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Board of Directors Meeting 
 

 

December 12, 2019 

2:00 p.m. 

LTVCA Administration Building  
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7.2) Chatham-Kent Lake Erie Shoreline Study Alternatives ΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦ 7 
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10.4) Township of Springwater Resolution ς NVCA Levy ΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦ 69  
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We will begin by acknowledging that the land on which we gather is the traditional territory of First 
Nations people who have longstanding relationships to the land, water and region of southwestern 

Ontario.  We also acknowledge the local lower Thames River watershed communities of this area which 
include ChiǇǇŜǿŀΩǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¢ƘŀƳŜǎ CƛǊǎǘ bŀǘƛƻƴΣ hƴŜƛŘŀ bŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¢ƘŀƳŜǎΣ aǳƴǎŜŜ 5ŜƭŀǿŀǊŜ bŀǘƛƻƴ 

and Delaware Nation at Moraviantown.  We value the significant historical and contemporary 
contributions of local and regional First Nations and all of the Original peoples of Turtle Island (North 

America). We are thankful for the opportunity to live, learn and share with mutual respect and 
appreciation. 
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5. Approval of Previous Meeting Minutes 

5.1)  Board of Directors Meeting Minutes ï October 17, 2019 
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6. Business Arising From Minutes  

 

 

7. Presentations  

7.1)  Lighthouse Cove Ice Jam / Flood Mitigation Study  

 

7.2) Chatham-Kent Lake Erie Shoreline Study Alternatives  

 

7.3) Results of Longwoodôs Resource Centre Feasibility Grant Alternatives 
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8. Business for Approval 

8.1)  Draft 2020 Budget Municipal Consultation Results 

 
Date:  December 12, 2019 
Memo to:  LTVCA Board of Directors 
Subject: Draft Budget Consultation 
From:      Todd Casier, CPA, CA, Manager, Finance and Administrative Services 
  Mark Peacock, P. Eng., C.A.O. / Secretary Treasurer 
 
 
Background: 
 
In its meeting of October 2019, the Board of Directors of the Lower Thames Valley Conservation Authority reviewed the 
three versions of the budget provided. In doing so, the Board directed staff to move forward with a draft budget 
including a 2% levy increase for review by member municipalities.  Authority staff contacted each member municipality 
with an offer to meet and review the budget.    
 
Consultations:  

Below are the results: 

Chatham-Kent No questions, satisfied with budget, meets council directed guidelines 

Dutton-Dunwich 
Council Presentation, met with staff Nov 12, provided documentation, 
satisfied with budget 

Lakeshore Provided documentation, satisfied with budget 

Leamington Council Presentation Nov 12, satisfied with budget 

London 
Small adjustment to 2023 year budget for Municipal Council approved Levy 
increase guidelines 

Middlesex  Centre Satisfied with budget, further contact in the New Year on initiatives requested 

Southwest Middlesex Met with staff Nov 12, satisfied with budget 

Southwold Provided documentation, satisfied with budget 

Strathroy-Caradoc Provided documentation, satisfied with budget 

West Elgin No questions, Satisfied with budget 

 
Recommendation: 

That the Board of Directors receive this report for information. 

 
The reports align with the following objectives of the [¢±/!Ωǎ {ǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŎ tƭŀƴ: 
4. Improve Transparency and Understanding of Financial Statements 
 
Respectfully Submitted  
 
Todd Casier, CPA, CA 
Manager, Financial and Administrative Services 
 
Mark Peacock, P. Eng. 
C.A.O. / Secretary Treasurer 
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8.2) Proposed Draft 2020 Budget for Approval 
 
Date:  December 12, 2019 
Memo to:  LTVCA Board of Directors 
Subject: 2020 Draft Budget and Levy 
From:      Mark Peacock, P. Eng., General Manager / Secretary Treasurer 
 
Background 
 
The LTVCA Board approved a 2019 budget of $3,205,524, resulting in a general levy of $1,433,781 plus a special levy of 
$205,000 for Chatham-Kent for Flood Control Structures and the Greening Partnership/Natural Heritage Programs.   
 
Current Situation 
 
For 2020, the preliminary balanced budget of $3,304,046 requires a general levy of $1,462,457 an increase of $28,676 
over the 2019 general levy, or 2.00% (Chatham-YŜƴǘΩǎ ǎǇŜŎƛŀƭ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘƛƴƎ ƭŜǾȅ ǊŜƳŀƛƴƛƴƎ ŀt $205,000).  The total 
ƳǳƴƛŎƛǇŀƭ ƭŜǾȅ ŦƻǊ нлнл ƛǎ ϷмΣсстΣпртΦ  !ǎ ƛƴ ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎ ȅŜŀǊǎΣ ǘƘŜ ŀƴƴǳŀƭ ŀŘƧǳǎǘƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ ŜŀŎƘ ƳǳƴƛŎƛǇŀƭƛǘȅΩǎ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ 
within the watershed varies, the resulting change in the levy ranging from 1.31% to 4.73%.  The current value property 
assessment values are provided annually by the Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry and are beyond the ability of 
the Conservation Authority to modify. 
 
Discussion 
 
Non-municipal revenues include grants and general revenues (user fees) and account for $1,636,589 or 49.5% of total 
program revenues.  Such funds are required for a number of programs, the most variable of which is the Conservation 
Services/Stewardship program, which is heavily dependent on the success of numerous funding applications.  Staff are 
currently engaged in developing new sources and extending current contracts to meet the demand for services and to 
take advantage of emerging priorities such as phosphorus reduction.   
 
Recommendation 
 
That the 2020 preliminary budget totalling $3,304,046 be adopted, and that the member municipalities be advised of 
the budget and their share of the proposed levy as calculated; it being noted that the Authority is required to provide 30 
ŘŀȅǎΩ ƴƻǘƛŎŜ ƻŦ ƛǘǎ ƛƴǘŜƴǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ŀŘƻǇǘ ŀ Ŧƛƴŀƭ ōǳŘƎŜǘ ŀƴŘ ƭevy. 
 
The reports align with the following objectives of the [¢±/!Ωǎ {ǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŎ tƭŀƴ: 
4. Improve Transparency and Understanding of Financial Statements 
 
 
Respectfully Submitted:  Reviewed: 
 
Todd Casier, CA Mark Peacock, P. Eng. 
Manager, Financial and Administrative Services C.A.O. / Secretary Treasurer 
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8.3)  Budget vs Revenue and Expenditures for the period ending August 31, 2019 
 
Date:  December 12, 2019  
Memo to:  LTVCA Board of Directors 
Subject: Income and Expenditure vs Budget to October 31st, 2019 
From:      Todd Casier, CPA, CA, Manager, Finance and Administrative Services 
 

Background: 
 
Review the 2019 Budget to the Revenue and Expenditures for the 10 months ended October 31, 2019. 
  

REVENUE 2019 2019 BUDGET  2019 
ACTUAL 

$ VARIANCE 

 BUDGET 
OCT 

PROJECTED 
  TO OCT 31 

TO 
PROJECTED 

      

GRANTS 939,253 782,710 * 1,013,234 230,524 

GENERAL LEVY 1,433,781 1,433,781 ^ 1,433,781 0 

DIRECT SPECIAL BENEFIT 205,000 205,000 ^ 205,000 0 

GENERAL REVENUES 627,490 522,908 * 533,930 11,022 

FOUNDATION GRANTS & REVENUES 0 0 * 0 0 

RESERVES 0 0 * 0 0 
           

CASH FUNDING 3,205,524 2,944,399  3,185,945 241,546 
      

OTHER 0 0  0 0 

TOTAL FUNDING 3,205,524 2,944,399   3,185,945 241,546 

*-based on a 10 of 12 month proration of the budget 

^-based on cash received to date 

 
Grant income is greater than budgeted due to the reversal of deferred revenue for ongoing programs and the 
timing of grants invoiced, including several large grants for Wetland projects and two new Species at Risk 
grants.  
Note: Grant income is based on funds received/invoiced and not matched to expenses, meaning there may be 
expenses outstanding and not recognized in the attached expense statement.  At year-end, each grant is 
reviewed individually and unspent funds are reduced from grant income and deferred for future expenditures. 

Levy revenue is shown on a cash basis.  All municipalities are paid in full. 

General Revenue is slightly above budget due to the following factors: 

¶ Planning & Regulations, Conservation Area revenues and interest income are above budget.   This is 
partially offset by Conservation Services and Chatham Kent Greening being lower than expected due to 
a decrease in trees sales compared to budget and prior year and not receiving Ontario Power 
Generation funding.  Conservation Education and SKA-NAH-DOHT Village are comparable to budget. 

Foundation Grants and Revenues budget are zero because of the uncertainty of funds available.  The 
settlement for the memorial tree and other programs are at the end of the year. 

Reserves are zero as this account is used to balance the accounts at year-end if expenses are greater than 
revenues.  
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EXPENSES 2019 2019 BUDGET 
2019 

ACTUAL 
$ VARIANCE 

 BUDGET 
OCT 

PROJECTED 
TO OCT 31 

TO 
PROJECTED 

WATER MANAGEMENT     

FLOOD CONTROL STRUCTURES 212,371 177,102 119,880 (57,222) 

EROSION CONTROL STRUCTURES 11 10 9 (1) 

FLOOD FORECASTING AND WARNING 162,935 135,876 162,039 26,163 

TECHNICAL STUDIES 76,535 63,825 24,496 (39,329) 

PLANNING & REGULATIONS 238,056 198,522 194,517 (4,005) 

WATERSHED MONITORING (PGMN) 137,336 114,529 42,879 (71,650) 

SOURCE PROTECTION 26,892 22,426 32,681 10,255 

THAMES MOUTH DEBRIS REMOVAL 0 0 0 0 

     Water Management Subtotal 854,136 712,290 576,501 (135,789) 
     

CONSERVATION & RECREATION PROPERTIES     

CONSERVATION AREAS 745,144 619,488 593,892 (25,596) 
     

COMMUNITY RELATIONS AND EDUCATION     

COMMUNITY RELATIONS 176,815 147,451 130,148 (17,303) 

CONSERVATION EDUCATION 100,066 83,448 120,662 37,214 

SKA-NAH-DOHT VILLAGE 206,843 172,493 174,283 1,790 

     Community Relations & Education Subtotal 483,724 403,392 425,093 21,701 
     

CONSERVATION SERVICES/STEWARDSHIP     

CONSERVATION SERVICES (FORESTRY) 102,892 85,805 48,758 (37,047) 

CHATHAM-KENT GREENING PROJECT 628,839 524,407 382,768 (141,639) 

PHOSPHORUS REDUCTION 334,509 278,957 450,385 171,428 

SPECIES AT RISK 56,278 46,932 118,912 71,980 

     Conservation Services/Stewardship Subtotal 1,122,518 936,101 1,000,823 64,722 
     

CAPITAL/MISCELLANEOUS     
ADMINISTRATION BUILDING 
REPAIRS/UPGRADES 

0 0 0 0 

UNION GAS CENTENNIAL PROJECT 0 0 0 0 

EMPLOYMENT PROGRAMS (FED/PROV) 0 0 0 0 

     Capital/Miscellaneous Subtotal 0 0 0 0 
     

TOTAL EXPENDITURES 3,205,522 2,671,271 2,596,309 (74,962) 

 
Water Management 

Flood Control Structures and Erosion Control Structures are below budget due to the February flood event and 
staff time spent responding to that flood and other flood events throughout the watershed during the year.  
Plus one study not performed due to grants not received and there is still one larger project a couple smaller 
expenses outstanding as of October 31st.  This is slightly offset due to the expenses incurred from the February 
flood and a minor damn repair. 

Flood Forecasting and Warning expenses are above budget due to the costs and human resources required for 
the February flood and continuing flood events throughout the watershed throughout the year. 

Technical Studies are below budget due to the timing of hiring a GIS technician and his time charged to 
Species at Risk and other programs. 

Planning and Regulations are slightly below budget due to the February flood event and continuing flood 
events throughout the watershed throughout the year and staff time spent responding to the events.  This 
decrease is partially offset by the addition of a contract staff to help process the large increase in permits 
processed. 
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Watershed Monitoring is below budget due to the staff time being spent on other programs and a hold on 
spending waiting on a grant we have now received. 

Source Protection is above budget due mostly to increased activity to complete work before the provincial 
year-end. 

Conservation Areas 

Conservation area expenses are below budget due to lower than expected revenue, the decrease in related 
costs and the delay of a several projects until more funding is available. 

Community Relations and Education 

Conservation Education is above budget due to expenditures for the Longwoods feasibility study not included 
in the 2019 budget.  The feasibility study expenses are covered by additional rŜǾŜƴǳŜǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ ŀǘ ȅŜŀǊΩǎ 
end from the LTVC Foundation.  SKA-NAH-DOHT Museum and Village is comparable to budget. Community 
Relations is below budget due mostly to not receiving funding for summer students and not hiring those 
students. 

Conservation Services/Stewardship 

Conservation Services (Forestry) and Chatham-Kent Greening expenses are below budget due to a decrease in 
trees sold and funding received and therefore a decrease in related expenses, part of a role paid for by ALUS 
Middlesex and included in phosphorous reduction below and less wetland projects completed then budgeted.   

Phosphorous Reduction is above budget due mostly to one transfer payment of $45k to the University of 
Waterloo, one transfer payment to $60k to University of Guelph for research services performed, wages and 
expenses related to an Environment Canada and Canadian Adaptation Council grant and ALUS Middlesex 
agreement received after the budget was created and not reflected in it. Additional revenues cover these 
expenses. 

Species at Risk is above budget due to the wages of the GIS Technician required to complete the project for 
the program ending Mar 31 and 8 months of new funding to continue the Species at Risk program for the 
remainder of the year not included in the budget. 

Capital/Miscellaneous 

No Capital/Miscellaneous expenses to date. 
 
Summary: 

 2019 2019 BUDGET 
2019 

ACTUAL 
$ VARIANCE 

 BUDGET 
OCT 

PROJECTED 
TO OCT 31 

TO 
PROJECTED 

     

TOTAL CASH FUNDING 3,205,524 2,944,399 3,185,945 241,546 
     

TOTAL EXPENDITURES 3,205,522 2,671,271 2,596,309 (74,962) 
         

OPERATING SURPLUS (DEFICIT) 2 273,128 589,636 316,508 
     

LESS:  ACQUISITION OF CAPITAL 
ASSET 

0 0 0 0 
     

NET CASH FUNDING SURPLUS 
(DEFICIT) 

2 273,128 589,636 316,508 
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Note:  The difference between the projected budget funding and projected budget expenditures is due to the 
recognition of the full General Levy and Special Levy versus all other income and expenses are prorated for the 
period. 

At October 31stΣ нлмфΣ [¢±/!Ωǎ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƴƎ ǎǳǊǇƭǳǎ ƛǎ ǎƭƛƎƘǘƭȅ more favourable than the projected budget as 
more grants have been received than budgeted and partially offset by increased expenses related to these 
grants.   
 
Recommendation: 
 
That the Board of Directors receives the Budget vs Revenue and Expenditures report for the period ended 
October 31st, 2019. 
 
 
¢ƘŜ ǊŜǇƻǊǘǎ ŀƭƛƎƴ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ [¢±/!Ωǎ {ǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŎ tƭŀƴΥ 
4. Improve Transparency and Understanding of Financial Statements 
 

 
Recommended: 
Todd Casier 
Manager, Financial and Administrative Services 
 
Reviewed: 
Mark Peacock, P. Eng. 
C.A.O. / Secretary-Treasurer 
 
 
 

8.4) Appointment of Auditor  

 
Date:  December 12, 2019  
Memo to:  LTVCA Board of Directors 
Subject: Audit Services 2019 - 2023 
From:      Todd Casier, CPA, CA, Manager, Finance and Administrative Services 
 

 
Background: 
 
At the 2019 General Meeting the board passed the following motion: 
 
άaƻǾŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ .ƻŀǊŘ ƻŦ 5ƛǊŜŎǘƻǊǎ ŘƛǊŜŎǘ ǎǘŀŦŦ ǘƻ ǳƴŘŜǊǘŀƪŜ ŀ ŎƻƳǇŜǘƛǘƛǾŜ ōƛŘ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ ƻōǘŀƛƴ !ǳŘƛǘƛƴƎ 
services for the 2019 fiscal year and provide results of the bids to the Board for its decision at a subsequent 
ōƻŀǊŘ ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎέ 
 
On a period basis (generally every 5 years) Conservation Authorities send out a request for quotes (RFQ) for 
the year-end auditing services.  At the direction of the Board, staff posted the RFQ on our website and 
following contact, sent it to five accounting firms in the watershed on May 6, 2019 with a response date of 
May 31, 2019.  The LTVCA received two quotes, with one only quoting for the first two years of the period.   It 
was determined the quotes did not provide a comparable bidding process. 
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Subsequent to the receipt of the quotes, the two firms that quoted were approached to determine if they 
would quote again and meet all requirements of the request.  Positive replies were received from both and 
the quotes were submitted to the Conservation Authority. 
 
Below is the table of the final quotes received: 

 Year End  
Audit Firm 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 Total 

MNP    12,000.00     12,000.00     12,500.00     13,000.00     13,500.00     63,000.00  

Inclusive of HST    13,560.00     13,560.00     14,125.00     14,690.00     15,255.00     71,190.00  

       

Audit Firm 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 Total 

Baker Tilly    12,000.00     12,250.00     12,500.00     12,750.00     13,000.00     62,500.00  

Inclusive of HST    13,560.00     13,842.50     14,125.00     14,407.50     14,690.00     70,625.00  

       

Total Difference                   -    -       282.50                    -             282.50           565.00  
         
565.00  

 
 
Financial staff at the Conservation Authority reviewed the subsequent quotes and both were determined to 
meet the requirements of the quote request. In turn, the recommendation for award is based on the lowest 
cost bid.  
 
It should be noted that the auditor is appointed annually as required by section 38 of Conservation Authorities 
Act and Section B.7 of the approved LTVCA Admin By-Law 2018-01. 
 
Recommendation: 
 
That the Board of Directors accept the quote provided by Baker Tilly, for audit services for the years 2019, 
2020, 2021,2022, and 2023; and 
 
That the firm of Baker Tilly be appointed as the auditor of the Lower Thames Valley Conservation Authority 
until the next annual meeting in February 2020. 
 
 
The reports align with the following objectives of the [¢±/!Ωǎ {ǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŎ tƭŀƴ: 
4. Improve Transparency and Understanding of Financial Statements 

 
 
Recommended: 
Todd Casier 
Manager, Financial and Administrative Services 
 
Reviewed: 
Mark Peacock, P. Eng. 
C.A.O. / Secretary-Treasurer 

 

 

  



21 | P a g e 
 

8.5) Agreement between the Foundation and Authority for undertaking a project 

 
Date:  December 12, 2019  
Memo to:  LTVCA Board of Directors 
Subject: MOU with the Lower Thames Valley Conservation Foundation for completion of  the   
   replacement of the wheelchair accessible wetland boardwalk at Longwoods Road C. A. 
From:      Bonnie Cary, Manager, Communications, Outreach and Education 
 

Background: 
 

The Lower Thames Valley Conservation Foundation was awarded $94,000 from Ontario Trillium Foundation 
(OTF) for the replacement of the wheelchair accessible wetland boardwalk at Longwoods Road Conservation 
Area. The project (CP105815) ƛǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜŘ ƛƴ нлнлΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ƎǊŀƴǘΩǎ ǎǘŀǊǘ ŘŀǘŜ ǿŀǎ 5ŜŎΦнΣ нлмф όǘƻ ōŜ 
completed fall of 2020 ς ƛǘΩǎ ŀ мн ƳƻƴǘƘ ƎǊŀƴǘύΦ   
 
The Foundation and !ǳǘƘƻǊƛǘȅ ǿƛƭƭ ǇǳōƭƛŎƭȅ ǊŜŎƻƎƴƛȊŜ ǘƘŜ ƎǊŀƴǘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ hƴǘŀǊƛƻ ¢ǊƛƭƭƛǳƳ CƻǳƴŘŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ role at an 
event to be determined in the new year. 
 
This is a CAPITAL grant.  (The Feasibility Study was a SEED grant).  This boardwalk grant requires an MOU 
between the LTVCA and the Foundation.  The MOU is to ensure that the Foundation is independent of the 
LTVCA which is not in itself eligible for grants from the Trillium Foundation. This arrangement is common 
among Conservation Authorities and is consistent with past projects at the LTVCA. 
   
The next steps include the completion of design plans for the boardwalk in December, tender documents for 
January for contractor (minimum of 2 quotes), insurance/legalities, building codes and bylaws to consider as it 
is on LTVCA property, and finalization of financial/accounting procedures to meet OTF requirements.   
 
The $94,000 OTF budget for the boardwalk replacement was approved by OTF for boardwalk building 
materials and the building contractor.  A general contractor will be selected to complete the work.  (Materials: 
$42,000 includes treated wood($5700), posts and supporting posts($6600), screws, saw blades, drill bits, 3600 
bolts/nuts/washers($6,600), railings($4,000), anti-slip decking($19,100) Labour: $52,000) 
 

Recommendation: 
 
That the Board of Directors authorize the chair to sign an MOU with the Lower Thames Valley Conservation 
Foundation for the purposes of completion of  the replacement of the wheelchair accessible wetland 
boardwalk at Longwoods Road Conservation Area.  (project: CP105815) 
 

¢ƘŜ ǊŜǇƻǊǘǎ ŀƭƛƎƴ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ [¢±/!Ωǎ {ǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŎ tƭŀƴΥ 
1. Strengthen and Increase Collaboration with Community Stakeholders 
9. Improve Conservation Areas Operations 
 
Recommended: 
Bonnie Cary 
Manager, Communications, Outreach and Education 
 
Reviewed: 
Mark Peacock, P. Eng. 
C.A.O. / Secretary-Treasurer 
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8.6) Draft Big Creek Two Zone Draft for Consultation 
 
Background 
 
A two zone flood plain policy is more permissive than the standard one zone approach to flood plain management. 
Communities within the floodplain need to grow and meet new needs, so the province allows two-zone policy areas in 
some existing developing areas. Development, with restrictions, is permitted in the flood fringe of two-zone areas, 
where the level and speed of floodwater is not a significant threat to people and property. There is generally a greater 
risk of damage due to flooding in two-zone areas, but the risks are managed by policies. New buildings (industrial, 
commercial and residential) need to be flood proofed and there are tougher rules regarding access for residential 
properties. New development is not allowed in the floodway since the risk to the people who live there or their property 
is too high. 
 
In the Provincial Policy Statement, floodway is defined as the inner portion of the floodplain where development and 
site alteration would cause a danger to public health and safety or property damage. The flood fringe is defined as the 
outer portion of the floodplain between the floodway and the limits of the regulatory flood where flood depths and 
velocities are generally less severe than those experienced in the floodway.  
 
Big Creek Two Zone General Policy Approach 
 
The approach will be to allow development in the flood fringe by having development reduce current peak flows by 
construction of ponds which must meet defined discharge rates. Additionally, development will occur with all structures 
raised above the flood plain. The following two details show how the flood plain will change. 
 
Pre-Development  
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Post-Development 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Drain Agricultural Land 

Roadway Floodway 

Development (Flood 
Fringe) 
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A watershed specific technical study identifies allowable release rates and storage requirements that future 
developments must meet in order to mitigate downstream erosion/flooding impacts. The identified release rates will 
significantly reduce flood peaks over time. Some lands (flood storage areas) within the study will to be too flood prone 
to develop until flow rates are reduced as development is undertaken. 
 
Lower Tier Rate  
-  Erosion Control 
-  1.5 to 2.9 L/s/ha (Big Creek 1.5 L/s/ha) 
-  Controls frequent storms 
 
Upper Tier Rate  
-  Overall Drainage Capacity  
-  6 L/s/ha  
-  Controls infrequent storms 
 
A draft 2 Zone policy has been developed by the project team to enable the development approach noted above. The 
policy will be included in the municipal Official Plan and adopted by the Conservation Authority as a board approved 
policy. A draft of this policy is included below.  
 
Next Steps 
 
The Two Zone Policy will be provided to the pubic for review. Any land owners that cannot immediately proceed with 
development due to being with flood storage areas will be invited to meet with the project team to review the project 
recommendations. Note: the Reid Drain and Silver Creek are part of this policy but within ERCA jurisdication. 

 
Recommendation: 
 
That the Board of Directors authorize staff to bring the draft Big Creek 2 Zone Policy to the public for 
comment. These public comments to be brought back to the board for consideration prior to approval of the  
Big Creek 2 Zone Policy.  
 
The reports align with the following objectives of the [¢±/!Ωǎ {ǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŎ tƭŀƴ: 
 
1. Strengthen and Increase Collaboration with Community Stakeholders 
 
Recommended: 
Jason Wintermute, Manager, Water Management and IT Service 
 
Reviewed: 
Mark Peacock, P. Eng. 
C.A.O. / Secretary-Treasurer 
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DRAFT Reid Drain, Silver Creek, and Big 

Creek Two - Zone Floodplain Policy Area  
Existing Official Plan 2.20 ς Floodplain Development Control Overlay:  

Policy 2.20.1 Two-Zone Floodplain 

Under the two-zone approach to floodplain management, Council shall, to the satisfaction of the applicable 

Conservation Authority through a technical study, identify the floodway (that area subject to deeper, faster flows, which 

acts as the channel in times of flooding), as a zone where development other than buildings or structures required for 

flood or erosion control is prohibited. Area-specific studies are encouraged at a watershed level to identify areas 

suitable for the application of two-zone floodplain policies. Areas subject to Council-approved studies shall be identified 

on Schedule # through an Official Plan Amendment.  

In areas subject to two-zone floodplain policies, the following forms of development are prohibited within both the 

floodway and flood fringe:  

1. Uses involving the manufacturing, use, or storage of hazardous or toxic substances which would pose an 

unacceptable threat to public safety if damaged as a result of flooding or failure of flood protection measures; 

2. Institutional uses such as hospitals, nursing homes, day care establishments, group homes and schools, which 

would pose a significant threat to the safety of the inhabitants if involved in an emergency evacuation situation 

as a result of flooding or failure of flood protection measures. 

3. Emergency services such as police, fire and ambulance stations and electrical and telephone substations, which 

would be impaired during a flood emergency as a result of flooding or the failure of flood protection measures.  

Policy 2.20.1 Floodway and Flood Fringe 

The floodway is defined as the inner portion of the Regional Storm floodplain representing the area required for the safe 
passage of flood flow and/or area where flood depths and/or velocities are considered to be such that they pose a 
potential threat to life and/or property.  
 
It has been determined that a setback of 8 m (26.24 ft) plus the depth of the watercourse or municipal drain, to a 
maximum of 15 m (49.21 ft) from the top of bank, shall constitute the Floodway Zone for many of the inland 
watercourses. Area-specific studies may identify alternative floodway definitions or include the delineation of specific 
floodway areas.   
 
The following policies apply to the areas identified as floodway: 
 

1. The floodway shall remain unobstructed and without fill placed to ensure that sufficient floodway corridor is 

maintained.  

2. No development shall be permitted within the floodway, except for those by nature of their use or purpose 
must be located within the floodway such as flood and/or erosion control works. 

3. Replacement of an existing structure located within the floodway may be permitted, provided that all 
reasonable efforts are made to relocate the replacement structure outside of the floodway. Replacement 
structures shall not have a larger footprint than the existing structure, shall be floodproofed to the satisfaction 
of the Municipality and Conservation Authority, and shall not result in a net increase in flood risk to property 
and public health and safety, and shall to the extent possible, be located and designed such that there is no net 
decrease in flood risk to the structure.  

4. Driveways, roads, bridges, railways and other private or public services of approved hydraulic design may be 
permitted, provided that there is no net increase in flood risk.  
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Developmeƴǘ ƻƴ ǘƘƻǎŜ ƭŀƴŘǎ ƻǳǘǎƛŘŜ ǘƘŜ CƭƻƻŘǿŀȅ ōǳǘ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ άCƭƻƻŘǇƭŀƛƴ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ /ƻƴǘǊƻƭ hǾŜǊƭŀȅέ ό{ŎƘŜŘǳƭŜ 

B) or otherwise identified as flood fringe shall only be permitted if:  

a) floodproofing is provided to the regulatory flood level to the satisfaction of the appropriate Conservation 

Authority.  

b) No new dwelling areas are established under the Regulatory Flood elevation; 

c) All building systems (electrical, hydro, etc.) are located above the regulatory flood elevation; 
d) Building openings (windows, doors) shall be located above the regulatory flood elevation; 
e) all development must be in accordance with the underlying land use designations;  

f) A permit is obtained from the applicable Conservation Authority under the applicable Development, 

Interference with Wetlands and Alterations to Shorelines and Watercourses Regulation.   

Area-specific policies may be adopted through an Official Plan Amendment based on the completion of Council-

approved Study. 

PROPOSED: Policy 2.20.1 ς Reid Drain, Silver Creek, and Big Creek Two-Zone Floodplain Policy Area 

The Municipality of Leamington completed an area-specific technical study that includes updated floodplain mapping for 

the Reid Drain, Silver Creek and Big Creek Watersheds (Leamington Stormwater Management Master Drainage Study for 

the Reid Drain, Silver Creek, and Big Creek Watersheds, Stantec 2019), herein referred to as the Master Drainage Study.  

It was determined that a two-zone approach to floodplain management was appropriate for the area.  

The area to which the two-zone policies apply include the entirety of the Reid Drain, Silver Creek, and Big Creek 

Watersheds as identified on Schedule #. The Regional Storm is the 1 in 100 year storm as identified within the Master 

Drainage Study.  

For the purposes of the Reid Drain, Silver Creek, and Big Creek Two-Zone Floodplain Policy Area, the Floodway is defined 

as a minimum setback from top of bank of 8 metres plus the depth of drain. Mapped floodway areas can be found 

within the Master Drainage Study or by contacting the Municipality. 

For the purposes of the lands identified on Schedule #, the policies in Section 2.20.1 shall apply with respect to floodway 

and flood fringe areas. In addition, areas identified as Temporary Flood Storage Areas within the Master Drainage Study 

shall remain unobstructed and without the placement of fill until such time that it can be determined through a 

technical study that these areas can be developed without impact to flood elevations or downstream erosion.  The 

Municipality may apply a holding provision in accordance with Section 36 of the Planning Act through a Zoning Bylaw 

Amendment to ensure development does not impact the ability of these areas to serve as temporary flood storage areas 

to mitigate flood impacts as identified within the Master Drainage Study. Development or site alteration that does not 

impact the storage volumes required to mitigate flood concerns may be permitted.   

Safe Ingress and Egress 

In order to maintain safe ingress and egress during regional flood events access to proposed developments within the 

Reid Drain, Silver Creek, and Big Creek Two-Zone Floodplain Policy Area is directed outside of areas at risk of ponding 

greater than 30cm at pavement edge as shown within the Master Drainage Study.  

Buildout and Monitoring 

Recommendations of the Master Drainage Study have been based on the following buildout scenarios: 

¶ Big Creek ς 25% buildout, or 1,000ha of additional development* 
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¶ Reid Drain ς 75% buildout, or 735ha of additional development* 

¶ Silver Creek ς 50% buildout, or 1,102ha of additional development* 

*development that has been approved after DATE.  

The Master Drainage Study modelling should be kept up to date as development progresses. Upon reaching the buildout 

scenarios identified above, additional development outside of floodway areas may be permitted, provided that it can be 

shown through technical studies to the satisfaction of the Municipality and appropriate Conservation Authority that 

additional development will not impact flood line levels or downstream erosion or flooding conditions.  

 

8.7) Annual Fee Review 

 
 Three changes to the 2020 Conservation Area Fee Schedule 
 

1) to streamline our operations, we are moving away from three different fees at our pay and display 
machines, to one flat rate of $5/day.   (may be additional fees on special events) 
 

2) 2020 Conservation Area Parking Permits- $60  
 

3) CM Wilson CA- non camper sewage disposal fee- $50 
 

Recommendation:  That the Board of Directors approve these fee changes to our 2020 Conservation Area Fee Schedule. 
 

 
The reports align with the following objectives of the [¢±/!Ωǎ {ǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŎ tƭŀƴ: 
 
1. Strengthen and Increase Collaboration with Community Stakeholders 
2. Increase the Awareness of the Value of Good Watershed Stewardship 
3. Strengthen Brand Recognition 
7. Improve Internal Communications  
12. Strengthen Program Review Policy(s) 

 

 
Recommended:  Reviewed: 
Randall Van Wagner  Mark Peacock, P. Eng. 
Manager of Conservation Lands and Services  C.A.O. / Secretary-Treasurer 
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9. Business for Information 

9.1) Water Management 

9.1.1) Flood Forecasting and Operations 

 
There have been eighteen flood messages issued since the last Board of Directors agenda was drafted. Six of these 
messages were Flood Outlooks for Lake Erie and/or Lake St. Clair shoreline areas, one of which was a monthly standing 
message for October.  Seven Flood Watches and four Flood Warnings were also issued for these shoreline areas.  One 
Flood Outlook and one Safety Bulletin were issued for the overall watershed due to heavy rains in the forecast.  The 
Safety Bulletin was actually combined with a Flood Warning as problems could have arisen on both the shoreline and 
local watercourses at the same time.  Monthly standing messages ceased in November as wind forecasts tend to be 
more reliable in the late fall and winter periods when thunderstorms are not the main source of high winds.  
 
Wind events have impacted both Lake Erie and Lake St. Clair since the last Board report.  For most of these events, 
weather forecasts had over predicted the winds and waves.  However, compared to the summer, a larger proportion of 
these events produced more serious flooding as the weather systems this time of year tend to produce stronger winds 
and for longer durations.  Perhaps the most severe of these events occurred on October 31st.  On that day there was 
flooding down on Erie Shore Drive during the day but during the late evening winds switched directions and caused 
flooding in Lighthouse Cove as well.  There continues to be significant shoreline damage occurring on both lakes, with 
instances of erosion, break wall failures and bluff slumps occurring.  A very significant bluff failure/slumping event in the 
Port Alma area occurred sometime around November 27th.  This was probably the largest slump reported during the 
recent high water levels.  Further instances of shoreline flooding and erosion should be expected to continue until the 
lakes freeze over for the winter.    
 
Report on Lake Conditions  
 
Daily average water levels on Lake Erie peaked on June 22nd at an elevation of 175.19 m (I.G.L.D.) and have since fallen 
by about 50 cm. The all-time monthly average record for Lake Erie set in June of 1986 of 175.04 m was broken from May 
through July, reaching an elevation of 175.14 m in June.  Current water levels are now around 20 cm below the 
December 1986 monthly water level record.  However, this still puts water levels about 69 cm above the long term 
December monthly average water level.  Forecasts suggest that water levels on Lake Erie will drop by another 2 to 3 cm 
by the end of December.    
 
Daily average water levels on Lake St. Clair peaked on July 7/8th at an elevation of 176.08 m (I.G.L.D.) and have since 
fallen by about 34 cm. The all-time monthly average record for Lake St. Clair set in October of 1986 of 175.96 m was 
broken in both June and July, and matched in August, reaching an elevation of 176.04 m in July. Current water levels are 
now around 6 cm below the December 1986 monthly water level record.  This puts water levels about 82 cm above the 
long term December monthly average water level.  Forecasts suggest that water levels on Lake St. Clair will drop by 
another 2 to 3 cm by the end of December.   
 
Water level summaries and long term forecasts are usually released around the 6th of the month and therefore the 
December update was not available at the time this report was drafted.  The November water level summary is included 
below, but will have been updated by the time of this meeting.    
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