND PROCEDURES FOR MUNICIPAL PLAN REVIEW BY
CONSERVATION AUTHORITIES

6.1 ‘Provincial Interest’ Memorandum of Understanding of CA Delegated
Responsibilities

Through the Minister’s delegation letter and under the accompanying MOU
signed in 2001, CO, MNR and MMAH agreed to support the provisions of the
MOU as an appropriate statement of the roles and responsibilities of the relevant
Ministries and CAs in the implementation of the PPS and now continued in the
PPS, 2005.

Pursuant to the delegation letter and the MOU, CAs have been delegated the
responsibility to review municipal policy documents and planning and
development applications submitted pursuant to the Planning Act to ensure that
they are consistent with the natural hazards policies found in Section 3.1 of the
PPS, 2005. These delegations do not extend to other portions of the PPS, 2005
unless specifically delegated or assigned in writing by the Province. For further
detail, please refer to the MOU in Appendix 1.

Note: At the time of signing, the 2001 CO/MNR/MMAH MOU stipulates that plan
review was to determine whether application had “regard to” Section 3.1 of the
PPS, 1997, while the amendment made to the Planning Act 3 (5) and 3 (6) by the
Strong Communities (Planning Amendment) Act (Bill 51) and described in S. 4.2
of the PPS, 2005 changes this wording, “to be consistent with” the policies
outlined in the PPS, 2005.

6.2 The PPS, 2005 provides for appropriate development while protecting
resources of provincial interest, public health and safety, and the quality of the
natural environment. The policies of the PPS may be complemented by
provincial plans or by locally-generated policies regarding matters of municipal
interest. Provincial plans and municipal Official Plans provide a framework for
comprehensive, integrated and long-term planning that supports and integrates
the principles of strong communities, a clean and healthy environment and
economic growth, for the long term.

CAs are encouraged to develop watershed and subwatershed management
plans to inform municipalities in the municipalities creation and updating of
Official Plan policies*. Watershed plans may also provide technical information
and recommendations for municipalities when making decisions on planning
applications.
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In carrying out their delegated responsibilities, CAs should identify natural hazard
lands for protection in Official Plans and comprehensive zoning by-laws. This will
ensure that development is directed away from areas of natural hazards where
there is an unacceptable risk to public health or safety or of property damage
(Section 3.1, PPS, 2005).The understanding by all parties as to the
establishment of the “principle of development” by Planning Act approval process
and the location of proposed works at the planning stage, as per section 3.7 of
this Chapter, allows the CA to focus on technical requirements and site
constraints at the CA Act S. 28 permitting review process.

*Footnote: in some areas of the province (e.g., Oak Ridges Moraine
Conservation Plan Area) there is a requirement for every municipality to prepare
a watershed plan and to incorporate the objectives and requirements of the
watershed plan into the Official Plan if the municipality wishes to permit major
development within that watershed.

6.3  CAs should collaborate with municipalities to recommend policies and
provisions for inclusion into Official Plan policies for complete planning
application requirements so that information or studies needed by the CA for
reviewing Planning Act applications from the delegated responsibility for natural
hazards policies found in Section 3.1 of the PPS is addressed early in the
process.

6.4  CAs should ensure that all concerns relevant to their delegated
responsibilities for natural hazards are made available to municipalities and
planning approval authorities under the Planning Act during the application
review process.

In participating in the review of development applications under the Planning Act,
CAs should, at the earliest opportunity:

(i) ensure that the applicant and municipal planning authority are also aware of
the Section 28 regulations and requirements under the CA Act, and,

(i) assist in the coordination of applications under the Planning Act and the CA
Act to eliminate unnecessary delay or duplication in the process.

6.5  CAs should confer with municipalities to recommend policies and
provisions for potential inclusion into Official Plans and comprehensive zoning
by-laws that may be complementary to their CA Board-approved policies as
resource management agencies and other planning responsibilities as outlined in
Section 1.0 to ensure that municipal land use decisions may address them.

6.6  Recognizing that there is no requirement for municipalities to invite CAs to
pre-consultation meetings, CAs should also contact municipalities, where
appropriate, to ensure that the CAs are involved in pre-consultation and attend
associated meetings on Planning Act applications, especially where such
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applications may trigger a related permit application under the CA Act S. 28.
Technical service agreements between municipalities and individual CAs may
formalize arrangements for CA involvement in pre-consultation. As coordinated
by the municipality or planning approval authority, depending on the scope of the
project, pre-consultation could include staff from the following parties: CAs, the
municipality (for example, planning and engineering staff), the applicant,
consultants, the developer (owner) and may be supplemented by staff from
provincial ministries, Parks Canada and any other government agencies.

6.7 Ifinvolved in providing a technical advisory role, CAs and municipalities
should establish formal technical service agreements. CAs should ensure that
the service agreement with a municipality addresses obligations of the CA to
participate in pre-consultation and other meetings; how the CA may participate in
OMB hearings or other tribunals; how the parties or participants may be
represented at hearings for the purpose of legal representation; and, limits on the
CA’s ability to represent the municipality’s interests. Service agreements or
contracts should specify that regular reviews by the parties of the agreement or
contract are required and should be publicly accessible (e.g. posted on the
respective CA and municipal websites).

6.8 CAs shall operate in accordance with the provisions of the CO-MNR-
MMAH MOU when undertaking their roles in plan review. This will include
informing a municipality as to which of their CA comments or inputs, if any,
pertain to the CA’s delegated responsibilities for the provincial interest on natural
hazards and which set of comments are provided on an advisory basis or
through another type of authority (e.g. as a ‘resource management agency’ or as
a ‘service provider’ to another agency or the municipality).

6.9 MNR has natural heritage responsibilities under the PPS 2005 and some
provincial plans (as outlined in appendix 4) for the delineation and technical
support in the identification of natural heritage systems, the identification or
approval of certain natural heritage features as significant or key features, and
the identification of criteria related to these features. As part of the CA
commenting or technical advisory function, some CAs identify natural heritage
features and systems through the initial plan review process. CA developed
natural heritage systems are advisory unless corresponding designations and
policies are incorporated into the municipal Official Plan (i.e., municipality has the
decision-making authority under the Planning Act). Where service agreements
are in place with participating municipalities, CAs are encouraged to collaborate
with local MNR District offices to ensure the appropriate and best available
information on natural heritage is provided to a municipality. MNR is responsible
for notifying municipalities and CAs when there is new information about a
feature for which MNR has responsibilities; for example, a wetland is evaluated
and approved as a provincially significant wetland (PSW), so that advice can be
given and decisions made accordingly.
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Where provincial plans and associated guidance materials apply, CA comments
shall reflect the policy direction contained in these provincial plans or guidance
materials as these pertain to matters relating to natural heritage systems and
features, including:

1. Definitions of "significant" features;

2. Minimum setbacks for these defined features;

3. Outlining a process for determining whether the minimum setbacks are
adequate and, if not, recommend appropriate setbacks;

4. Specifying permitted uses, set backs and policies within identified
significant features;

5. Delineation of natural heritage systems.

6.10 CAs may provide input, as a public commenting body or ‘resource
management agency’, on matters of local or regional interest within their
watershed with respect to natural heritage with participating municipalities and
liaise with the MNR regarding natural heritage interests including and beyond
those covered by 6.9 (those of “provincial interest”) to promote sharing of the
most up-to-date natural heritage information and to promote coordinated
planning approaches for these interests.

7.0 CONSERVATION AUTHORITIES ACT SECTION 28 PERMITTING
7.1 Background Information

Pursuant to Section 28 of the CA Act, under Ontario Regulation 97/04 “Content
of Conservation Authority Regulations under Subsection 28 (1) of the Act:
“‘Development, Interference with Wetlands, and Alterations to Shorelines and
Watercourses” (Generic or Content Regulation), each CA has developed
individual regulations approved by the Minister that identify and regulate certain
activities in and adjacent to watercourses (including valley lands), wetlands,
shorelines of inland lakes and hazardous lands’. In general, permissions
(permits) may be granted where, in the opinion of the CA, the control of flooding,
erosion, dynamic beaches, pollution or the conservation of land is not impacted..

An application for a CA Act S. 28 permission (permit) is made, usually by the
landowner or an agent on behalf of a landowner or an infrastructure manager
and owner such as a Municipal Corporation. Information required to support an
application is outlined in Appendix 3.

When the O. Reg 97/04 (the Content or Generic Regulation) was developed,
three related procedural guidelines were prepared to assist in delivering the
individual CA regulations:

1. Guidelines for developing schedules of regulated areas

2. Section 28(12) CA Act Hearings Guideline

3. Approvals Process Guideline
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These and other future MNR approved guidelines or protocols may be used in
implementation of the Regulation (e.g. Drainage Act and Regulation Protocol
currently being prepared for 2010).

7.2  Pre-consultation on Permission (Permit) Applications

7.2.1 Pre-consultation is encouraged to provide clarity and direction, to facilitate
receipt of complete applications and to streamline the CA Act S. 28 permission
(permit) review and decision making process. To meet these objectives,
depending on the scale and scope of the project, pre-consultation may include
staff from the following parties: CAs, the municipality (for example, planning and
engineering staff), the applicant, consultants, the developer and owner, and may
be supplemented by staff from provincial ministries, Parks Canada and any other
appropriate government agencies; and may occur concurrently with Planning Act
pre-consultation.

7.2.2 CAs may request pre-consultation, prior to the submission of a permission
(permit) application, to provide an opportunity for CAs and applicants to
determine complete application requirements for specific projects. Applicants are
encouraged to engage in pre-consultation with CAs prior to submitting an
application.

7.2.3 Applicants may request CAs to undertake pre-consultation, prior to the
submission of a permission (permit) application, to provide an opportunity for
CAs and applicants to determine complete permit application requirements for
specific projects. CAs should engage in pre-consultation in a timely manner so
as not to delay the proponent’s ability to submit an application.

7.2.4 In order to determine complete application requirements, applicants should
submit in writing adequate information for pre-consultation, such as property
information (lot number, concession number, township, etc.), a concept plan of
the proposed development which shows the property limit, and a description of
what is being proposed (i.e. what is being planned and when the work will take
place).

7.2.5 CAs should identify and confirm complete application requirements for
specific projects, in writing, within 21 days of the pre-consultation meeting.
However, substantial changes to a proposal or a site visit after pre-consultation
may warrant further pre-consultation and/or necessitate changes to the complete
application requirements.

7.3  Complete Permission (Permit) Application

7.3.1 CAs are encouraged to develop written, CA Board-approved, publicly
accessible, procedures and guidelines or checklists that define the components
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of a complete application, and reflect recommended timelines to process
applications and provide comments in response (see Appendix 3 for examples of
Section 28 Regulation information requirements).

7.3.2 CAs are to notify applicants, in writing, within 21 days of the receipt of a
permission (permit) application, as to whether the application has been deemed
complete or not.

7.3.3 If a permission (permit) application is deemed incomplete, CAs should
provide the applicant with a written list of missing and needed information when
notifying the applicant that the application has been deemed incomplete.

7.3.4 If not satisfied with the decision on whether an application is deemed
complete, the applicant can request an administrative review by the CA General
Manager (GM) or Chief Administrative Officer (CAO) and then if not satisfied, by
the CA Board of Directors. This review will be limited to a complete application
policy review and will not include review of the technical merits of the application.

7.3.5 During the review of a ‘complete application’, a CA may request additional
information if the CA deems a permission (permit) application does not contain
sufficient technical analysis. Delays in timelines for decision making may occur
due to CA requests for additional information to address errors or gaps in
information submitted for review (refer to 7.4.3). Thus, an application can be put
“on hold” or returned to the applicant pending the receipt of further information. If
necessary, this could be confirmed between both parties as an “Agreement to
Defer Decision”.

7.4  Decision Timelines for Permissions (Permits)

7.4.1 From the date of written confirmation of a complete application, CAs are
to make a decision (i.e. recommendation to approve or referred to a Hearing)
with respect to a permission (permit) application and pursuant to the CA Act
within 30 days for a minor application and 90 days for a major application.

Major applications may include those that:
« are highly complex, requiring full technical review, and need to be
e supported by comprehensive analysis
do not conform to existing CA Board-approved Section 28
policies
7.4.2 If a decision has not been rendered by the CA within the appropriate
timeframe (i.e. 30 days for minor applications / 90 days for major applications)
the applicant can submit a request for administrative review by the GM or CAO
and then if not satisfied, by the CA Board of Directors.

7.4.3 Subsequent to receipt of a complete application, delays in timelines for
decision making on a permission (permit) may occur due to CA requests for
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additional information to address errors or gaps in technical information
submitted for review (refer to 7.3.5). Through an “Agreement to Defer Decision”
between the applicant and the CA, applications can be put “on hold” or returned
to the applicant pending the receipt of further information to avoid premature
refusals of permissions (permits) due to inadequate information.

7.5 Hearings and Appeals

7.5.1 If the decision is “referred to a Hearing of the Authority Board” the MNR/CO
Hearings Guidelines (approved 2005) referenced in Section 7.1 will be followed.
Copies of the Hearing Guidelines can be obtained by contacting the Integration
Branch of the Ministry of Natural Resources.

As per the guidelines and subsections 28 (12), 28 (13), 28 (14) and 28 (15) of the
CA Act and in summary:

After holding a hearing, the CA shall: refuse the permission (permit); grant the
permission with conditions; or, grant the permission without conditions. If the CA
refuses permission or grants permission subject to conditions, the CA, shall give
the person who requested permission written reasons for the decision.

A person who has been refused permission or who objects to conditions imposed
on a permission may, within 30 days of receiving the written reasons appeal in
writing to the Minister of Natural Resources.

The Office of the Mining and Lands Commissioner (OMLC) has been delegated
the authority, duties and powers of the Minister of Natural Resources under the
Ministry of Natural Resources Act O. Reg. 571/00 to hear appeals from the
decisions of CAs made under CA Act S. 28 regarding a refusal to grant
permission (permit) or with respect to conditions imposed on a permission
(permit) granted by the CA. The Mining and Lands Commissioner (MLC) may:
refuse the permission; or, grant the permission, with or without conditions.

If the applicant does not agree with the MLC decision, under the Mining Act an
appeal can then be made to the Divisional Court, a Branch of the Superior Court
of Justice.

7.6  Expiry of Permission (Permit)

By regulation, a permission (permit) shall not be extended. The maximum period
of validity of a permission (permit) is 24 months. If the works covered by the
application are not completed within the legislated timeframe, the applicant must
reapply and delays in approval may result. Typically, the policies in place at the
time of the re-application will apply.

7.7 CAActS. 28 Permission (Permit) Review Procedures
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7.7.1 CA Act S. 28 permission (permit) review procedures should be determined
in such a manner as to ensure applicants receive due process.

7.7.2 When developing CA permission (permit) review procedures, CAs should
consider:
o the timely delivery of services through efficiency of
process and adherence to timelines as outlined;
o the “best practices” and procedures used by neighbouring CAs, to
promote consistency;
¢ the nature and level of procedures used by local municipalities and
other agencies and ministries for related application reviews to prevent
duplicative procedures and to promote consistency;
¢ the setting of application review procedures is dependent on the
complexity of applications and the level of effort required to administer
the application.

8.0 SERVICE DELIVERY ADMINISTRATION

8.1  CAs shall develop policies, procedures and guidelines for their municipal
plan review activities and for CA Act S. 28 permitting activities (i.e. administration
of the regulation and review of applications) with regard to the best practices
outlined in this Policies and Procedures chapter. The CA documents should be
approved by their Board of Directors and made available to the public.

8.2 Fees

See separate chapter regarding fees in the Policies and Procedures Manual.
8.2.1 Fees for planning services should be developed in conjunction with the
appropriate planning authorities and are set to recover but not exceed the costs
associated with administering and delivering the services on a program basis.
8.2.2 Fees for permitting services should be developed and are set to recover
but not exceed the costs associated with administering and delivering the
services on a program basis.

9.0 ADHERENCE TO POLICIES

9.1  All CAs are required to adhere to these policies and procedures.

9.2 MNR reserves the right to audit CAs for adherence to these policies and

procedures and to review the effectiveness of the policies and procedures with

regard to implementation of provincial policies and protection of the provincial
interest.
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APPENDICES

As identified in body of the chapter:

1.
2.

3.

CO-MMAH-MNR Delegated Responsibilities MOU

Schematics of Application processes under both the Planning Act and the
Conservation Authorities Act

Information Requirements — Section 28 Regulation Application

Provincial Plans and Associated Guidelines/Technical Papers
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Appendix 1: CO/MNR/MMAH - DELEGATED RESPONSIBILITIES MOU

CONSERVATION ONTARIO,
MINISTRY OF NATURAL RESOURCES &
MINISTRY OF MUNICIPAL AFFAIRS AND HOUSING

MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING ON PROCEDURES TO ADDRESS
CONSERVATION AUTHORITY
DELEGATED RESPONSIBILITY

PURPOSE OF THE MOU

The MOU defines the roles and relationships between Conservation Authorities (CAs),
the Ministry of Natural Resources (MNR), and the Ministry of Municipal Affairs and
Housing (MMAH) in planning for implementation of CA delegated responsibilities under
the Provincial One Window Planning System.

BENEFITS TO SIGNATORY PARTIES

It is beneficial for all parties to enter into this agreement because it clarifies the roles of
CAs and the unique status of CAs in relationship to the Provincial One Window
Planning System.

DELEGATED RESPONSIBILITY FOR NATURAL HAZARDS

CAs were delegated natural hazard responsibilities by the Minister of Natural
Resources. A copy of the delegation letter is attached. This letter (dated April 1995)
went to all CAs and summarizes delegations from the MNR including flood plain
management, hazardous slopes, Great Lakes shorelines, unstable soils and erosion
which are now encompassed by Section 3.1 “Natural Hazards” of the Provincial Policy
Statement (1997). In this delegated role, the CA is responsible for representing the
“Provincial Interest” on these matters in planning exercises where the Province is not
involved.

This role does not extend to other portions of the PPS unless specifically delegated or
assigned in writing by the Province.

ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES

Ministry of Natural Resources

a) MNR retains the provincial responsibility for the development of flood, erosion and
hazard land management policies, programs and standards on behalf of the
province pursuant to the Ministry of Natural Resources Act.

b) Where no conservation authorities exist, MNR provides technical support to the
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Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing on matters related to Section 3.1 of the
Provincial Policy Statement in accordance with the “Protocol Framework — One
Window Plan Input, Review and Appeals”.

c) MNR, in conjunction with MMAH, co-ordinates the provincial review of applications
for Special Policy Area approval under Section 3.1 of the PPS.

Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing

a) MMAH coordinates provincial input, review and approval of policy documents, and
development proposals and appeals to the Ontario Municipal Board in accordance
with the “Protocol Framework One Window Plan Input Review and Appeals”.

b) Where appropriate, MMAH will consult conservation authorities as part of its review
of policy documents and development proposals to seek input on whether there was
“regard to” Section 3.1 of the PPS.

c) Where there may be a potential conflict regarding a Conservation Authority’s
comments on a planning application with respect to Section 3.1 of the PPS and
comments from provincial ministries regarding other Sections of the PPS, the
Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing will facilitate discussions amongst the
affected ministries and the Conservation Authority so that a single integrated
position can be reached.

d) Where appropriate, MMAH will initiate or support appeals to the OMB on planning
matters where there is an issue as to whether there was “regard to” Section 3.1 of
the PPS.

e) MMAH, in conjunction with MNR, coordinates the provincial review of application for
Special Policy Area approval under Section 3.1 of the PPS.

Conservation Authorities (CAs)

a) The CAs will review policy documents and development proposals processed under
the Planning Act to ensure that the application has appropriate regard to Section 3.1
of the PPS.

b) Upon request from MMAH, CAs will provide comments directly to MMAH on planning
matters related to Section 3.1 of the PPS as part of the provincial one window review
process.

c) Where there may be a potential conflict regarding a Conservation Authority’s
comments on a planning application with respect to Section 3.1 of the PPS and
comments from provincial ministries regarding other Sections of the PPS, the
Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing will facilitate discussions amongst the
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affected ministries and the Conservation Authority so that a single integrated
position can be reached.

d) CAs will apprise MMAH of planning matters where there is an issue as to whether
there has been “regard to” Section 3.1 of the PPS to determine whether or not direct
involvement by the province is required.

e) Where appropriate, CAs will initiate an appeal to the OMB to address planning
matters where there is an issue as to whether there has been “regard to” Section 3.1
of the PPS is at issue. CAs may request MMAH to support the appeal.

f) CAs will participate in provincial review of applications for Special Policy Area
approval.

g) CAs will work with MMAH, to develop screening and streamlining procedures that
eliminate unnecessary delays and duplication of effort.

FURTHER CA ROLES IN PLAN INPUT, PLAN REVIEW AND APPEALS

CAs also undertake further roles in planning under which they may provide plan input or
plan review comments or make appeals.

1. Watershed Based Resource Management Agency

CAs are corporate bodies created by the province at the request of two or more
municipalities in accordance with the requirements of the Conservation Authorities Act
(CA Act). Section 20 of the CA Act provides the mandate for an Authority to offer a
broad resources management program. Section 21 of the CA Act provides the mandate
to have watershed-based resource management programs and/or policies that are
approved by the Board of Directors.

CAs operating under the authority of the CA Act, and in conjunction with municipalities,
develop business plans, watershed plans and natural resource management plans
within their jurisdictions (watersheds). These plans may recommend specific
approaches to land use and resource planning and management that should be
incorporated into municipal planning documents and related development applications
in order to be implemented. CAs may become involved in the review of municipal
planning documents (e.g., Official Plans (OPs), zoning by-laws) and development
applications under the Planning Act to ensure that program interests developed and
defined under Section 20 and 21 of the CA Act are addressed in land use decisions
made by municipal planning authorities. In this role, the CA is responsible to represent
its program and policy interests as a watershed based resource management agency.

2. Planning Advisory Service to Municipalities
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The provision of planning advisory services to municipalities is implemented through a
service agreement with participating municipalities or as part of a CAs approved
program activity (i.e., service provided through existing levy). Under a service
agreement, a Board approved fee schedule is used and these fee schedules are
coordinated between CAs that “share” a participating municipality. The “Policies and
Procedures for the Charging of CA Fees” (MNR, June 13, 1997) identifies “plan review”
activities as being eligible for charging CA administrative fees.

The CA is essentially set up as a technical advisor to municipalities. The agreements
cover the Authority’s areas of technical expertise, e.g., natural hazards and other
resource management programs. The provision of planning advisory services for the
review of Planning Act applications is a means of implementing a comprehensive
resource management program on a watershed basis.

In this role, the CA is responsible to provide advice on the interpretation of the
Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) under the terms of its planning advisory service
agreement with the municipality. Beyond those for Section 3.1 “Natural Hazards” where
CAs have delegated responsibility, these comments should not be construed by any
party as representing the provincial position.

3. CAs as Landowner

CAs are landowners and as such, may become involved in the planning process as a
proponent or adjacent landowner. Planning Service Agreements with municipalities
have anticipated that this may lead to a conflict with our advisory role and this is
addressed by establishing a mechanism for either party to identify a conflict and
implement an alternative review mechanism.

4. Requlatory Responsibilities

a) CA Act Regulations

In participating in the review of development applications under the Planning Act, CAs
will (i) ensure that the applicant and municipal planning authority are aware of the
Section 28 regulations and requirements under the CA Act, and, (ii) assist in the
coordination of applications under the Planning Act and the CA Act to eliminate
unnecessary delay or duplication in the process.

b) Other Delegated or Assigned Regulatory/Approval Responsibility

Federal and provincial ministries and municipalities often enter agreements to transfer
regulatory/approval responsibilities to individual CAs (e.g., Section 35 Fisheries
Act/DFO; Ontario Building Code/septic tank approvals). In carrying out these
responsibilities and in participating in the review of development applications under the
Planning Act, CAs will (i) ensure that the applicant and municipality are aware of the
requirements under these other pieces of legislation and how they may affect the
application; and, (ii) assist in the coordination of applications under the Planning Act and
those other Acts to eliminate unnecessary delays or duplication in the process.
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CANCELLATION OR REVIEW OF THE MOU

The terms and conditions of this MOU can be cancelled within 90 days upon written
notice from any of the signing parties. In any event, this document should be reviewed
at least once every two years to assess its effectiveness, its relevance and its
appropriateness in the context the needs of the affected parties. “Ed. Note: 90 days is to
provide time for the parties to reach a resolution other than cancellation”.
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MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING ON PROCEDURES TO ADDRESS
CONSERVATION AUTHORITY DELEGATED RESPONSIBILITY

| hereby agree to support the provisions contained in this Memorandum of
Understanding as an appropriate statement of the roles and responsibilities of relevant
Ministries and Conservation Authorities in the implementation of the Provincial Policy
Statement.

Jan 19, 2001: Original signed by

David de Launay Date
Director

Lands and Waters Branch

Ministry of Natural Resources

Feb 12, 2001: Original signed by

Audrey Bennett Date
A/Director

Provincial Planning and Environmental Services Branch

Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing

Jan 01, 2001: Original signed by

R.D. Hunter Date
General Manager
Conservation Ontario
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Toremnre, iane

Matural Richesses M2 1WT

4 4 314230
o Wola  Fesources naturelies *
[T

'ﬁ“ﬁa Ministry of  Mnee Ministere des ™™ Lioeens 7304

APR 1 % 1993 E

95~01252=MIN

¥»r. Donald Hocking

Chair '

Ypper Thames River conservation Authority
R.R, &6 '

London, ontarino

Kea ACL

Daar Mr. Hocking:

This letter is with regard to the responsibilities of
Conservation Authorities in commenting on davelopmeant
propasals.

The Government of Ontaric is continuing to move forward-on
reforms promoting greater local involvement in dacision-
making, streamlining of municipal planning and other
approval processes, and lmproved environmental pretection.
ontaric's Conservation Autheritles continue to be important
partners in this process. 3 :

In 1982, Conservatisn Authorities were dalegated commenting
responsibility on flood plain management matfers. Thiz waz
followed in 1988 by a similar delegation of commentlng

rasponsibility for matters related to flooding, erwsion, and

dynamic beaches along the shorelines of the Great Lakes—5%.
Lawrence River system. :

At praesent, the Ministxry and conservatien Authorities
contimie to independantly review' and provide input to
municipalities and the Ministry eof Municipal Affairs on
deveiopment matters related to riverine erasion, slops, and
seoil instability. Although Authoritias and the Ministry’
share similar ocbjectives, this overlap and duplication of
afforts have ocoasionalliy led ta differences in comments:
which, in turn, have sometimes rezsulted in confusion, delays
and expense foyr development propenants. As part of the
auprent Planning Reform initiative, there is an opportunity
to glarify the roles and responsibilities ralated te these
jimportant hazard management issues. '
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Through their flood plain, watershed and Great Lakes-sSt.
Lawrance River shoreline management planning indtiatives,
Conservation Autherities have made good progress in
streanlining approval processes and strengthening
Provingial-municipal partnerships. By extension, I balieve
that it would be appropriate ta recognize the well~daveloped
expartise a2nd capakbilities.of Conservation Authorities in
the svaluation of riverine erosion, slope and soil
instability mattars and te formally cenflrm Consarvation
Authorities as the lead commenting agency. This would
result in further streamlining of approval processas, the
promotion of anvironmentally sound development, and the
provizion of an econemic stimulus. for the province.

As of March 29, 1595, Conservation Autherities, where they
exist, will have sole commenting responsibkbilities on
development propesed in areas subject to riverine erosion,
2lope in=tability and soil instability, such as in areas of
high water tables=, organic or peat soils, and leda, or
sanszitiva warine =lay, soils. Implementation of this policy
by autherities would continue to be eligikle for preovineial
grant. Where Canservation Authorities exist, I have asked
Ministry staff to focus their comments an all other mattars
of direct interest and concern tao the Ministry. Whare
Consarvation Authorities do not exist, the Winistry will
coenitinue its commenting rols on these matters.

The Ministry of Natural Resources will continue as lead
administrative Ministry having overall Govermment
responsibility for hazard management policies and programs.
In this regard, the Ministry will continue to provide
leadership, policy direcrion and advisory assistance to the
Conservation Authorities,

Your continued participation in tha delivery of this
mportant component of the overall provincial hazard
management program will sarve to strengthen the partnership
between the Ministry and the Congervation Authorities.

Yours sincerely,

Rl A

Howard Hampton
Minister
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Appendix 2: Schematics of Application processes under both the Planning Act
and the Conservation Authorities Act
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Policy framework process |
informing municipal land |

use decisions

*Official Plan
and Site Plan
Control By-law

T

CA collaborates
with
municipality to
identify natural
hazard lands
for protection

T

As an agency who
is notified of public
meetings under the
Planning Act for
OP/OPAs, CAs
should confer with
municipalities to
promote the
adoption of their
CA Board-
approved policies
under the CA Act
into OPs

Appendix 2(a): Municipal Planning process for Site Plan Control with CA Review in a non- CA regulated area (i.e. Section 28 does not apply)

Municipality screens application Municipal
Proponent Submits and circulates to various staff/committee
f departments and commenting - -
site plan and agencies prepares Decision
drawings recommendations to On site plans
Under the Planning Act, approve site plans and and drawings

applications must also be drawings (issued by
circulated to upper- tier Council or

municipalities where they exist
delegate)

Prior to
submission, Pre-
consultation is
encouraged and
may be required

CA involvement to help
identify preliminary issues
and comments related to
CA review responsibilities

CA comments

(may include Apply for
requests for Municipality Application Building Permit
revised plans) fails to approve approved -

*CA review roles (refer to Section 1.0):

(A) Regulatory Authorities-considerations under CA Act s.28 permit with

regard to natural hazards.

B) Delegated Provincial Interest- Review of Natural Hazards — Would

approval be consistent with Section 3.1 of the PPS natural hazard policies

as per the Delegated Responsibilities MOU with MMAH/MNR/CO .CA to

indicate any required revisions and matters to be addressed as a condition

of approval

(C) Resource Management Agencies-Comments regarding relevant OMB for:

wat_ershgd-based policies in OP- may also recommend integration of N Non-de-cision within 30 days

policies !nto oP . . . - Conditions of Approval OMB makes a
(D) Public Commenting Bodies-comment as per other Acts or Regulations including terms of Site Plan determination
where identified (See Section 2.0) or as per Provin. Plans dictate. Agreement and issues a

(E)Service Providers- roles undertaken for other agencies. (e.g. delegated Decision/Order
responsibilities under. Federal Fisheries Act , municipal service contracts).

Technical advisory/commenting services pursuant to service agreements

with municipal partners (e.g. stormwater management).

(F) Comments as landowners (where applicable)

Applicant only can appeal to

Black - current system under the Planning Act NOTE: For interpretation of this flowchart reference should
*OPs are required to be consistent with the PPS and conform to or not conflict with Green hlgh“ght - current CA roIe/input be made to the full Policies and Procedures chapter

applicable provincial plans. Note: Not all OPs have been updated to reflect the PPS Blue highlight — proposed best practices
2005 and provincial plans, yet advice and decisions on planning matters must be
consistent with the PPS and conform to applicable provincial plans.
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Append

ix 2(b): Municipal Planning Application Process for Plan of Subdivision with CA Review and Requirement for CA Permit(s) (i.e. within a CA Regulated Area)

Policy framework
process informing
municipal land use

Prior to
submission,
Pre-
consultation
is
encouraged
and may be
required

*Official Plan
—P - Sets out
policy
framework for
physical
development of
communities
and municipal
land use
decisions

CA
collaborates
with
municipality
to identify
natural
hazard lands

CA confers
with
municipality
to determine
Complete
Application
requirements
[ inOP (based
on application
type and/or
geographic
areaeg.,
master
servicing plan
for
stormwater
management)

* OPs are required to be consistent with the PPS and to conform to provincial plans. Note: Not all OPs have been updated to reflect the PPS 2005 and
Black - current system under the Planning provingial plans, yet all advice and decisions on planning matters must be consistent with the PPS and conform to applicable provincial plans.
NOTE: For interpretation of this flowchart reference should be made to the full At

Policies and Procedures chapter Green highlight = current CA rolefinput
Blue highlight — proposed best practices

** Under legislation, if an applicant has not completed the permitted works within 24 months, they must reapply. CA permits cannot be extended for
periods longer than 24 months. Generally, policies in place at time of re-application will apply to permit decisions.
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Appendix 2(c): Stand-Alone CA Act S. 28 “Development, Interference with Wetlands, Alterations to Shorelines and Watercourses” Regulation Permit Application

Process

Circulation of
application to

Pre-consultation
Meeting

CA may have
checklist of
information
required for permit
application related
to proposed type
of work

- Checklist can be
published, e.g. CA
fact sheet or
website

CA receives
permit
application,
and
confirms
complete
application
or requests
additional
information
(see 7.3.3)

various CA
technical staff for
comment

Note: CA may request
additional information
from applicant if
information is
incomplete or technical
insufficient

CA reviews permit application

regarding:

- Development affecting the
control of flooding, erosion,
dynamic beaches, pollution,
and conservation of land

- Interference with wetlands

- Alterations to watercourses

CA undertakes other delegated
responsibilities, e.g. Federal Fisheries
Act (Section 35) reviews. —not subject to
timelines presented

Recommendations
forwarded to CA
Board of Directors

—»{ for decision

v

Before a refusal
decision, applicant/
agent is notified and
invited to attend the
hearing and provide
information to the
Hearing Board

approves
with or
without
conditions,
or refuses
permit

CA Issues
Permit (may
include
conditions)

A 4

CA Denies
Permit and
applicant is
notified in
writing

A 4

ﬁ_/

CA to confirm
permit application
requirements
within 21 days of
meeting (see
7.2.5)

CA to notify
applicant when
application is
deemed
complete
within 21 days

Note: Under the legislation, CA permits cannot be issued for periods longer than 24 months. If an applicant has
not completed the works within 24 months of the issuance of a permit, he/she must apply for a new permit and
delays in approval may result. Typically the policies in place at the time of the application will apply. A CA Act
S.28 permit (permission), does not exempt the applicant from complying with any or all other approvals, laws,
statutes, ordinances, directives, regulations, etc. that may affect the property or the use of same.

—

CAs to render decision (i.e.
recommendation to
approve or referred to a
Hearing) within 30 days for
a minor application and 90
days for a major application
(see 7.4.1)

“Agreement to Defer
Decision” between the
applicant and CA may
interrupt the timeline
indicated (see 7.4.3)

|-

B .y

Proponent only may
appeal a decision to
Mining and Lands
Commissioner within 30
days of receipt of Notice
of Refusal or Approval
with Conditions (see 7.5)
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Appendix 3: Information Requirements — Section 28 Regulation Application
Specific information is required from the applicant in support of a permit application.
Two examples are set out below.

Permission to Develop

A signed application may contain, but is not limited to the following information:
1. four copies of a plan of the area showing the type and location of the
development
2. the proposed use of the buildings and structures following completion of
the development
the start and completion dates of the development
the elevations of existing buildings, if any, and grades and the proposed
elevations of buildings and grades after development
5. drainage details before and after development
6. a complete description of the type of fill proposed to be placed or dumped
7. signed land owner authorization for the CA to enter the property (may not
applicable for works completed under the Drainage Act-see Drainage Act
protocol for more details)
8. technical studies/plans as required to meet the regulatory provisions of CA
Act S.28 (NOTE: this is dependant on the proposed extent of intrusion into
a regulated area and/or the associated potential negative impacts. Major
applications generally require more complex technical studies).
9. submission of the prescribed fee set by the CA for review of the
application.

W

Permission to Alter

A CA may grant a person permission to straighten, change, divert, or interfere with an
existing channel of a river, creek, stream, or watercourse or to change or interfere with a
wetland. A signed application may contain, but is not limited to the following
information:

1. four copies of a plan of the area showing plan view and cross-section

details of the proposed alteration

a description of the methods to be used in carrying out the alteration

the start and completion dates of the alteration

a statement of the purpose of the alteration

signed land owner authorization for the CA to enter the property (may not

be applicable for works completed under the Drainage Act-see Drainage

Act protocol for more details)

6. technical studies/plans as required to meet the regulatory provisions of CA
Act S.28 (NOTE: this is dependant on the proposed extent of intrusion into
a regulated area and/or the associated potential negative impacts. Major
applications generally require more complex technical studies).

7. submission of the prescribed fee set by the CA for review of an
application.

abkwd

When all of the information listed above is received in a form satisfactory to the CA, and
a pre-consultation or site assessment is conducted as necessary, an application will
then be deemed to be complete. An application can be put “on hold” or returned to the
applicant pending the receipt of further information.
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Appendix 4a: Provincial Plans and Associated Guidelines or Technical Papers

1.
1)

2)

Greenbelt Plan, 2005

Greenbelt Technical Paper 1: Technical Definitions and Criteria for Key Natural
Heritage Features in the Natural Heritage System of the Protected Countryside Area of
the of the Greenbelt Plan, 2005 (Draft posted in the EBR on Sept. 19, 2008 (EBR
Registry Number: 010-4559)

Greenbelt Technical Paper 2: Technical Definitions and Criteria for Significant
Woodlands in the Natural Heritage System of the Protected Countryside Area of the
Greenbelt Plan, 2005 (Draft posted in the EBR on Sept. 19, 2008 (EBR Registry
Number: 010-4559)

Greenbelt Technical Paper 3: Technical Process for the Identification of Significant
Habitat of Endangered, Threatened and Special Concern Species in the Natural
Heritage System of the Protected Countryside Area of the Greenbelt Plan, 2005, (Draft
posted in the EBR on Sept. 19, 2008 (EBR Registry Number: 010-4559)

2. Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation Plan, 2002
Following technical papers are available online:

RSO A

11)

13)
14)
15)
16)
17)

Identification of Key Natural Heritage Features

Significant Wildlife Habitat

Supporting Connectivity

Landform Conservation

Identification and Protection of Vegetation Protection Zones for Areas of Natural and
Scientific Interest (ANSI, Life Science)

Identification of Significant Portions of Habitat for Endangered, Rare and Threatened
Species

Identification and Protection of Significant Woodlands

Preparation of Natural Heritage Evaluations for all Key Natural Heritage Features
Watershed Plans

Water Budgets

Water Conservation Plans

Hydrological Evaluations for Hydrologically Sensitive Features

Subwatersheds - Impervious Surfaces

Wellhead Protection - Site Management and Contingency Plans

Recreation Plans and Vegetation Management Plans

Sewage and Water System Plans

Stormwater Management Plans

Lake Simcoe Protection Plan, 2009

Central Pickering Development Plan, 2006

Niagara Escarpment Plan (Office consolidation, March 11, 2010)

Parkway Belt West Plan (Consolidated to June 2008)

Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe, 2006

Source Protection Plans (pending completion 2012)
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Appendix 4b: Provincial Plans Map

PLANNING CONTEXT
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UPPER THAMES RIVER

To: UTRCA Board of Directors

From: lan Wilcox, General Manager

Date: October 3, 2016 Agenda #:. 7 (a)
Subject:  Pay Equity Filename: #HR18236

Recommendation:
That the Pay Equity Plan 2016 be posted pursuant to our obligations under the Ontario
Pay Equity Act.

On December 12, 1989, the UTRCA Executive Committee of the Whole approved a Pay Equity
Plan that was posted pursuant to our obligations under pay equity legislation.

During the summer of 2016 we conducted an analysis of the current status of pay equity at the
UTRCA with the goal in mind that although the purpose of the legislation is to achieve pay equity
for female job classes, the UTRCA'’s goal would be to achieve pay equity for all job classes.

Attached you will find the results of our analysis, a “Pay Equity Plan 2016” that reflects the
current status of pay equity at the UTRCA. It is our intention fo review this document annually
and make any appropriate adjustments as they come along. The recommendation above
provides assurances to staff and the public that the UTRCA is in compliance with existing
legislation.

Hecommended by: Prepared by:
,&, 4 Md-p .2 e &
Yarf Wilcox - ““Sharon Viglianti

General Manager HR/Payroll Administrator



Pay Equity Plan 2016

The Upper Thames River Conservation Authority’s original Pay Equity Plan was
approved on December 14, 1989. Since that time, updates were made to the salary
system on July 17, 1997 and again on January 21, 2002.

Several updates are hereby being made to the original Pay Equity Plan to reflect the
current status of pay equity at the Upper Thames River Conservation Authority.

The Upper Thames River Conservation Authority’s Pay Equity Plan 2016 covers
UTRCA employees at all UTRCA worksites; Fanshawe C.A., Wildwood C.A., Pittock
C.A. and the Watershed Conservation Centre.

The Pay Equity Plan 2016 includes all permanent, contract, and seasonal female job
classes and comparable male job classes using the job to job comparison method.

Female Job Classes

Comparable Male Job Classes

Recreation Assistant

Grounds Maintenance

Customer Service Representative

None (falls between Grounds Maint & Tractor Operator)

Field Assistant

None (falls between Grounds Maint & Tractor Operator)

Recreation Leader

None (falls between Grounds Maint & Tractor Operator)

Data Technician

Land Management Assistant

Conservation Area Clerk

Land Management Assistant

SWP Administrative Assistant

Land Management Assistant

Accounting Clerk

Park Operations Technician

Administrative Assistant

Park Operations Technician

Community Education Technician

Park Operations Technician

Conservation Services Technician

Park Operations Technician

Environmental Regulations Technician

Park Operations Technician

Water Resources Technician

Park Operations Technician

Office Manager

Park Operations Technician

Monitoring Technician

Park Operations Technician

Accounts Payable/Receivable Admin.

Facilities Management Technician

Communication Specialist

Facilities Management Technician

Community Partnership Specialist

Facilities Management Technician

Health & Safety Specialist

Facilities Management Technician

Human Resources Assistant

Facilities Management Technician

SPP & Risk Management Advisor

Facilities Management Technician

Ecologist

Conservation Services Specialist

HR/Payroll Administrator

Conservation Services Specialist

Resources Specialist

Conservation Services Specialist




Terrestrial Biologist

Conservation Services Specialist

Water Quality Specialist

Conservation Services Specialist

Source Protection Planning Coordinator

Environmental Engineer

Hydrogeologist

Environmental Engineer

These job classes were determined upon reviewing the requirements for female job
classes (at least 60% females) and male job classes (70% males) including both current
and historical incumbency and applying them to our Gender-Neutral Job Evaluation
System. This system is applied by our Job Evaluation Team that consists of a cross-
section of employees from within the organization.

The UTRCA Job Evaluation System

Factors

Sub Factors

SKILL (33%)

- Job Knowledge (16%)
- Interpersonal Skills/Contacts (8.5%)
- Problem solving (8.5%)

EFFORT (17%)

- Mental/Visual (8.5%)
- Physical (8.5%)

RESPONSIBILITY (42%)

- Finance (8.5%)

- Supervision (8.5%)

- Policies/Procedures (8.5%)

- Safety & Wellbeing of others(8.5%)
- Information Resources (8.5%)

WORKING CONDITIONS (8%)

- Environment (4%)
- Hazards (4%)

Attached, please find the full details on the UTRCA Job Evaluation System along with

the current salary grid.

Adjustments: No adjustments needed to achieve Pay Equity

If you have any objections or concerns with this Pay Equity Plan, please contact our

General Manager, lan Wilcox.

Posted: November 23, 2016




Revised January 21, 2002

SALARY REVIEW/JOB EVALUATION SYSTEM

FACTORS: SKILL 40 POINTS Sub-Factors: Each Factor is divided into sub-factors which are Points: The points assigned to the sub-factor are divided by the
EFFORT 20 POINTS assigned point weights. If summed, the possible number of levels (5) to determine the points for each level. All
RESPONSIBILITY 50 POINTS maximum points for the sub-factors will add up to the sub-factors work out to be 5, 10 or 20 points therefore each
WORKING CONDITIONS 10 POINTS points assigned to the factors. level is either 1 or 2 points respectively.

TOTAL 120 POINTS
Factor Subfactor subfact points | Considerations Levels
SKILL Job Knowledge 20 = required before hiring Education required by Experience required by job description
' = related job experience job description None 1(or some) 3 5Yrs
total points 40 (eachlevelis | = years No educational requirement Level 0 Level 1 Level 2 n/a
2 points) e type
= trade and/or professional High school Level 1 Level2 Level3 Level4
designation
2 or 3yrs College or Trade n/a Level5 Level6 Level7
Bachelors degree n/a Level 7 Level8 Level9
Masters degree n/a Level8 Level9 Level 10
Notes:
= Minimum requirement will be used as the basis for ranking.
= Jobs that require the professional accreditation of Engineer or Planner, Ontario Teacher’s Certificate, Forester or Canadian
Payroll Association Payroll Manager Designation, will be awarded one additional point.
= Where experience is identified as equivalent to education the position would be ranked based on the educational requirements
with 1 year of experience.
Interpersonal 10 e contacts Level 1 Contacts are primarily within the organization requiring common courtesy, effective listening and comprehension skills, and
Skills/Contacts = dealing with internal the ability to work cooperatively with others.
(eachlevel is = dealing with external
2 points) = related to skill required only Level 2 Contacts primarily require the ability to identify and respond to basic needs or requests. Tact and diplomacy may be

not including supervision

required to deal with minor conflicts/complaints. Generally the incumbent can refer or confer on a difficult or challenging situation.

Level 3 Contacts primarily require the ability to identify needs or requests and to provide advice, teach or train. Cooperation or the
coordination of efforts with contacts is required. Frequently must interact with clients before a difficult or challenging situation/issue
can be referred to or conferred with peers or supervisors.

Level 4 Contacts primarily require the ability to identify and respond effectively to needs and requests that are difficult to
determine. Responses may not be well received. Communication may require added skills. of persuasion, influence, counselling
or motivation to get the cooperation/coordination of others.

Level 5 Contacts require a regular use of highly developed and proven effective counselling, mediation, persuasion and/or
Negotiation skills where the issues are complex, communications is difficult, or the outcome contentious.




Factor Subfactor subfact points | Considerations Levels
10 = judgement Level 1 Problems faced on the job tend to be routine and standard. Solutions or required responses are set by well-established
Problem solving _ ® complgxity OfJQb functions guidelines and precedents. Solutions are obvious with few alternatives, or the problem can be referred to someone else. Little
skills/Judgement (eachlevelis [ = are guidelines in place? choice of independent action or judgement is required.
2 points) = assistance from colleagues
< routinevs. unique , , Level 2 Problems faced on the job tend to be somewhat routine with infrequent new problem situations. Decisions are made from
= originated from complexity of duties | 5 number of known alternatives, guides or precedents. Unusual problems are usually referred to someone else. Some choice of
(utrca old point factors) independent action or judgement.
Level 3 Problems faced on the job tend to be less routine. Decisions are made by weighing alternative approaches within a
framework of guidelines and precedents. Occasionally unique problems are referred to someone else; may consult colleagues,
sometimes refers recommendations for approval. Typically involves a choice of independent action or judgement.
Level 4 Problems faced on the job are more complex. Decisions involve interpreting and analysing different factors; guidelines
and precedents are limited. Seldom are problems referred to someone else, may consult colleagues, sometimes refer
recommendations for approval. Frequent opportunity for independent action or judgement.
Level 5 Problems faced on the job are complex and unique. Decisions involve interpreting many different factors; often requires
generating novel solutions, from which decisions are made. Ultimately responsible for resolving problems or making final
judgements.
Mental/Visual ) ) ]
EFFORT 10 = concentration causing fatigue DURATION FREQUENCY
(listening, watching, interpreting) Hours Occasional Regular
total points _ eg minutes of meeting (€ oncelweek) (> twice/week)
20 (eachlevel is e requiring that concentration cannot
2 points) decrease with fatigue <1 Level 1 Level 2
= sensory(vision, sound, taste, touch,
smell) o 1-2 Level 2 Level 3
= concentration includes the
requirement to read, compare, do 2.4 Level 3 Level 4
precision work, transcribe and
listen. _ _ >4 Level 4 Level 5
e duration is the time sustained on a
single activity ignoring short breaks
Physical 10 = course or fine movement LEVEL OF EFFORT FREQUENCY OF EFFORT
= hand-eye coordination (fine)
= level and duration of activity Occasional Reqular

(eachlevelis
2 points)

causing fatigue

(< oncelweek (=twice/week)

Work requires minor muscular

exertion and/or physical strain Level 1 Level 2
Work requires considerable muscular

exertion and/or physical strain Level 3 Level 4
Work requires extreme muscular

exertion and/or physical strain Level 5 N/A




Factor

Subfactor

subfact points

Considerations

Levels

RESPONSIBILITY

10

degree of accountability

Level 1 Infrequently involved in minor financial matters such as routine purchasing within prescribed budgetary guidelines and limits.

2 points)

scope of decisions/actions

Finance who is making decisions and who
(each level is is providing various levels of input Level 2 Ensures the accurate recording of accounting and financial transactions. Calculates and maintains financial records, in
total points 50 2 point) * Purchasing procedures must be ledger or computer files. Ensures expenditures and receivables are authorized and coded. May be authorized to spend and collect
reviewed by Personnel Policy small amounts of cash. Alternately, Responsible for obtaining cost estimates and recommending expenditures, or minor
Team participation in budgets, proposals and revenue planning.
Level 3 Participates in the formulation and preparation of budgets within operational units. Participates in funding discussions,
proposals and planning regarding the generation of revenues. Responsible for approving expenditures within budgeted
limits, subject to purchasing procedures requiring authorization by purchase order.
Level 4 Participates in the formulation, preparation and expenditure of the budget for respective corporate division. Prepares,
submits and presents complex funding proposals and fundraising ventures requiring extensive negotiation, persuasion and
justification to get funding. Responsible for planning and generating revenues and approving expenditures for the division.
Level 5 Manages the budget formulation and approval process for the entire organization. Develops policy for financial control and
cash management systems. Manages the accounting system in accordance with policies, procedures and legislative
requirements. Liaises with auditors, government officials, legal personnel and others.
Supervision 10 = educating, evaluating, motivating, Level 1 Supervision is limited to short term staff or volunteers, occurring on a regular basis.
training
(eachlevelis | = called personnel/policies and Level 2 Coordinates the work of others including the assignment of tasks to co-workers and subordinates. Directs the work to be
2 points) practices in guide done and conducts evaluations but is not wholly responsible for hiring or termination of staff.
= hiring and termination decisions are
subject to confirmation or approval | Level 3 Coordinates the work of others including the assignment of tasks to co-workers and subordinates. Directs the work to be
at one level above the immediate done, conducts evaluations and is wholly responsible for hiring or termination of staff.
supervisor (e.g. the Hearings &
Personnel Committee confirms or Level 4 Supervises work within a division or sub-division (unit). Determines the training and education needs of these employees
approves the hiring or termination and is responsible for motivating them. Conducts the hiring, performance evaluation and termination although decisions may be
of the Coordinators) confirmed by higher authority.
Level 5 Coordinates the work of entire organization through division or unit coordinators. Responsible for overall design of
organization; assignment of staff responsibilities; and development of human resources policies. Responsible for hiring, training,
motivating, evaluating, and terminating (subject to personnel committee approval) senior staff, and approving decisions and
recommendations affecting all other staff. May consult with others on personnel policies and practices.
Policies/Procedures 10 = creating Level 1 Duties involve implementing procedures in own position
= implementing
(eachlevelis | = following Level 2 Duties involve developing, creating and implementing procedures, with no input into policy development.

policies versus procedures (a
policy is a formal set of guidelines,
criteria or broad directions which
are normally approved by the
Board; procedures are predefined
steps which provide guidance to
staff for specific job duties.)

Level 3 Duties primarily involve developing procedures, implementing policies, and providing inputs into policy development within a
functional unit.

Level 4 Duties involve formulation of policies for submission to Board and outside agencies, presentation to Board for approval and
directing the implementation of approved policies within a division.

Level 5 Duties involve directing and approving the formulation of policies across the entire program/organization for submission to
Board and outside agencies, and interpreting policies, procedures and decisions of the Board.




Factor

Subfactor

subfact points

Considerations

Levels

Responsibility

Safety and well being
of others

10
(eachlevel is
2 points)

= replaces and improves risk to
organization in old point factor
system

= within and outside organization

excludes supervision

= direct and indirect responsibility
where direct means job requies
direct “hands on” or face to
face” responsibility for the user
group and indirect refers to no
direct contact with the individual
or group

= ensuring the health, well being,
safety, physical, mental, economic
and social interests

= safety is defined as physical health
and safety of individuals

= well being refers to emotional
health and safety of individuals

= interests refers to protecting or
promoting the individual or public
from adverse social and economic

Level 1 Work has minimal affect on the safety, well-being or interest of clients or user groups. May provide support services to the
program or service, or to individuals who directly provide a program or services.

Level 2 Most of the time work indirectly affects the safety, well being or interests of user groups. Position carries little or no
responsibility for the ultimate outcome.

Level 3 Work directly affects the safety, well-being or interests of user groups but is usually limited to care/advice or providing
information, with little responsibility for the ultimate outcome. Care or involvement is typically short term in nature.

OR
Work indirectly affects the safety, well-being or interests of user groups through the position’s ability to control the programs or
services that are provided.

Level 4 Work directly affects the safety, well-being or interests of user groups through action taken, advice given or treatments
provided with longer-term implications for the individuals. Responsible for the appropriate assessment and outcome of the
action, advice or treatment.

Level 5 Work directly affects the safety, well-being or interests of a number of user groups. Actions or advice affect beyond user
groups and have long-term effect on or consequences to the user groups, others associated with the user groups and the
community. Situations dealt with can be of an immediate emergency nature.

Information Resources

10

(eachlevel is
2 points)

Measures the degree of responsibility
for the appropriate collection, analysis,
manipulation, presentation, usage and
maintenance of information/data/files.

1. How does any employee use
information?

2. What does the employee do with
information?

3. Who is ultimately responsible for
the information accuracy and use?

4. What is the value of the information
to the authority (ie. general
knowledge versus confidential)

5. Does not consider financial
information.

Low - Employee normally has access to or would use general information but would not be ultimately responsible for the use of the
information.

Moderate - Employee responsible for information which is complex, prepared for distribution to others or develop the methodology
for handling specific information.

High - Employee responsible for information, that if used incorrectly, could have a serious negative impact on people, property or the
Authority’s image or credibility.

RESPONSIBILITY FOR INFORMATION

USAGE
LOW MODERATE HIGH
LEVEL LEVEL LEVEL
relay/convey 1 2 3
collect/maintain
manipulate 2 3 4

analyse/report 3 4 5




Factor

Subfactor

subfact points

Considerations

Levels

WORKING
CONDITIONS

Total
points 10

Environment

5

(eachlevelis
1 point)

= referto list pg 58 Guide to Pay
Equity

= On “Call”is under effect on
personal life

- Considerations

The following are ten factors of
frequency and severity of unpleasant
working conditions over which
employees have little or no control:
Dirt/Dust

Distractions/Interruptions

Garbage

Grease/Oll

Humidity/Moisture

Noise (Human or Equipment)
Temperature outside the normal
range Work schedule affecting
lifestyle Verbal abuse

Vibration

Severity

Minor - uncomfortable
or unpleasant
Moderate - uncomfortable
or unpleasant
High - very uncomfortable
or unpleasant

Frequency/Duration

Occasional- happening Regular - happens Continuous -
unbroken irregularly, not regular often or at short
or uninterrupted >71% or frequent <25% intervals
level 1 level 2 level 3

level 2 level 3 level 4

level 3 level 4 level 5

Hazard

5

(eachlevel is
1 point)

= Measures the level of risk to the
employee that is present while
performing the job. Note: Not to
consider harm to others.

= mustdifferentiate
between unpleasant and
hazard

* shouldn’t get point for both hazard
and environment for the same item

Severity

Minor Job duties are such that a
1 minor risk of injury, harm or
illness to the employee

could occur.

Moderate Job duties are such that a

Frequency/Duration

Occasional- happening Regular - happens Continuous -
unbroken irregularly, not regular often or at short
or uninterrupted >71% or frequent <25% intervals

N/A N/A level

level 2 level 3 level

4 moderate risk of injury harm or
illness to the employee could occur.

High  Job duties are such that a high risk level 4 level 5

N/A of injury, harm or iliness to the employee

could occur. Conditions could be life-
threatening or potentially disabling. More
stringent safety measures may be needed
to prevent harm, illness or injury. These
hazards may include physical attacks b
others, working in dangerous places, the
threat of violence occurring and the
possibility of contracting an illness.
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To: UTRCA Board of Directors

From: Alex B. Shivas
Manager, Lands & Facilities

Date: November 6, 2016 Agenda#: 7(h)

T . . . . . . :ODMAWGRPWISEAUT MA
Subject:  Ontario Invasive Plant Species Council Filename: INUTRCE PO Lands oo

Giant Hogweed/Wild Parsnip Working Group Facilities: 2622.1
- For Approval

Recommendation:

That the Board of Directors approve a staff member to represent the UTRCA on a Giant
Hogweed/Wild Parsnip Working Group with the Ontario Invasive Plant Council and provide the
Board with periodic updates as required.

Background:

Giant Hogweed is a non-native perennial plant from southwest Asia. Due (o the large flower/seed head
it has the potential to spread very quickly, and uses rivers and streams as a main vector for seed
dispersal. It grows mainly along waterways, ditches and roadsides, but will inhabit open
fields/woodlands and disturbed sites in both rural and urban settings. Although the plant dies once it
flowers, the seeds can be viable in the soil for up to 15 years. It will begin as a rosette of leaves (up to
Im high) in the first year and within 2-5 years it produces flowers and seeds. It will grow to a height of
5-6m with leaves approximately 1-1.5m across.

The main concern with this plant is the toxin in the watery sap found in all parts of the plant. This
loxin can cause severe dermatitis, and severe skin burns if exposed to the sunlight. Symptoms include
blisters, skin burns, and purple scars that can last for years. Eye contact can cause temporary blindness
and although unproven, some reports indicate permanent blindness.  As well as being toxic to humans
it is also highly invasive. Due 1o the size of its leaves and prolific seed reproduction, it can shade the
soil preventing native seeds from germinating. Other look-a-like plants that contain the same toxin as
Giant Hogweed, include Cow Parsnip, Wild Parsnip and Common Hogweed. These plants do not seem
10 gain the attention that Giant Hogweed does because they are much smaller, produce far less seed and
are not considered invasive.

Giant Hogweed is present in many locations on both private and UTRCA property within the
watershed. The heaviest patches of Hogweed are located in the Glengowan area from slightly North of
Motherwell to the Science Hill Golf course. However the entire Thames River from Mitchell to
London has pockets of Hogweed scattered along the shore. We have also observed Giant Hogweed



along the Avon River in the North, and Waubuno Creek and Kilally Meadows Environmentally
Significant Area (ESA) in the South.

UTRCA land management staff has been managing Giant Hogweed on properties in the Glengowan
arca and Kilally ESA in London for many years, mainly where the public access is permitted.
Management activities consist of injecting/spraying herbicide and cutting seed heads from mature
plants, and digging ol seedlings.

In many areas where management has taken place we have noticed a reduction in the density of Giant
Hogweed regrowth, However due to the prolilic seed production and viability it does regrow and must
be monitored for additional management. Sites where we manage Giant Hogweed that are adjacent to
properties without Hogweed management tend to require more aggressive follow up treatment due to
the continuous seed source. Therefore in order to successfully manage Giant Hogweed the approach
must be a more coordinated and combined effort by all the landowners affected in a certain area. This
will gradually eliminate the sced source from adjacent lands and allow property managers (o have a
greater impact on their own properties.

UTRCA staff has surveyed many adjacent Conservation Authorities regarding their management
activities with Giant Hogweed. The response has indicated that we are managing Giant Hogweed in a
similar manor to most others. We have contacted a representative of the OIPC to inquire about starting
a provincial working group on Giant Hogweed, understanding there have been many etforts to bring
this issue to a broader scale with little traction after various past workshops/meetings, etc. concluded.
We felt that the only way to gain any momentum is to approach the idea of a working group, similar to
what’s being done with Phragmites.

Recently, the OIPC has approached the UTRCA to include a staff member on a Giant Hogweed/Wild
Parsnip working group. Since this working group has not yet been formalized it’s difficult to gauge the
scope, but we can provide an update once it gets established. However there is interest in discussing
how (o engage stakeholders that have concerns about Giant Hogweed and build a foundation to support
a more coordinated provincial effort to control it.

Recommended by: Prepared by:
M (j ? A —— '
Alex B. Shivas Brandon Williamson
Manager, Lands & Facilities Land Management Technician
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To: Chair and Members of the UTRCA Board of Directors

From: Tracy Annett, Manager — Environmental Planning and Regulations

Date: November 9, 2016 Agenda #: 8 (a)

Subject: Administration and Enforcement — Sect. 28 Status Report — Filename: Document
Development, Interference of Wetlands and Alteration to ENVP 4036

Shorelines and Watercourses Regulation

This report is provided to the Board as a summary of staff activity related to the Conservation Authority’s
Development, Interference of Wetlands and Alterations to Shorelines and Watercourses Regulation (Ont.
Reg. 157/06 made pursuant to Section 28 of the Conservation Authorities Act). The summary covers the
period from October 13, 2016 to November 9, 2016.

Application #32/16

Township of Perth South c/o B.M. Ross and Associates Limited

Road 115 at Road 119 — Township of Perth South

-proposed repairs to existing road culvert and installation of erosion protection crossing the Gillard
Municipal Drain.

-plans prepared by B.M. Ross and Associates Limited.

-staff approved and permit issued October 25, 2016.

Application #35/16

Stewardship Oxford c/o UTRCA

Old Stage Road — Township of Norwich

-proposed Phase I of a three phase project to rehabilitate a site known as Hodge’s Pond via removal of a
large on-line head pond on a reach of Cedar Creek. Phase I rehabilitation involves channel construction
(in this case, re-establishment of the historically existing channel) prior to construction of the existing
dam on the property. Channel rehabilitation of this reach of Cedar Creek involves channel excavation,
construction of pools and riffles, bank stabilization and revegetation restoration works.

-plans prepared by Brad Glasman of the UTRCA and in accordance with site-specific project details,
construction details and mitigation measures discussed on site with staff of the UTRCA, MNRF,
Stewardship Oxford and the County of Oxford.

-staff approved and permit issued November 3, 2016.

Application #123/16

Jack Van Diepen

57 Sir Robert Place — Municipality of Middlesex Centre

-proposed shed construction.

-plans prepared in accordance with location details and mitigation measures discussed on site between
contractor and UTRCA staff.




-staff approved and permit issued October 19, 2016.

Application #129/16

Mark Sarkany

75 Beechnut Street — Municipality of Middlesex Centre

-proposed single family residence with attached garage and installation of associated septic systems.
-plans prepared by BOS Engineering and Environmental Services Inc. and Tacoma Engineers in
accordance with site/grading plans prepared by Development Engineering (London) Limited.

-staff approved and permit issued October 26, 2016.

Application #173/16

City of London

815 Windermere Road — London

-approval required for installation of lighting for Stoneybrook Baseball Field

-electrical design drawings by NA Engineering accounted for flood depths associated with North Thames
River in area

-staff approved and permit issued October 20, 2016

Application #184/16

Matt and Christina Johnson

137 O’Loane Avenue — City of Stratford

-proposed installation of new in-ground pool, construction of a new pool shed and the construction of an
associated terrace.

-plans prepared by Savile Pool & Spa and MTE Engineering Ltd.

-staff approved and permit issued November 3, 2016.

Application #187/16

City of Stratford c/o Steve Smith Construction

Waterloo Street — City of Stratford

-proposed retaining wall repair and erosion remediation works on the (William Hutt) Waterloo Street
bridge.

-plans prepared by the City of Stratford and CMT Engineering Inc.

-staff approved and permit issued November 4, 2016.

Application #191/16

Sheltom Farms Limited

Lot 20, Concession S — Township of Zorra

-proposed shop construction and driveway installation.

-plans prepared by landowner in accordance with elevation survey submitted by NA Geomatics Inc./NA
Engineering Associates Limited.

-staff approved and permit issued October 18, 2016.

Application #193/16

City of London

4322 Masterson Circle — London

-permit required for remediation of stormwater management facility in regulated area near Dingman
Creek

-plans prepared by IBI Group following consultation with local residents

-staff approved and permit issued October 17,2016




Application #194/16

Bart Dries

1415 Sprucedale Avenue — L.ondon

-proposed in-ground pool installation near the flood plain of Stoney Creek
-site plans prepared by TLC

-staff approved and permit issued October 17, 2016

Application #196/16

City of London

Pacific Court — L.ondon

-permit required for repair of manhole and adjacent embankment near Pottersburg Creek
-staff approved and permit issued October 19, 2016

Application #197/16

Township of Perth East — Court Drain

-proposed spot cleanout along 4000 metres of a Class C drain.

-Staff approved and UTRCA permit, SCR for spot cleanouts as per drawings sent and signed notification
form sent October 20, 2016

Application #198/16

MA Elite Properties

230 Rathnally Street — London

-approval required for construction of one-storey house addition within West London Candidate Special
Policy Area

-plans prepared by DC Buck Engineering

-staff approved and permit issued October 20, 2016

Application #200/16

Capital Homes (Ingersoll) Inc.

Lot 31, Hartfield Street — Town of Ingersoll

-proposed single family residence and attached garage adjacent Whiting Creek.

-site plans prepared by ACI Survey Consultants Inc. in accordance with approved subdivision plan.
-staff approved and permit issued October 26, 2016.

Application #201/16

Quadro Communications Co-Operation Inc.

Perth Line 32 — Township of Perth South

-proposed high pressure directional drilling installation of fibre optic cable undercrossing the Avon River.
-plans prepared by Quadro Communications Co-Operation Inc. and Weber Contracting Limited.

-staff approved and permit issued November 7, 2016.

Application #202/16

City of London

Oxford Street East — London

-permit required for repair to storm sewer outfall into Walker Drain (a Pottersburg Creek
tributary)immediately upstream of Oxford Street East

-staff approved and permit issued to Sewer Operations staff October 31, 2016




Application #203/16

Josie Renes

12 Barrington Avenue — London

-proposed construction of single-storey house addition
-floodproofing design elements prepared by DC Buck Engineering
-staff approved and permit issued November 9, 2016

Application #204/16

Ivy Homes Ltd.

143 Paul Street — London

-approval requested for construction of single-storey house addition within West London Candidate SPA
-floodproofing design elements prepared by DC Buck Engineering

-staff approved and permit issued November 9, 2016

Application #205/16

Municipality of West Perth

9 Huron Road — Municipality of West Perth (Mitchell)

-proposed installation/relocation of gazebo from the Perth County Visitors Centre in Shakespeare to
Centennial Park in Mitchell.

-site plans prepared by West Perth in accordance with site specific location details and mitigation
measures agreed to by West Perth and UTRCA staff.

-staff approved and permit issued November 8, 2016.

Reviewed by: Prepared by:
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UPPER THAMES RIVER

To: UTRCA Board of Directors

From: Shanna Dunlop, Executive Director, Fanshawe Pioneer Village
Date: November 9, 2016 Agenda#: 8 (D)
Subject:  Fanshawe Pioneer Village Report Filename:

The fall season has continued at Fanshawe Pioneer Village with a rebranding of our former “Haunted
Hayrides” event. Due to strong and innovative marketing and a quality cast of actors, the new “Midnight
Village” ghost walk theatre event was highly successful and received overwhelming positive feedback
from patrons. The event recovered from a 14% drop in sales and attendance experienced last year. Our
2016 attendance numbers are being projected as overall on target, and Village programming is now being
focused on Christmas events and education bookings. Planning for Fanshawe Pioneer Village’s 2017
schedule of events is well underway, with a central theme of celebrating 150 years of Canadian history.

Fanshawe Pioneer Village had a total of 284 boardings during the pilot of the “Fanshawe Getaway” Route.
The pilot project demonstrated particular interest from community transit users to attend our signature
heritage events (Agriculture Fair, Fanshawe 1812) as well as the free admission opportunity offered
during Doors Open/Culture Days. Village staff passed on several wonderful moments from the season — a
group of 30 excited newcomers spilling off the bus to learn about the history of their new home, seniors
who hadn’t been able to visit a favourite local spot in years without a driver’s license, and children fresh
from their bus ride adventure ready to explore the Village for the first time. Feedback gathered on the pilot
route recommends that a stop at Masonville Mall (rather than the Northland Mall) would better serve
Village clientele and generate better ridership. In an initial debriefing session with all partners, the London
Transit Commission and Tourism London indicated interest and support for extending the pilot project for
the 2017 season, incorporating the above mentioned route modification. Discussion will continue will all
parties involved during the next few months.

The first phase of the Heritage Storefronts Rehabilitation capital project is nearing completion. The
replicated annex to the Denfield General Store and accessibility ramping will be finished by the end of
November. Interior finishing work and installation of artifacts and exhibits will be a priority for 2017.
Capital work has also been completed this past season on the Corbett Tavern and on the Dr. Jones House.
Sustaining the heritage infrastructure in the Pioneer Village is a vital and ongoing initiative highlighted in
our organization’s current strategic directions.

A three-year community grant agreement with the City of London is currently being finalized and will
provide essential core funding for 2017-2019. Outcomes and indicators related to this agreement are
embedded in Fanshawe Pioneer Village’s Strategic Implementation Plan 2017-2019 which operationalizes
the Strategic Directions approved by the Board of the London and Middlesex Heritage Museum.

Prepared by:
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Executive Director
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To: Chair and Members of the UTRCA Board of Directors

From: lan Wilcox, General Manager

Date: October 18, 2016 Agenda #: 8 (c)

Subject: Board of Directors Training Filename: HR File #18282

As a member of the UTRCA's Board of Directors, you are required to receive workplace anti-
harassment training. All staff members are required to receive this training as well.

In the near future you will be receiving an email from the UTRCA via HRDownloads, our on-line
training provider, asking you to set up a login to allow you access to a training module called
Understanding Human Rights (AODA). This 25 minute mandatory training module covers
various human rights topics such as discrimination, harassment and the Accessibilities for
Ontarians with Disabilities Act.

There is no need for you to send anything to us once you have finished the module as we can
automatically see when you have completed it.

If you have already completed this type of training with another organization and do not wish to
complete it again, you can simply supply us with documentation confirming your alternate
training.

If you have any difficulties accessing the training, please do not hesitate to contact Sharon
Viglianti at extension 225.

tan Wilcox
General Manager




UPPER THAMES RIVER

To: UTRCA Board of Directors

From: lan Wilcox, General Manager

Date: November 8, 2016 Agenda#: 8 (d)

Subject:  January 2017 Board Elections Filename: L‘,:'_’::‘(':‘I‘T"‘_'(‘::l‘r!_:;?’:;‘:Tﬁﬁﬂ*

Annual elections are scheduled to take place at the Board’s regularly scheduled January meeting.

Positions to be contested via elections include:

- UTRCA Board Chair

- UTRCA Board Vice-Chair

- UTRCA Hearings Committee (five positions total, two at-large positions to be filled via elections, the
remaining three to include the Chair, Vice-Chair and Past-Chair.

All Directors are eligible for any of the available positions. All appointments are for a one year term.
Election procedures and position descriptions are outlined in the Board of Directors’ Policy Handbook

(pp. 15-18).

Those interested in positions are encouraged to secure a nominator and be prepared to speak to their
interest during the January meeting. Past practice has also included calls and/or emails to fellow
directors in an effort to secure support.

Prepared by:
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fan Wilcox
General Manager




UPPER THAMES RIVER

To: UTRCA Board of Directors

From: Chrris Tasker, Manager, Flood
Control & Information
Management

Date; November 7, 2016 Agendan #: 8(e)

Subject: Tender Award - For Information -  Filename: Document: File_Centre_Library#116009
Wildwood Exterior Rehabilitation

Report Purpose:

Purchasing policy requires staff to inform the Board of tenders if the lowest tender is accepted. The
lowest tender was awarded to Colonial Brick and Stone Inc. - Elroy Wagler Masonry for the Wildwood
Exterior Rehabilitation project, subject to work in 2016 and limited to the approved budget of $25,000 +
HST.

Background:

Significant environmental and roadside exposure have resulted in the deterioration of the exterior of the
Wildwood Dam Control Buildings. Rehabilitation is required in order (o prevent further deterioration and
more costly future repairs as well as to maintain the immediate security of the building. The Tasks
include;

. Repointing of roadside walls and replacement of corner blocks

2. Replace double doors, frame, steel lintel, and cracked blocks

3. Replace single door, frame, steel lintel, stone lintel, and cracked window blocks
4. Repair joint between Machine Tunnel and Control Buildings

Report on RFQ Process:
Fifteen contractors were contacted based on prior work, experience. or knowledge of service. Two
contractors responded with bids by the closing date of Monday, September 19, 2016 as follows:

Colonial Brick and Stone Inc, - Elroy Wagler Masonry Brunner $48,720 + HST
Jeffrey Custom Masonry Stratford $60,200 + HST

The lowest bid from Colonial Brick and Stone / Elroy Wagler Masonry (CBS/EWM) was accepted in part
to complete 3 of 4 bid tasks in 2016, at a cost of $22,460 + HST. CBS/EWM had sufficient work
experience and received favorable reviews from their listed references. The remaining work will be
deferred to 2017 pending budget and WECI funding approvalis.

Project Budget:
By removing a task the project was able to stay within the approved 2016 Board and WECI project
budget of $25, 000 + HST. All work is scheduled to be completed by November 15, 2016,

Recommended By: 2 Prepared By: Prepared By: /s pr d
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Chris Tasker, Manager ick Gofflt, Supervisor Fraser Sutherland, Technologist
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Handing out the trees and shrubs.

Oneida Nation of the Thames & TD
Tree Day

Oneida Nation of the Thames Community Development Division
volunteers worked with Oneida Clan Mothers, the Homemakers
Club, Standing Stone School, the day care, fire department, EMS,
and others to plant 150 trees in the First Nation. Species included
elderberry, white pine (the tree of peace), white cedar, serviceberry,
apple, black cherry, sugar maple and chokecherry.

This event was the First Nation’s first TD Tree Day in partnership
with the UTRCA, LTVCA and TD Friends of the Environment
Foundation. The trees will provide fruit, shade and wildlife habitat
and will help to replenish was has been lost in the past.

Contact: Karen Pugh, Resource Specialist

The students were enthusiastic tree planters.

November 2016
Before and After

The Upper Avon River Conservation Club held its annual fall
meeting in October. Roger Cook toured the group through the
club’s tree planting site behind the historic Fryogel Inn east of
Shakespeare. Afterwards, Roger and other club members toured
a site planted by the club 10 years ago at the back of Bob Irvin’s
farm. Bob wished to reforest the area as part of his legacy to
the property. The club planted more than 3000 trees and scrubs
at the site with the help of students from Stratford Central and
Sprucedale Public schools. Ten years later, the trees are all doing
well and are up to 20 feet tall. Bob, who turns 90 this month, is
very proud of his trees!

Contact: Craig Merkley, Conservation Services Specialist

Above: Bob Irvin with the newly planted trees, marked by white rodent

guards around their stems, in 2006.

Below: Roger Cook looks at some of the same trees, 10 years later.
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Glen Cairn Neighbourhood Updates

ne fthe new playgrounds in Glen Cairn Park.

Glen Cairn Community Makes a Difference

On Saturday, October 22, London’s Glen Cairn community
came together to celebrate the two new playgrounds in their park.
For years, this park had very little infrastructure and services but,
through the efforts of the Glen Cairn Community Partners, there
have been many transformations over the past few years including
tree planting, garbage pick-up, new playgrounds, new benches
and improved trails.

The work in the park is part of a larger initiative to transform
the Glen Cairn Neighbourhood by engaging the community,
developing sustainable projects that improve the environment and
transform the neighbourhood.

Contact: Julie Welker, Community Partnership Specialist

Another Residential Rain Garden in Glen Cairn

The UTRCA worked with a homeowner in the Glen Cairn
neighbourhood to install a residential rain garden. The homeowners
were having issues with water in their basement, so they installed a
pipe to redirect rainwater away from their foundation and towards
the street, where it flowed into the storm sewer system.
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Plants such as black-eyed Susan, iris, and wild bergamot bee-balm add
beauty and increase the infiltration capacity of the rain garden. Grass
was seeded around the mulched area.

The homeowners were interested in a more environmentally
friendly approach to dealing with the redirected runoff. A rain
garden was installed in the front yard to accept this water and
infiltrate it into the ground. The rain garden is far enough from
the house to keep water out of the basement.

The new rain garden was planted with deep-rooted flowers
and grasses that will help water infiltrate into the ground. The
homeowners now have a beautiful garden in their front yard that
keeps water out of their basement and out of the storm sewers.
Contact: Alison Regehr, Conservation Services Technician

Medway Subwatershed Updates

Reducing Phosphorus in Medway Creek

Farmers in the Upper Medway Creek subwatershed are gathering
every month to discuss ways to improve soil health and reduce
phosphorus losses from area fields. Cover crops, conservation
tillage and subsurface fertilizer banding are practices that may
alleviate nutrient losses across the watershed.

This initiative is an important way to get landowners involved in
the problem-solving process of this watershed-scale concern. The
UTRCA is organizing these meetings as part of the Great Lakes
Agricultural Stewardship Initiative (GLASI) program.

Contact: Michael Funk, Agricultural Soil & Water Quality Technician

Above: Equipment demonstration at the meeting in September.
Below: Soil runoff simulation at the meeting in October.




Above and below: Students from the Nokee Kwe Indigenous
Employment and Education Centre enjoyed the Report Card Program.
Students Assess Health of Medway Creek

Thanks to generous funding support from the Cargill Cares Fund,
students from Nokee Kwe Indigenous Employment and Education
Centre, Bantlng Secondary and Medway High Schools recently
: participated in the
UTRCA’s Report
Card Education
e Program at Medway
! Creek.

% Students donned
" hip waders to collect
. surface water data
by assessing the in-
stream and riparian
habitat, inventorying
benthic invertebrates,
and gathering water
chemistry data. A

¢ “4 follow-up visit to the
schools focused on 1nterpret1ng the water quality data results,
understanding regional forest conditions and brainstorming
potential actions for environmental improvement.

The program supports senior geography, environmental science
and science curriculum while introducing students to current
issues in their watershed. This was the first time that students from
the Nokee Kwe Centre have participated in our program. They
are looking to grow their participation in the coming years. The
awareness generated from this program has made an impact on
many students over the years.

Contact: Julie Welker, Community Partnership Specialist

Medway Moments Film

Local filmmaker Phil McLeod travels along Medway Creek in
his latest film, “Medway Moments.” Phil takes viewers through
the seasons along the creek and introduces us to the people who

are restoring the creek’s health. The Friends of Medway Creek,
UTRCA, City of London and Thames River Anglers partnered
to premiere this video at the London Public Library’s Wolf
Performance Theatre in September. The film is now available for
everyone to watch on YouTube at https://youtu.be/80nC6151j_s
Contact: Julie Welker, Community Partnership Specialist

Friends of Stoney Creek

The Friends of Stoney Creek had a great turnout at their annual
Stoney Creek Community Day on October 15. More than 30
neighbours, students, teachers and families planted 50 trees along
the Stoney Creek trail. Funding was provided by TD Friends of
the Environment Foundation.

Contact: Linda Smith, Community Partnership Specialist

Forests Ontario’s Annual Fall Tree

Planting Partners Tour

On October 4, the UTRCA hosted the 9th Annual Forests Ontario
Fall Tree Planting Partners Tour. The field tour is an opportunity
to showcase and share ideas around various tree planting projects.
The first tour was held jointly by the UTRCA and St. Clair
Regron CAin 2008. This year, a record 50CA forestry staff from
south and central
Ontario attended
he tour. Sunny
skies and warm
{ temperatures
! made for a perfect
field day.

The bus tour
L N started at Pittock
I Conservation
8 Area. Morning
stops included
the Butternut Seed
5 Orchard at Pittock,
B the Assisted

%4 Migration Trial
at Phil Holst’s
farm north of
Woodstock, and

Roger Cook inspects a 111-year-old white pine
planted by Nelson Monteith and Edmund Zavitz
in 1905.The farm is currently owned by Alex
McKay, grandson of Nelson Monteith.


https://youtu.be/80nC615rj_s

the first experimental tree planting site in Ontario from 1905 on
Alex McKay’s farm in Perth South (Downie Ward). The tour then
headed to Wildwood Conservation Area for boxed lunches.

After lunch, the tour visited a 23-year-old ash plantation on
the south side of Wildwood Reservoir where Canadian Forestry
Service staff spoke on the parasitoid release program for Emerald
Ash Borer. The next stop was a 50 Million Tree Program site
planted by the UTRCA in 2010 for Gavin Stewart. The tour
wrapped up with a second thinning demonstration in a 45-year-old
white pine plantation at Pittock.

Participants were very enthusiastic about the day. Next year’s
tour will be hosted by the Long Point Region CA.
Contact: John Enright, Forester

Great Lakes St. Lawrence River
Student Summit

The first ever Great Lakes St. Lawrence River Student Summit
was held in Toronto in October. During the two day conference, 60
secondary school students from across Ontario shared, discussed and
learned about issues facing the Great Lakes and St. Lawrence River.

Leading up to the conference, Specialist High Skills Major
students completed Innovation, Creativity and Entrepreneurship
(ICE) training where they examined specific challenges facing their
local Great Lake watershed and developed innovative solutions
to address the problems. Local Conservation Authorities acted
as partners for the ICE training sessions and hosted experiential
days for the students to showcase an issue facing their local lake.

Focusing on the problem of phosphorus loading in Lake Erie,
the UTRCA worked with students in the Thames Valley District
School Board (TVDSB) to ask, “How we can motivate Lake Erie

TVDSB students from West Elgin Secondary School learned about ways
to reduce phosphorus runoff.
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watershed residents to adopt behaviours that will minimize the
phosphorus entering the lake?”

The Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change also
brought the UTRCA in to help coordinate and facilitate the ICE
training and experiential learning day for students in the Algoma
. District School Board
% (ADSB) in Sault

| Ste. Marie. Students
§ there learned about
the impact of climate
change on Lake
Superior and ways
people and industries
can reduce their
| carbon footprint.

The students in
both school boards
generated very
impressive and
creative solutions
to the challenges
presented to them.
Students were then
selected from each group to attend the Student Summit and pitch
their solutions to provincial and federal decision makers. Some
were nervous about presenting but everyone did a wonderful job.
UTRCA education staff were on site for the conference to help
run the events and coach students before their pitches. Overall,
the conference was a great success and enjoyed by all!

Contact: Karlee Flear, Community Education Specialist

ADSB stntslearn about wind farms.

On the Agenda
The next UTRCA Board of Directors meeting will be November
22,2016. Agendas and approved board meeting minutes are posted
at www.thamesriver.on.ca; click on “Publications.”
 Pay Equity
» Conservation Areas Annual Fee Schedule
* 2017 Board of Directors Meeting Dates
* BOD Policy Handbook Amendments
» Giant Hogweed Report & Recommendation
* 2017 Draft Budget
* Administration and Enforcement - Section 28
* Pioneer Village Update
* Board of Directors Training & Self Evaluation
* January Election Preparations
* Cade Property
Contact: Michelle Viglianti, Administrative Assistant

www.thamesriver.on.ca
519-451-2800

Twitter @UTRCAmarketir -

CONSERVATION AUTHORITY

Find us on F- __uo0k!
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