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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

A road through scenic Algonquin Provincial Park.

The Municipal Class Environmental Assessment (MCEA) process is intended to be 
a streamlined alternative to the individual environmental assessments that would 
otherwise be required for almost all municipal infrastructure construction projects and 

operations as mandated by the Environmental Assessment Act (the Act). This investigative report 
is the sixth in a series of studies commissioned by the RCCAO on the MCEA process since 
2009. Prior studies commissioned by RCCAO can be downloaded at rccao.com.

The MCEA process is firmly entrenched in Ontario for core municipal infrastructure such 
as roads, water, sewer and bridge projects. Unlike other Canadian municipalities, those in 
Ontario face additional hurdles and delays in implementing the one-size-fits-all process. 

Previous RCCAO reports have concluded that the approval process is too time-consuming 
and expensive relative to the outcomes. The 2010 study examined 99 projects and found that,  
on average, it took about 19 months to go through the MCEA process with an estimated 
cost of $113,300 per project paid by the municipalities. A follow-up study in 2014 showed 
that the time and costs to complete the MCEA process for similar municipal infrastructure 
projects continued to increase – at almost 27 months and at an average study cost of $386,500.  
For both these reports, information was presented in an anonymous way by aggregating 
project data for the asset class (roads, bridges, sewer and water, other projects) or by Ontario 
region (Golden Horseshoe, Eastern and Central, Northern, Southern and Western). 

By contrast, this report provides details of specific projects which have faced extraordinary 
delays and/or costs arising from the MCEA process. Additional delays can be attributed to 
slower responses in certain cases by the Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks 
(MECP) to various requests for Part II Orders.  

A total of 12 case studies are presented in this report to demonstrate how the cumbersome 
MCEA process contributes to lengthy and sometimes, unnecessary, processing delays.  
Nine projects experienced delays of between two and five years. 
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Another project took even longer: even after a multi-year consultation process, one road 
extension in Waterloo Region took five years and three months to go through the MCEA 
process, which included two years for the Minister to address the filing of three separate  
Part II Order requests. 

In terms of costs, the fees paid by municipalities to retain external professionals to prepare 
various studies and reports and assist in public and stakeholder consultations are provided, 
where known. For the projects examined in Section 3.2 of this report, six out of 11 indicate 
that consultants and reports cost more than $500,000 and four of those six projects had 
consultant and report expenses of more than $2 million.

It is important to note that the costs listed exclude staff time and resources, which can 
be significant, to carry out the various consultations and other measures required by the 
MCEA process.

One road project in South Stormont was “pre-approved” under applicable procedures but 
was pushed back 12 months due to an appeal by one resident under the Part II Order process. 
While nine of the projects are road-oriented, two pertain to bridge structures and one is a 
water project intended to prevent sewage from entering the Ottawa River. 

Out of the 12 case studies, a road improvement project in the City of Sault Ste. Marie, contains 
a good example of transparency. The Minister, in his Part II Order request response included a 
chart of:   i) issues raised by the requests, ii) the corresponding responses of the city and iii) the 
Minister’s analysis.

It is important to highlight that broad public consultation is an important component of the 
approvals process where feedback can assist in improving project outcomes. A long-standing 
concern, however, expressed by the municipal sector in Ontario, is that the MCEA process 
can duplicate requirements under the Planning Act where public consultation is already a  
well-established practice. As such, these delays have impeded positive environmental and social 
outcomes such as sewage upgrades or the provision of bike lanes. Similarly, negative impacts 
on economic prosperity can occur when it takes too long to modernize our transportation 
systems by, for example, enhancing goods and people movement.

Suggested improvements for the MCEA process are derived from a variety of sources, including:

  The 2016 and 2018 Value for Money Audit Reports by Ontario’s Auditor General;

  The February 2017 Application for Review under section 61 of the Environmental Bill of 
Rights Act (EBR);

  The April 25, 2019 MECP discussion paper and associated Environmental Registry of 
Ontario (ERO) Instruments;

  The Municipal Engineers Association’s proposed changes to the MCEA  manual;

  Ontario Bill 108, More Homes, More Choice Act, 2019, which received first reading in the 
Ontario Legislature on May 2, 2019, and was passed on June 6, 2019. 
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The recommendations from this investigative report include:   

1  Exempt Low-Risk Projects from the Act – Concerns raised in low-risk cases such as the 
Moulinette Island Road project are best handled by local municipal officials, not the MECP. 

2  Reduce the Scope and Complexity of Environmental Study Reports – The recent 
dramatic increase in the size and complexity of EA studies, reports and the requirement 
for a multitude of costly background reports requires a course correction, especially when 
one considers that these requirements are duplicating reviews conducted under planning 
legislation. The Ministry should consult stakeholders to identify how to encourage proponents 
to focus on key issues.

3  Part II Order Requests Should Be Based on Demonstrated Direct Adverse Impacts –  
Given that MCEA projects are primarily for local municipal infrastructure, any person who 
submits a Part II Order request for an MCEA should be required to identify a direct adverse 
impact from the proposed undertaking.

4  Delegate the Minister’s Authority to Respond to Part II Order Requests –  
The Minister should consider delegating some or all of the Part II Order requests associated 
with MCEA Schedule B projects to the Director of the EA Branch. 

5  Mandate Reduced Time Frames for Responding to Part II Order Requests –  
The Ministry should transform the proposed service standards into a regulatory deadline and 
make any related policy and procedure changes as may be necessary.  

6  Enhance Access and Transparency for the MCEA Process – A province-wide centralized 
internet-based system would be helpful to the public to benchmark implementation of the 
Class EA requirements.

7  Proceed with the MEA’s Proposed Amendments of the MCEA Manual –  
The MEA’s proposed changes of the MCEA manual will help to avoid many delays and 
additional costs for planning and constructing municipal infrastructure. 

8  Proclaim Balance of Schedule 6 to the More Homes, More Choice Act, 2019 in Force –  
The Province should proclaim Section 6 of Schedule 6 in force, and should pass new 
regulations with reasonably tight deadlines for the Ministry to render a decision on any Part II  
Order requests.

9  Recognize Decisions that Have Been Based on Public Consultations under the 
Planning Act process – Several of the projects listed in this report had already been subject 
to public consultations under the Planning Act. Acceptance of the decisions made under the 
Planning Act can often reduce the complexity, time and costs to complete the MCEA process.
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1.1.  Background
Over the past decade many stakeholders, including industry and municipal associations, have 
been calling for improvements to the Municipal Class Environmental Assessment (MCEA) 
process in Ontario as the current process requires an unacceptably long time to complete and 
at high cost to the proponent. A major impetus for reform came in late 2016 with the release of 
the Auditor General’s report concerning Environmental Assessments. This was followed in early 
2017 with a section 61 EBR Application for Review submitted by RCCAO and MEA. While 
the Ministry – then called the Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change (MOECC) – 
accepted the EBR-based application (see Appendix E), the Ministry did not start the consultation 
process until the spring of 2018 and was unable to complete the review before the provincial 
election in June 2018. 

 During the preparation of this report, the more recently named Ministry of the 
Environment, Conservation and Parks (MECP) released a discussion paper on “Modernizing 
Ontario’s Environmental Assessment Program.” In addition, Schedule 6 of the More Homes, 
More Choice Act, 2019 contains several amendments to the MCEA, including the exemption 
of low-risk projects. 

1.2  Purpose
This study identifies recent MCEA infrastructure projects that have encountered, long delays 
and/or high costs.   

A case study approach has been taken to illustrate shortcomings in the MCEA process by 
reviewing selected municipal infrastructure projects. A brief determination is included on 
whether any of the suggested improvements described in sections 4.1, 4.2, 4.3, 4.4 or 4.5 of 
this report would have resulted in a different outcome for that project. 

1.0   INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE  
OF THIS INVESTIGATIVE REPORT

A road through Newmarket, Ont.
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1.3  Prior MCEA Process Studies
The RCCAO has over the years expressed concerns held by its members that the Environmental 
Assessment process for municipal infrastructure projects in Ontario is too time consuming 
and expensive relative to the outcomes. In a cover letter sent to all MPPs in February 2009 
to accompany RCCAO’s first report on the MCEA process, it was stressed that “the process 
of screening alternatives frequently generates more attention than the management of 
environmental effects.”1 To highlight those concerns, it commissioned a number of studies and 
reports, including those listed below, all of which can be downloaded from rccao.com:

  Environmental Assessment Reform – A Tool for Economic Recovery (February 2009)

  Are Ontario’s Municipal Class Environmental Assessments Worth the Added Time and 
Costs? (March 2010)

  Municipal Class Environmental Assessments: Categorization Review Study (January 2012)

  Are Ontario’s Municipal Class Environmental Assessments Worth the Added Time and 
Costs? The 2014 Edition (March 2014)

  Comparing Ontario’s Municipal Class EA System to Other Jurisdictions:  Public Intervention 
in Local Infrastructure Projects (February 2015) 

1.4  Scope and Methodology of this Investigative Report
Whereas the prior studies of 2010 and 2014 examined a large and diverse number of Ontario 
Municipal Class EA Schedule B or C construction projects in distinct regions of Ontario, this 
study is intended to review a small number of MCEA projects that encountered long delays and/
or high consultant and study costs. Municipal members of the Ontario Good Roads Association 
(OGRA) and the Municipal Engineers Association (MEA) were asked to provide particulars of 
recent projects that met the criteria. It was necessary to solicit the assistance of the MEA and 
OGRA because the Ministry does not maintain any central public registry despite municipal 
and construction sector advice that this would be a worthwhile public service (searchable data 
would include the notices of commencement or completion of MCEA studies or the issues or 
reports associated with those projects).

In addition to the projects submitted by MEA and OGRA members, this report’s author 
also undertook an independent search for relevant MCEA projects.  

Transit projects were expressly excluded from the prior MCEA studies and this report 
because these are subject to regulatory time constraints through Ontario Regulation 231/08.2    
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2.1  The Environmental Assessment Act

The purpose of the Act, which dates back to 1975, is to provide for the protection, conservation 
and wise management in Ontario of the environment, by requiring alternatives to be considered 
for specific projects and activities. For Ontario’s Class EA system, a comprehensive definition 
of the environment is used in the impact assessment process, which includes social, economic, 
cultural, health and of course environmental issues. The mechanism used by the Act is to require 
municipal proponents of projects to consult with the public, and where required, prepare a study 
or report on the impacts of a proposed undertaking.    

Part II.1 of the Act allows for class environmental assessments so that projects falling 
within a defined class would not be required to formulate and consult with the public on 
terms of reference.  

The Municipal Class includes the construction and operation of municipal infrastructure 
such roads, bridges, sewers, drinking water distribution systems, wastewater management 
systems, as set out in the MCEA manual, as approved by the Lieutenant Governor in Council 
from time to time. The Municipal Class is one of 10 separate environmental assessments 
classes that have been approved by the Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks 
(the “Ministry”).

On April 25, 2019, the Ministry posted two instruments on the Environmental Registry for 
public comment by no later than May 25, 2019.3  

2.2  Municipal Class EAs and the Municipal Engineers Association
The Municipal Engineers Association (MEA) was established to provide unity and focus 
for licensed engineers employed by Ontario’s municipalities by addressing issues of common 
concern and by facilitating the sharing of knowledge and information.  

2.0   THE CURRENT PROCESS FOR MUNICIPAL CLASS 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENTS IN ONTARIO

Cyclists ride along the water’s edge in Ottawa.

13rccao.com CASE STUDIES That Support Reforming Ontario’s Municipal Class Environmental Assessment Process

http://www.rccao.com


The MCEA system is a collaborative effort between the Ministry and the MEA to allow 
municipal infrastructure projects to comply with the Act in an efficient and timely manner 
through a series of steps, documents and procedures as outlined in a document referred to as 
the MCEA manual. This manual was developed in the 1980s and it has been approved under 
Part II.1 of the Act for most municipal infrastructure projects and activities.

The Municipal Class of environmental assessments consists of four separate types (schedules) 
of municipal projects: 

Schedule A projects are deemed to be pre-approved by the Ministry and consist of routine 
maintenance and replacement of municipal infrastructure elements, such as the repaving of 
roads, the replacement of cracked sidewalks, aging water pipes, with works of similar design 
and capacity.  

Schedule A+ projects generally have a greater potential for some environmental impact, but 
are also pre-approved, subject to the public being advised (usually by a printed newspaper 
notice or Internet posting) prior to project implementation.

Schedule B projects generally include improvements and minor expansions to existing 
facilities. The estimated capital cost of the proposed expansion is often used as a means 
of distinguishing between minor and major expansions. Schedule B projects are 
concluded by the completion of a Project File Report outlining the consultation and  
environmental impacts.

Schedule C projects generally include the construction of new facilities and major expansions 
to existing facilities and infrastructure. Schedule C projects require a more comprehensive 
Environmental Study Report to describe the consultation efforts and issues.

Note that certain infrastructure projects undertaken by a municipality may not fit within any 
of the prescribed schedules of MCEA projects, and as a result would not qualify as an MCEA 
class, therefore requiring a full environmental assessment with terms of reference approved by 
the Minister. An example of a municipal infrastructure project falling outside of the MCEA 
class is the York Region Sewage System project, which is discussed in section 3.3 of this report. 

2.3  MCEA Process

In most cases, Schedule B and Schedule C projects will proceed through the various steps 
requiring municipal council approval and planning, including any Official Plan changes under 
the Planning Act and budget approval for capital expenditures. A third-party environmental/
engineering consultant is often retained to undertake an environmental study or prepare a report. 
Public consultation is initiated through the publication of a Notice of Commencement, which will 
describe the proposed undertaking as well as opportunities for public information and comments.

The project may require multiple public consultations as well as consultations with other 
government agencies such as local conservation authorities and other communities such as 
Indigenous people, where there may be a direct impact or this is a territorial claim for the 
lands upon which the improvement or activity is planned. The consultations will allow the 
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project proponent (municipality) and consultant to identify a preferred option or design for 
the improvement. The entire consultation process and various investigations are documented 
in an environmental study report, which is provided to the municipal council for approval. 
Upon council approval, a Notice of Completion is published, and subject to any requests for 
a Part II Order, the project proceeds through the normal course.

There do not appear to be any publications indicating the time frame that the Ministry 
expects for completion of the MCEA process for various schedules of projects, or the costs 
to prepare the required reports and investigations. The MCEA manual does not currently 
identify any timeframe to complete the MCEA process, it focuses on what steps are needed to 
complete the MCEA process for specific types and Schedules of infrastructure projects.  

2.4  Part II Order Requests (Bump-Up Requests)
Upon the completion of the EA Study report, a Notice of Completion must be posted by the 
proponent municipality for a 30-day public comment period. There is no requirement for the 
municipality to actually post a copy of the report, but the report must be available for inspection 
during the comment period at a public place such as municipal offices. During that period, any 
interested person may, pursuant to Section 16 of the Act, make a request to the Minister for an 
order, under Part II of the Act, to require an individual environmental assessment with terms of 
reference (these are also known as “Bump-Up requests”).

The Auditor General’s 2016 report noted that the Bump-Up request for MCEA projects 
must be approved or denied by the Minister but that multiple levels of review were required 
within the Ministry’s hierarchy (Director, Assistant Deputy Minister, Deputy Minister, 
Minister). Originally, Bump-Up requests were targeted to be completed within 45 to 66 days,  
but the targets were rarely, if ever, met. Typically, between 10 and 20 MCEA projects per year 
are subject to one or more Bump-Up requests. In 2010, the MEA reported that the Ministry 
denied all 26 Bump-Up requests.  

The time frame for responding to Bump-Up requests has been increasing since the early 
2000s. Between April 2010 and January 2016, the average response time for Bump-Up 
requests was 213 days. The Auditor General’s 2018 report stated that between January 2016 
and June 2018, the Minister received 73 separate Bump-Up requests, which took an average 
of 274 days to review and respond. While the Ministry has since early 2017 taken several steps 
to reduce the time taken to respond to Bump-Up requests, it is not yet possible to conclude 
whether or not there has been a significant improvement.

The significance of Bump-Up requests is that all work to process an infrastructure project 
comes to an immediate halt until the Minister or Ministry decides whether the Part II Order 
request has merit. Municipalities thus face additional uncertainty, as to whether the project will 
proceed. During the financial and economic crises of 2008-2010, senior governments offered 
stimulus funding, but many Ontario municipalities could not apply because the MCEA process, 
including the risk of a Bump-Up request, would have taken longer than the life of the incentive 
programs. Instead, municipalities applied for hastily organized projects such as resurfacing roads 
which were not required to proceed through the lengthy MCEA process. 
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3.1  Selection of Local Projects (Not a Statistical Sampling)
The mandate for this investigative report was to find between 10 and 12 recently completed 
MCEA projects that required a relatively long time to complete and/or incurred extraordinary 
study costs which were related to process inefficiencies. Municipalities who are members of the 
OGRA were asked to share details of projects, as were members of the Municipal Engineers 
Association (Ontario). The report author also conducted an Internet-based search to source 
additional MCEA projects. 

For comparison purposes, the report has incorporated one MCEA project in which the 
process was efficiently completed with minimal complications. Including this project, there 
are a total of 12 case studies. 

3.2  Summary of Case Studies

CASE STUDY 1 
River Road Extension
Region of Waterloo 
MCEA Process Time: 63 Months
Consultant/EA Study Costs: $2 million plus (author’s estimate) 

This was a Schedule C project for a four-lane, 3.6-kilometre extension of River Road from 
Manitou Drive to link up with King Street through a natural area known as Hidden Valley at 
an estimated capital cost of about $72 million.  

A Notice of Study Commencement was initially published in September 2006. Given 
impacts on wetlands and other natural habitats, the project was suspended in early 2007 and 
resumed in September 2011.  

3.0  REVIEW OF SELECTED MCEA PROJECTS 

Regional Road 57 in Bowmanville, Ont.

Photo: Frank Zechner
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The Environmental Study Report was approved by Regional Council in March 2014 and 
a Notice of Completion was then posted. Consultation and study work spanned 34 months,  
plus the four-year study suspension, during which time was needed for negotiations and 
to meet with various interest groups. Study and consultant costs were unavailable but are 
estimated by this author to have exceeded $2 million.

Notwithstanding eight years of in-depth consultations and studies, three separate Part II  
Order requests were filed objecting to the proposed project in June and July 2014.  
The Minister responded in June 2016 denying the requested individual environmental 
assessment but imposed additional conditions on the project to undertake further investigations 
to minimize adverse impacts from road salt on the extended roadway.  

The Part II request added a delay of 24 months for the Minister to render a decision plus 
four months for additional investigations related to road salt impact. Preliminary relocation 
of utilities started in spring 2019 and the first phase of construction will bring the road from 
Manitou to Wabanaki and Hidden Valley Road. The second phase which involves a new 
bridge over Hwy. 8, will link to King Street by 2023.

CASE STUDY 2 
County Road 17 Improvements 
United Counties of Prescott and Russell, City of Ottawa 
MCEA Process Time: 58 Months 
Consultant/EA Study Costs: $2.7 million 

The United Counties of Prescott and Russell and the City of Ottawa were co-proponents of 
an MCEA Schedule C road widening (from two to four lanes) and improvement project for a 
continuous road of 36 kilometres which is known as Ottawa Road 174 in Ottawa and County 
Road 17 in the United Counties of Prescott and Russell. The capital cost of the project was 
estimated to be $446 million.

A notice of study commencement was published in November 2012 showing various new 
cross sections for various parts of the road that would include a cycling lane, pedestrian 
walkways and green spaces. None of those features would be continuous over the full 
36-kilometre distance. Consultant services, special investigations and preparation of the EA 
Study Report cost the municipalities about $2.7 million.

In June 2016, about 43 months after commencing the consultation efforts, a Notice 
of Completion was posted. Eight separate Part II Order requests were submitted in June 
and July 2016 on the grounds that the proposed project would alter the character of local 
neighbourhoods and alleging that the study area did not cover a large enough geographical 
area. More than 15 months after the Part II Order requests were received, the Minister 
denied the request but imposed additional conditions, including that the proponents consider 
dedicated cycling lanes, undertake additional noise studies and hold at least one additional 
public meeting with updated design details. Perhaps because the study area included parts of 
the City that will soon be serviced by an LRT project that is nearing completion, the Minister 
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also required that the LRT extension must have been operational for at least 12 months before 
construction of a certain section of the roadway in Ottawa.  

The Minister’s conditions also required that the City of Ottawa undertake an additional 
review of widening from four to six lanes for a specified section of the road near Hwy. 417. 
Results of the additional review must be documented in a report and must be publicly posted 
at least 60 days prior to the start of construction. The Minister went further by specifying 
that the term “commencement of construction” will be deemed to be the earlier of tendering 
for the project and physical construction activities.

CASE STUDY 3
Hillsburgh Dam and Bridge
Town of Erin
MCEA Process Time: 38 Months 
Consultant/EA Study Costs: $100,000 (author’s estimate) 

The Station Street Bridge in the Town of Erin dates back to 1915 and was identified in 1971 as 
failing and in need of replacement with a modern structure. Emergency repairs were undertaken 
in 2012 and engineering work on a new structure commenced shortly thereafter. A Notice of 
Study Commencement was initially published in September 2014 for the Schedule B bridge 
replacement project. The bridge is connected to and forms part of the Hillsburgh dam structure, 
which in turn impacts several water bodies and natural habitats.

The Station Street bridge and dam in Erin, Ont.

Photo: Frank Zechner

18 rccao.comCASE STUDIES That Support Reforming Ontario’s Municipal Class Environmental Assessment Process

http://www.rccao.com


By May 2016, it was clear to the Town that the preferred alternative was to rehabilitate the 
dam and reconstruct the bridge at a capital cost of approximately $2.5 million. The Notice of 
Study Completion was posted in December 2016 – 27 months after study commencement. 
Consultant and engineering costs for the report are estimated by the author at about $100,000.

A Part II Order request for an individual environmental assessment was submitted in February 
2017 by an environmental interest group that is based far away from the study site near the 
Town of Whitefish in northern Ontario, objecting to the proposed project. Almost one year 
later, the Minister’s office denied the request (in January 2018), but imposed conditions on 
the project to undertake further consultations with the Ministry of Natural Resources and the 
Credit Valley Conservation Authority regarding contingency plans for extreme storms and other 
weather events. Another condition was to undertake a further study on potential impacts to 
the quality of the water table aquifer during construction. The Town was also required to post 
detailed documentation on mitigation measures with the County of Wellington on a publicly 
accessible website and to notify the Ministry prior to project implementation.  

The Part II request added a delay of 12 months for the Minister to render a decision plus  
six months for additional investigations and consultations.

CASE STUDY 4 
Combined Sewage Storage 
City of Ottawa 
MCEA Process Time: 39 Months
Consultant/EA Study Costs: amount unavailable 

The Combined Sewage Storage Project was one of 17 separate projects forming the Ottawa 
River Action Plan to improve the overall health of the Ottawa River. Due to the fact that 
heavy rains and/or snow melt might direct more wastewater into the local sewer system than 
the system can process, untreated excess sewage had been discharged directly into the Ottawa 
River. The storage project, which consists of a series of new tunnels and underground storage 
tanks, would divert that excess sewage from the river and store it until inflow rates had subsided 
and the wastewater treatment plant could take on additional volumes. In short, the completion 
of this $120-million project would make a material improvement to the water quality of the 
Ottawa River.

A Notice of Commencement of the study for this Schedule C project was published in 
November 2009. Following about a half-dozen open houses and other consultations over a 
39-month period, the Notice of Completion was published in January 2013. Although the 
project would improve the health of the Ottawa River, residents were concerned about the 
noise, dust, vibrations and traffic to build the tunnels and excavate cavities for the tanks. 
There were also a number of permanent disruptions to local residents as new control buildings 
would be required. Altogether, 11 separate alternative designs were presented to stakeholders 
and considerable time and effort were needed to reach a consensus on preferred design.  
There were no Part II Order requests for this project.  
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CASE STUDY 5 
Northern Avenue Corridor Improvements 
City of Sault Ste. Marie 
MCEA Process Time: 33 Months 
Consultant/EA Study Costs: amount unavailable

This was a Schedule C project for realignment, a cycling path and other road improvements to 
Northern Avenue in the City of Sault Ste. Marie, with an estimated capital cost of $2.5 million. 
A Notice of Study Commencement was published in March 2016. A Notice of Completion was 
approved 28 months later in July 2018. 

Two separate Part II Order requests were made by local residents. One request, which was 
withdrawn before the Minister’s decision, concerned traffic congestion near a high school.  

The other request was based on the view that the proposed project would not do enough 
to improve traffic. Within five months, the Minister denied the request for an individual 
environmental assessment and did not impose any additional conditions.  

This was a good example of transparency as the Minister included a chart of issues raised 
by the requests, the corresponding responses of the city and the Minister’s analysis. A copy of 
the Minister’s response is reproduced in Appendix A.

CASE STUDY 6 
Crossing of Hwy. 404 
York Region 
MCEA Process Time: 29 Months
Consultant/EA Study Costs: $500,000 plus 

This was a Schedule C project for a new local road and overpass connecting two residential areas 
that had been separated by Hwy. 404. A Notice of Commencement was issued in June 2016 and 
the report was completed 18 months later in December 2017 with the publication of a Notice of 
Completion. The capital cost of the project is estimated at $32 million and more than $500,000 
had been spent on consultants’ investigations and reports.  

Three requests for Part II Orders were received by the Ministry, citing various grounds for 
a full environmental assessment, including: traffic impacts to residential areas, air pollution, 
noise, the Region not considering an appropriate range of alternatives, the Region not 
sufficiently considering alternative modes to automobiles, impacts to the vision, look and 
feel of a carefully planned and designed community in the study area, and not providing  
sufficient consultation.  

The Minister responded 11 months later in November 2018 by denying all three requests 
and refusing to impose any additional obligations on the proponent as the consultation was 
very thorough and addressed all relevant issues.
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CASE STUDY 7 
Second Avenue Widening 
City of Sudbury 
MCEA Process Time: 27 Months Plus 
Consultant/EA Study Costs: $200,000 (author’s estimate) 

This was a Schedule C project for a road widening and other improvements to a 3.4-kilometre 
section of Second Avenue (a.k.a. Municipal Road 72) in the City of Sudbury. Prior to the Study, 
it was a two-lane arterial secondary road running in a north-south direction between Bancroft 
Drive and the Kingsway. The need for improvements was identified in the Transportation 
Master Plan that had been updated in 2011 and 2012. Estimated costs for the preferred solution, 
a widening to four lanes, were less than $2.3 million for this Schedule B project. 

A Notice of Commencement was published in January 2012.  
After extensive consultation with local residents and other stakeholders, the study was 

completed 27 months later in April 2014.  
In May 2014, two separate Part II Order requests were made. The Minister advised the 

City in February 2015 that the initial report and consultation was not in compliance with the 
MCEA procedures. The City attempted to address the notice and consultation deficiencies 
cited by the Minister.

On April 1, 2015, the City issued its second Notice of Completion for the project and 
submitted a project file for public and agency review. The Minister received six separate  
Part II Order requests between April 23 and 30, 2015. 

Based on the Ministry’s second review in 2015, the project file identifies the problem as 
traffic congestion as determined by the City’s Transportation Master Plan – even though 
the Master Plan was still in draft form at that time and not available to the public.  
This Ministerial review sent the City of Sudbury back to the drawing board. The cost of the 
project had now increased to an estimate of more than $6 million. 

Additional consultations and public disclosures ensued and the City issued a third notice of 
EA completion in April 2016. There is no public record of any further Part II Order requests 
and most of the construction project was completed in the summer of 2018 at a cost of about 
$8 million. It is not known what the consultant and report costs were, but they are estimated 
to be approximately $200,000.  
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CASE STUDY 8 
Regional Road 57 Improvements 
Municipality of Clarington (Durham Region)
MCEA Process Time: 31 Months 
Consultant/EA Study Costs: $500,000 

This was a Schedule C project for a road widening and other improvements to a 3.4-kilometre 
section of Bowmanville Avenue (a.k.a. Regional Road 57) between Baseline Road West and 
Nash Road, a project with an estimated construction cost of $28 million.

A Notice of Study Commencement was published in December 2014. A Notice of Study 
Completion was issued in July 2017, 31 months after the project started. Consultant and study 
costs were approximately $500,000. The municipality’s project manager indicated there were 
significant concerns about potential added noise levels due to both increased traffic volumes 
as well as a widening of the road which resulted in active traffic lanes being much closer to the 
backyard fences of local residents. Additional time was also required to address traffic lights 
and crosswalks. 

The project had wide public support as it was a heavily travelled arterial road and the 
widening and other improvements were required to relieve traffic congestion and increase 
safety for all road users. There were no Part II Order requests associated with this project. 

Regional Road 57 in Bowmanville, Ont.

Photo: Frank Zechner
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CASE STUDY 9 
16th Avenue Road Improvements 
York Region 
MCEA Process Time: 30 Months Plus 
Consultant/EA Study Costs: $2 million 

This was a Schedule C project for improvements to an arterial road, 16th Avenue between  
Yonge Street and York-Durham line. Capital cost of the construction project is estimated 
at $120 million. Given the distance covered by the project at just over 20 kilometres, it was 
split into two separate Schedule C studies: one part, Study Area A, from Yonge Street to  
Woodbine Avenue, and the other part, Study Area B, from Woodbine to York-Durham line.

Notices of Commencement for both projects were published in June 2016 and a Notice of 
Completion for Study Area A was issued in December 2018, a total of 30 months, and study 
and consultant cost of about $2 million. A Notice of Completion has not yet been issued 
for Study Area B, but is expected to be published by December 2019, a full 42 months after  
study commencement.

A developer/landowner objected to the Area A Study report claiming that it did not consider 
the future (unapproved) development proposals in traffic forecasting and in the proposed 
improvements through a Part II Order request. Based on previous experience, York Region is 
not anticipating a decision on the Part II Order request from MECP until the first quarter in 
2020. If there are conditions from MECP, then York Region’s construction timelines will be 
further delayed.

Traffic passes through 16th Ave. in York Region.

Photo: Frank Zechner
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CASE STUDY 10 
Moulinette Island Road 
Township of South Stormont
MCEA Process Time: 12 Months
Consultant/EA Study Costs: amount unavailable 

This was a project to pave an existing gravel road on an island. The capital cost of the project was 
about $600,000 and was characterized as a Schedule A+ project, which the vast majority of local 
residents supported. A small group of residents opposed the project on the grounds that paving 
the gravel road might spur more residential development on the island.   

Because it was a Schedule A+ project, a Notice of Study Commencement was not required; 
however, engineering and community consultation started in May 2016 and the local 
municipal council announced that the project was proceeding in March 2017. A single resident 
initiated a Part II Order request through a letter received by the Minister on April 10, 2017.  
Although the municipality was planning to complete the project during the 2017 summer 
construction season, the Minister did not issue a letter until December 13, 2017, requiring the 
municipality to “consider dedicated hard shoulders for pedestrian and cyclist accessibility.” 
The Minister further ordered the municipality to hold an additional open house consultation 
on the final roadway cross section even though the municipality had already considered hard 
shoulders. In this case, more than a month was needed to schedule, prepare for and host an 
additional open house.  

In total, almost a full year was added to the project time frame as a result of the Part II 
Order request by a single resident for reasons that had to do with municipal zoning and 
official plans and nothing to do with environmental impacts.   

CASE STUDY 11 
Parkway Corridor Improvements 
City of Peterborough 
MCEA Process Time: 49 Months
Consultant/EA Study Costs: $8.5 million  

Since the late 1940s, the City of Peterborough has been debating whether to extend the current 
parkway as a north/south route across the City. In fact, the parkway corridor has been a part of 
the City’s Official Plan in various forms since 1947. The City’s Official Plan, which included 
the Parkway Corridor, and all plan amendments subsequent to 1947, have been subject to public 
consultation requirements under the Planning Act for more than 60 years.

The Parkway Corridor Improvements Project is a large MCEA Schedule C project 
for transportation improvements through a region known as the Parkway Corridor  
(Lansdowne Street to Water Street at Carnegie Avenue). The City’s Transportation Plan 
Review, which was approved by Council and published in 2011, called for a series of road 
network improvements to increase capacity deficiencies in the north end of the City.  
A Notice of Study Commencement was issued in July 2012.
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Even before the EA report was finished, City Council approved a $79-million plan to 
complete the Parkway over a 20-year period. A Notice of Completion of the EA report was 
issued in February 2014.

By March 24, 2014, the Ministry had received 88 separate requests for a Part II Order for 
an individual environmental assessment of the project. The proponent engaged staff at the 
Ministry to address concerns raised by the Part II Order requests, and received informal 
responses from staff that the EA process for this project was satisfactory and that staff would 
not recommend an order for an individual environmental assessment. Two and a half years after 
the Part II Order requests were made and approximately nine months after Ministry staff had 
made their recommendations on the Part II Order, the Minister responded to the requests by 
requiring an individual environmental assessment for the project. The Minister’s decision on the  
Part II Order request removed the project from the MCEA process and required the preparation 
and submission of terms of reference, which would necessitate approval by the Minister before 
studies and hearings could proceed. Another five to seven years would be added to the project 
timeline and result in a further $6 million or more in project administrative costs to the  
$2.5 million that had already been paid to consultants for services and reports to date. A copy 
of the Minister’s response to the Part II Order requests is attached as Appendix B to this report. 

As a result of several Freedom of Information (FOI) requests made by the proponent, 
it appears that Ministry staff proposed approval of the completed study while requiring 
the City to comply with certain other conditions. It also appears that the Ministry of 
Natural Resources and Forestry were satisfied with the proponent’s EA process and report.  
The reasons cited by the Minister for his order in the September 16, 2016 letter did not appear 
in any of the documents that the proponent received through its FOI requests.  

In early May 2019, Peterborough City Council concluded that it cannot remove the Parkway 
Corridor from either the city’s transportation plan or the new Official Plan. Eliminating the 
Parkway Corridor from the Official Plan with no assessment of the impacts of removing it 
and no alternatives would be subject to appeal under the Planning Act. The 2016 EA Order 
requires that the City undertake new and additional EA studies if it wants to proceed with 
a series of alternative road improvements, which the City estimates could take several more 
years to study and up to eight years before such measures could be constructed.  

CASE STUDY 12 

North River Bridge 
County of Peterborough 
MCEA Process Time: 5 Months 
Consultant/EA Study Costs: $46,000 

The North River Bridge on County Road 46 passes over the North River. It is believed to have 
been constructed in 1966 and was in poor condition. A 2012 safety inspection identified a 
high corrosion potential as well as various structural deficiencies such as large concrete cracks, 
spalling and active corrosion.  
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In February 2015, Notices of Commencement of the Study for this MCEA Schedule B 
project were published and mailed to local residents, a number of Indigenous Nations, local 
school boards, provincial government ministries and the local police forces.

An information open house was held on March 12, 2015 and various written comments 
were received. A project file report for the proposed replacement bridge was issued in  
July 2015, barely five months after the study commencement. Capital costs for the project 
were estimated to be about $970,000 and study costs based on municipal budget data totaled 
about $46,000 for consultant services.

Due to the large number of similarly aged bridges in Peterborough County requiring repairs 
or replacement, the new bridge construction is scheduled for the 2020 construction season.

3.3   What Happens When Municipal Infrastructure Projects Are Not Part of 
the MCEA Class? -- The Upper York Sewage System Project

At times, larger municipalities may need to undertake infrastructure projects that are excluded 
from the defined schedules within the MCEA system. Examples might include joint ventures 
with upper levels of governments, or projects that start as an MCEA schedule project and 
become subject to an order to proceed with an individual environmental assessment under  
Part of the Act.

The Upper York Sewage System project was intended to develop a sustainable sewage 
servicing solution to accommodate future growth in the region, including the movement of 
wastewater originating within the Lake Simcoe watershed to the Lake Ontario watershed 
and the use of microfiltration and reverse-osmosis wastewater treatment technology. For a 
variety of reasons that are beyond the scope of this investigative report, the proponent and 
the Ministry determined that the project was not eligible to proceed as a MCEA Schedule C 
wastewater project.  

The individual environmental assessment process was initiated by a Notice in June 2009. 
Terms of Reference for the project were approved by the Minister in March 2010. After more 
than four years of consultations and studies, the Region submitted its final environmental report 
to the Minister for approval in July 2014. Based on the timelines required by the Act, the 
Minister’s decision on the Upper York Sewage Solutions project was expected by February 2015.  

If a positive decision from the Minister had been received in early 2015, York Region 
believes that the Water Reclamation Centre would already have been built and in operation 
at an estimated capital cost of $640 million. To date, more than $26 million has been spent 
on consulting services, investigations and reports. As of the end of May 2019, about 10 years 
since the formal notice of commencement, there is still no decision from the Minister for this 
project. If approved, the capital cost of the project is likely to increase significantly from the 
2014 estimates. 
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4.1  Ontario Auditor General Value for Money Reports
In 2016 and 2018, the Ontario Auditor General undertook a Value For Money audit of the 
Environmental Assessment Act processes in Ontario and developed 12 separate recommendations. 
Not all of the recommendations are relevant to the MCEA process but the following are  
(see Appendix C for more detail):

Recommendation 3 – The Ministry should review and revise its criteria for determining 
whether a comprehensive or streamlined environmental assessment is required;

Recommendation 7 – The Ministry should improve the timeliness of its process for reviewing 
Bump-Up requests to ensure that its review does not cause unnecessary delays to projects;

Recommendation 9 – To ensure that decisions are appropriate and transparent, the 
Minister should clarify the criteria for ministerial decision-making regarding Bump-Up 
requests by the public;

Recommendation 10 – To ensure that the public fully participates in the environmental 
assessment process, the Ministry should update its website so that the public has access to all 
relevant information, including the status, for all environmental assessments; and

Recommendation 12 – To assess the effectiveness of environmental assessments, the 
Ministry should develop measureable performance indicators against which it can evaluate 
its delivery of the environmental assessment program.

4.0  SUGGESTED CHANGES TO IMPROVE THE MCEA PROCESS

A wastewater treatment plant in Ontario.
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4.2   Joint MEA-RCCAO Application for Review Pursuant to S.61  
of the Environmental Bill of Rights Act

In February 2017, RCCAO and MEA submitted a joint Application for Review (EBR Review) to 
the Environmental Commissioner of Ontario for a review of the Act, its regulations and policies 
associated with the MCEA process. The EBR Review outlined various deficiencies with the 
MCEA process and asked the Ministry to make improvements. Endorsement for submission of 
the application was received from a variety of construction industry associations and municipal 
organizations, which are listed in Appendix D. 

A request for improvements was contained in the EBR Review, but not limited to the following:

1   Expediting the response process for Part II Orders or Bump-Up requests by confirming that 
Schedule A and Schedule A+ projects are exempt and by delegating to senior staff such as 
Ministry directors, the Minister’s obligation to personally respond;  

2   Making changes to better integrate and harmonize the MCEA process with processes under 
the Planning Act;  

3   Reducing the scope of MCEA reports and studies to reduce duplication with existing 
public processes and decisions such as Official Plans and provincial legislation such as the 
Provincial Growth Plan, Places to Grow; and 

4   Ensuring more timely Ministry responses to proposed MCEA process changes by the MEA.  

By letter dated April 13, 2017, the Ministry committed to undertake the EBR Review and 
complete it by the end of December 2018. A copy of that letter is attached as Appendix E. 
During the spring of 2018, the Ministry hosted a number of day long stakeholder workshops 
with various groups of stakeholders. A summary of the issues raised and positions taken by 
RCCAO and MEA at those stakeholder meetings are included in Appendix F.

The Ministry ended the EBR Review by letter dated January 30, 2019 and provided a  
six-page summary of the outcome, copies of which are both provided in Appendix G.

It is worth noting that the Ministry has partially addressed item 1 above, through passage 
of Bill 108 on June 6, 2019. Schedule 6 of that Bill formally exempts both Schedule A and 
Schedule A+ projects from the Part II Order process.  

4.3  MEA’s 2019 Proposed Amendments of the MCEA Manual
The most recent proposal by the MEA to amend the MCEA Manual has not yet been published, 
but it includes the following changes:

1   Where construction of one or more roads is a mandatory condition of an existing approval 
under the Planning Act, such as a site plan or plan of subdivision, etc., such roads are to be 
excluded from the MCEA process;

2   Facilities for active transportation (cycling, running, etc.), such as underpasses or overpasses, 
should not be characterized as Schedule B or C projects, but should instead be characterized 
as a Schedule A+;
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3   Road rehabilitation and related infrastructure will be characterized as a Schedule B project 
instead of a Schedule C project, provided that no new road allowances are required for the 
project and certain other conditions are met; and 

4   Language associated with Schedule C new water treatment or sewage treatment plants 
or expanded plants or new or expanded sewage systems will have more general and 
comprehensive language to cover a wider scope of activities instead of attempting to list all 
possible activities or scenarios.

4.4  April 25, 2019 MECP Discussion Paper and Related ERO Instruments
ERO Instrument #013-5101 (ERO 5101) is a 30-page discussion paper associated with the Act 
which “... outlines some key features of the environmental assessment process, identifies the 
initial actions to provide immediate relief.” Examples of such actions are exempting certain 
types of low-risk projects and activities from the Act. The discussion paper was posted on the 
ERO registry on April 25, 2019 and invites stakeholders and the public to provide comments 
and ideas on how to improve the environmental assessment process for all types of projects,  
not merely municipal infrastructure projects. Comments on the discussion paper were required 
to be submitted by no later than May 25, 2019. 

ERO Instrument #013-5102 (ERO 5102), which was also posted by MECP on the ERO 
registry on April 25, 2019, is in fact a proposal to amend the Act. Seven days after ERO 5102 
was posted, the proposed amendment appeared in Bill 108, which is discussed in more detail 
in section 4.5 of this report. If the proposed statutory amendments are passed, they “... would 
help the ministry to modernize by focusing on projects that pose actual, real risks to our 
environment and communities, streamlining approval timelines and eliminating duplication.” 
Comments on ERO 5102 were also due by May 25, 2019. 

ERO 5102 provides a list of the projects within the categories/groups/schedules proposed 
to be exempted from environmental assessment requirements. These categories/groups/
schedules contain the lowest-risk projects in their respective Class Environmental Assessment. 
The list includes Schedules A and A+ of the Municipal Class of Environmental Assessments.  
The specific language to be used to bring about the exemptions has not been publicly disclosed; 
however, the statutory amendments will do more than exempt specific classes of projects from 
the Act. The amendments described in ERO 5102 will also ensure timeliness and certainty 
for requests for Part II Orders (Bump-Up requests) and modifies the conditions under which 
Bump-Up requests can be made by Ontario residents.

4.5  Ontario Bill 108 – More Homes, More Choice Act, 2019
Although Bill 108 was introduced on May 2, 2019 by the Minister of Municipal Affairs and 
Housing, it includes several amendments to the Act, which can be found in Schedule 6 of 
the Bill, a copy of which is attached as Appendix H. The More Homes, More Choice Act, 2019 
(MHMCA) received Royal Assent on June 6, 2019. While a significant portion of the MHMCA 
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has yet to be proclaimed in force, most of Schedule 6 to that act, came into force on the date that 
it received Royal Assent. The new changes to the Act contained in the MHMCA which have a 
direct impact on the MCEA process include, but are not limited to, the following:

Schedule 6, Section 4 – Amendment of subsection 14(2) of the Act: The amendment 
allows the description of projects within the class document, such as the MCEA manual, 
to exempt certain types of projects from the Act; for instance, certain Schedule B bridge 
replacement projects might be exempted in certain cases.

Schedule 6, Section 5 – Addition of section 15.3 to the Act: The new subsection 15.3(1) 
allows the documentation of the class assessment, such as the MCEA manual, to exempt 
certain types of projects from the Act.

Schedule 6, Section 5 – Addition of section 15.3 to the Act: The new subsection 15.3(4) 
expressly exempts prescribed low-risk projects from the Act, including what is now referred 
to as Schedule A and A+ projects.

Schedule 6, Section 5 – Addition of section 15.4 to the Act: This new section provides a 
new process governing amendments to the approved class assessments, such as the MCEA 
manual. It also provides rules for making the amendments to the class assessments, including 
requirements for public consultation.

Schedule 6, Section 6 – Amendment of section 16 of the Act (not yet proclaimed in force):  
The amendments to subsection 16(5) requires that a person requesting a Part II Order must 
be a resident of the Province of Ontario.

Schedule 6, Section 6 – Amendment of section 16 of the Act (not yet proclaimed in force):  
The new subsection 16(7.2) requires a Director to essentially screen Part II Order requests 
and refuse a request for an Order if the request does not comply with the applicable criteria.

Schedule 6, Section 6 – Amendment of section 16 of the Act (not yet proclaimed in force):  
The amendments to subsection 16(7) and the new subsection 16(7.1) requires that if the 
Minister fails to make an order within any prescribed deadline, the Minister must provide 
written reasons for the delay.
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5.1   Would Any of the Improvements Suggested in Sections 4.1, 4.3, 4.4 or 
4.5 Have Made a Positive Impact on the Projects Listed in Section 3.2? 

1   River Road Extension, Region of Waterloo

Implementation of the Auditor General’s recommendation number 12 and/or the EBR Review 
improvements in sections 4.2.2 and 4.2.3 of this report, may have indirectly reduced the length 
of time to complete the consultation and report for this Schedule C project from the actual 
34 months.   

The enactment of the MHMCA and implementation of the Auditor General’s 
recommendation numbers 7 and 9, and/or the EBR Review improvements in sections  
4.2.1 and 4.2.4 of this report, would likely have reduced the processing time for the Part II 
Order requests for this Schedule C project from the actual 24 months.

2   County Road 17 Improvements, United Counties of Prescott and Russell 

Implementation of the Auditor General’s recommendation number 12 and/or the EBR Review 
improvements in sections 4.2.2 and 4.2.3 of this report, may have reduced the length of time 
to complete the consultation and report for this Schedule C project from the actual 43 months. 

The enactment of the MHMCA and implementation of the Auditor General’s 
recommendations 7 and 9 and/or the EBR Review improvements in sections 4.2.1 and 4.2.4 
of this report, would likely have reduced the processing time for the Part II Order requests for 
this Schedule B project from the actual 15 months.

5.0  ANALYSIS

A lift bridge over a ships canal in Ontario.
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3   Hillsburgh Dam and Bridge, Town of Erin

Implementation of the Auditor General’s recommendation number 12 and/or the EBR Review 
improvements in sections 4.2.2 and 4.2.3 of this report, may have reduced the length of time 
to complete the consultation and report for this Schedule B project from the actual 27 months. 

The enactment of the MHMCA and implementation of the Auditor General’s 
recommendations 7 and 9 and/or the EBR Review improvements in sections 4.2.1 and 4.2.4 
of this report, would likely have reduced the processing time for the Part II Order requests for 
this Schedule B project from the actual 12 months.  

The requirement for Part II Order requests to be made by residents of Ontario in the 
MHMCA would not have reduced any of the 12-month delay arising from a Part II 
Order request by an organization located hundreds of kilometres away from the project.  
However, a modification to have local residents identify a potential direct impact might have 
eliminated the sole Part II Order request.

4   Combined Sewage Storage, City of Ottawa

The approvals and consultations under the Planning Act will generally exclude details and 
alternative designs for a component or sub-system of a waste-water management system to 
reduce discharges into a local river.  

Given the number and diversity of stakeholders, the potential impacts of underground 
tunnelling and the variety of alternative designs, none of the improvements in sections  
4.1 to 4.5 of this report would likely have significantly reduced the time to complete the 
consultation process.

5   Northern Avenue Corridor Improvements, Sault Ste. Marie 

If the MEA’s proposed amendments to the MCEA manual were already in place, this Schedule 
C project might have been characterized as a Schedule B project if no additional right of way 
was required, which in turn may have reduced the complexity of the environmental reports and 
reduced the time for the report and consultation from the actual 28 months.

Implementation of the Auditor General’s recommendations 7 and 9 and/or the EBR Review 
improvements in sections 4.2.1 and 4.2.4 of this report, might have reduced the processing 
time for the Part II Order requests for this Schedule C project from the actual five months, 
but not significantly.

6   Crossing of Hwy. 404, York Region

Implementation of the Auditor General’s recommendation number 12 and/or the EBR Review 
improvements in sections 4.2.2 and 4.2.3 of this report, would likely have reduced the length of  
time to complete the consultation and report for this Schedule C project from the actual 18 months. 

The enactment of the MHMCA and implementation of the Auditor General’s 
recommendations 7 and 9 and/or the EBR Review improvements in sections 4.2.1 and 4.2.4 
of this report, would likely have reduced the processing time for the Part II Order requests for 
this Schedule B project from the actual 11 months.
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7   Second Avenue Widening, City of Sudbury

If the MEA’s proposed amendments to the MCEA manual were already in place, this 
Schedule C project might have been characterized as a Schedule B project if no additional right 
of way was required, which in turn may have reduced the complexity of the environmental 
reports and shortened the time for the report and consultation from the actual 27 months.  

Implementation of the Attorney General’s recommendation 10 might have alerted 
the proponent to the deficiencies with the Study Report that made reference to a draft,  
non-public document instead of an approved Master Transportation Plan, which in turn may 
have decreased the time needed to present a compliant environmental assessment report.

Implementation of EBR Review improvements in sections 4.2.2 may also have helped the 
proponent to avoid deficiencies in its consultation plan and report.

8   Regional Road 57 Improvements, Municipality of Clarington

If the MEA’s proposed amendments to the MCEA manual were already in place, this Schedule 
C project might have been characterized as a Schedule B project if no additional right of way 
was required, which in turn may have reduced the complexity of the environmental reports and 
reduced the time for the report and consultation from the actual 31 months.  

Implementation of the Auditor General’s recommendation number 12 and/or the EBR 
Review improvements in sections 4.2.2 and 4.2.3 of this report, would likely have reduced 
the length of time to complete the consultation and report for this Schedule C project from 
the actual 31 months. 

9   16th Avenue Road Improvements, York Region

If the MEA’s proposed amendments to the MCEA manual were already in place, this Schedule C  
project might have been characterized as a Schedule B project if no additional right of way was 
required, which in turn may have reduced the complexity of the environmental reports that had 
cost the region about $2 million.

The Enactment of Bill 108 and implementation of the Auditor General’s recommendation 
numbers 7 and 9 would likely have reduced the processing time for the Part II Order request 
for this Schedule C project from the estimated 12 to 14 months.

The timeframe for consultation and the costs of the environmental report would likely have 
been reduced if the EBR Review improvement in section 4.2.3 of this report was implemented.

10   Moulinette Island Road, Township of South Stormont 

If the More Homes, More Choice Act, 2019 (MHMCA) was in force for this Schedule A+ project, 
there would have been no right of a single local resident to stop or suspend the project because 
the project would have been exempt from the Act.   

Even if the MHMCA was not law, there would have been no Part II Order request for this 
project if the EBR Review improvement in section 4.2.1 of this report was implemented.

Implementation of the Auditor General’s recommendation numbers 7 and 9 would likely 
have reduced the processing time for the Part II Order request.
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11   Parkway Corridor Improvements, City of Peterborough

Given the broad impact of the proposed Schedule C project, it is unlikely that implementation 
of the Auditor General’s recommendations 10 and 12 would have significantly reduced the 
necessary time for the report and consultation from the actual 19 months.

If the MHMCA was in force, the Minister would have been required to give reasons for its 
delayed decision on the Part II Order request at a much earlier stage.

Implementation of the Auditor General’s recommendations 7 and 9 and/or the EBR Review 
improvements in sections 4.2.1 and 4.2.4 of this report, would likely have reduced the processing 
time for the Part II Order requests for this Schedule C project from the actual 30 months.

12   North River Bridge, County of Peterborough

This Schedule B bridge replacement project was completed relatively quickly, in just over four 
months. None of the recommendations considered in this investigative report would likely have 
reduced that already short time frame.

As there were no Part II Order requests, recommended improvements to the Part II Order 
request processing would have had an impact on this project.

5.2   Would Any of the Improvements Suggested in Sections 4.1, 4.3, 4.4 or 
4.5 Have Made a Positive Impact on the Project Described in Section 3.3  
(Upper York Sewage System)? 

It is possible, but not certain, that the MEA’s proposed amendments to the MCEA manual 
would have provided the proponent, York Region, the option of following the MCEA process 
for Schedule C wastewater plants and wastewater systems. If that were the case, study and 
consultant costs would likely be significantly less than the $26 million spent by the Region to 
date. It is also very likely that the consultation and report process would have been completed 
much more quickly than the 10 years which have elapsed so far for this project.

Even if the project had to proceed through an individual environmental assessment, the 
Auditor General’s recommendation number 12 may have resulted in a faster decision by  
the Minister.

If MHMCA were in force, successive Ministers would have been required to provide reasons 
for continued delays in the decision process, which in turn may have brought more political 
pressure to make a decision on the project.

5.3   Delegating the Minister’s Authority to Respond to Part II Order Requests
In April 2017, the Ministry delegated the Minister’s decision power on Part II Order requests to 
the Director for MCEA Schedule A and A+ projects. During the period 2012 to 2017, however, 
of the 117 MCEA undertakings with Part II Order requests, only two were for Schedule A and 
A+ projects, 47 of the projects were Schedule B and the balance were Schedule C projects.   

The provisions in MHMCA to exempt MCEA Schedule A and A+ projects from the Act 
are now in force; however, that new law has very little impact on the Minister’s workload 
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for dealing with Part II Order requests for MCEA projects. While the Director’s screening 
powers under the MHMCA might eliminate incomplete or invalid Part II Order requests, 
delegation of the Minister’s decision-making authority for Schedule B projects should be 
seriously considered. 

5.4   Mandating Deadlines for the Ministry’s Responses to Part II  
Order Requests

Although the Upper York Sewage Solutions project described in Section 3.3 of this report was 
not an MCEA Schedule C project, the Minister had a deadline to render a decision of the 
individual environmental assessment under subsection 7(2) of the Act and Ontario Regulation 
616/98, which in the circumstances of this project are believed to have been late 2015.  
The Minister has still not yet rendered a decision on this project as of early May 2019.

In early 2018, the Ministry had, during consultation meetings with stakeholders, stated 
that it would implement internal service standards for responding to Part II Order requests. 
The proposed deadlines were 90 days for Schedule B projects and 180 days for Schedule C 
projects, and that the time would start once the Ministry determined that it had all necessary 
information to proceed with a decision, and not the date on which the Part II Order request 
was received.   

The time needed for municipalities to gather and submit “all of the necessary information” 
could range from several days to a few months. The Ministry also noted that the deadline 
would not be a hard deadline; it would “aim to meet this standard 85 percent of the time”.  

There is little confidence among MCEA stakeholders that implementation of internal 
service standards would result in any significant reduction in response times for Part II Order 
requests, particularly where the Minister has failed to make a decision that was mandated by 
a regulation in the case of the Upper York Sewage Solutions project. A more effective solution 
to achieving a faster response time for Part II Order requests might be one in which a failure 
by the Ministry to respond within 30 days of the proposed deadline would be deemed to 
be an automatic refusal of the Part II Order request for that project, thereby allowing the 
municipality to proceed with the the proposed MCEA project.  

5.5  The Scope and Complexity of MCEA Reports
Over the past decade, the studies and reports by RCCAO and other MCEA stakeholders 
identifies a significant increase in the size and complexity of EA Study reports. EA Reports 
accessed online are in many cases several hundreds of pages in length and the costs paid by 
municipalities to prepare these reports have also increased significantly from an estimated 
$113,300 for the projects examined in RCCAO’s 2010 report, to $386,500 for the projects 
reviewed in RCCAO’s 2014 report.  

For the projects examined in Section 3.2 of this report, six of the 11 projects indicate 
consultants and reports cost more than $500,000 and four of those six projects had consultant 
and report expenses of more than $2 million.  
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A number of municipalities have observed that when a Part II Order request is submitted, 
the Ministry does not simply examine the issues or concerns by the person making the request, 
the Ministry has in many instances performed a form of audit of the environmental report 
and consultation and identified deficiencies in matters that were not raised in the Part II 
Order request. A number of municipalities have consequently increased the scope and number 
of studies within the report to either prevent Part II Order requests or expedite Ministry 
decisions on any such requests.

Increased complexities and scope of environmental assessment reports also contribute to 
significant delays in completing the consultation process. 

5.6  Enhance Access and Transparency for the MCEA Process
The Ministry has mandated that municipalities provide timely copies of Notice of 
Commencement and Notices of Completion for its MCEA Schedule B and C projects.  
Many, but not all, municipalities post such notices on their municipal websites, and many will 
include download links to project reports. Those municipalities that do post such documents 
often remove them from the websites once the EA process is complete, even though construction 
of the infrastructure is not scheduled to start for several more years. There is no comprehensive 
database of notices and reports that can be accessed by the public.  

The Ministry is trying to solve problems of delays and costs of MCEA projects without 
knowledge of the length and costs of prior projects. It is, of course, difficult to implement 
improvements without any measuring tools.

It is strongly recommended as a measure of transparency and comparability that there 
should be public viewing access through the Ministry websites to all notices of completion 
both current and historical as well as to the actual EA Study reports and any conditions 
imposed by the Ministry as a result of an application for a Part II Order. This will allow the 
public to access and review project information once the shovels hit the ground, and allows 
municipalities to learn from any mistakes that they or other municipalities may have made 
in the past.
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6.1  Exempt Low-Risk Projects from the Act 
The Moulinette Island Road project described in Section 3.2 of this report is an example 
of an MCEA Schedule A+ project that was negatively impacted by a Part II Order request.  
It was a project that had very low risk of adverse environmental impact. Concerns raised in 
cases such as the Moulinette Island Road project are best handled by local municipal officials.  
There is no need for the Minister or other senior Ministry staff to intervene in these types of 
low-risk projects. The Province of Ontario, through the passage of the More Housing More 
Choices Act, has now created that exemption. 

6.2  Reduce the Scope and Complexity of EA Reports
There has been, over the past decade, a dramatic increase in the size and complexity of EA 
Study reports and their underlying studies. The size and complexity are reflected in increasing 
costs for municipalities, from an estimated $113,300 for the projects examined in RCCAO’s  
2010 report to more than $500,000 in many recent MCEA Schedule B and C projects.  
The increased complexity in the scope and number of studies within the report also contribute 
to significant delays in completing the Schedule B and C consultation processes.  

The Ministry should consult stakeholders to identify which types of studies and reviews are 
already addressed by other public bodies or investigations and encourage proponents to focus 
on key issues.

6.0  CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

A bridge over the Grand River in Cambridge, Ont.
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6.3   Mandate that Any Part II Order Request Demonstrate  
a Direct Adverse Impact from the Proposed Project

The More Housing More Choices Act, once fully proclaimed in force, will amend the Act to 
require that any person making a Part II Order request must be an Ontario resident. Most, if 
not all of the Part II Order requests for MCEA projects already come from Ontario residents, 
so the proposed measure in Section 6(4) of Schedule 6 to the MHMCA is unlikely to have any 
measurable impact on the number or quality of Part II Order requests for MCEA projects.  

The Hillsburgh Dam and Bridge project in the Town of Erin, described in Section 3.2 of 
this report, was delayed by 12 months because of a Part II Order request from an organization 
located hundreds of kilometres away. There were no Part II Order requests from local 
residents. Given that MCEA projects are primarily for local municipal infrastructure, it may 
be appropriate to require any person who submits a Part II Order request for an MCEA 
project to identify a direct adverse impact from the proposed undertaking and that such 
person has made reasonable efforts to address his or her concerns to the proponent(s) through 
the public consultation process. A local project such as the rehabilitation or replacement of a 
local bridge used almost exclusively by local residents should not be subject to a Part II Order 
request from a person or organization that is not from the local area and has not demonstrated 
a direct adverse impact from the proposed project.

6.4  Delegate the Minister’s Authority to Respond to Part II Order Requests
Prior to the passage of the More Housing More Choices Act, the Minister’s authority to respond 
to Part II Order requests for Schedule A and A+ projects had been delegated to the Director. 
However, less than 3% of the recent Part II Order requests have been for Schedule A or Schedule 
A+ projects. With the passage of the MHMCA, there will no longer be any Part II Order 
requests for Schedule A and A+ projects.  

Part II Order requests are not being processed any faster than before, based on recent data 
from the MEA. Consequently, the Minister should seriously consider delegating some or all 
of the Part II Order requests associated with MCEA Schedule B projects. 

6.5  Mandate Reduced Time Frames for Responding to Part II Order Requests 
Although the Ministry has proposed internal service standards for response times to Part II 
Order requests, there is little likelihood of any significant improvement unless those timelines 
are reflected in a regulation for all projects, not just a percentage. The proposed amendments 
of Section 16 of the Act, which are set out in Schedule 6 of the More Housing More Choices Act,  
will upon proclamation in force, likely result in improved response times to Part II Order 
requests for MCEA projects. 

The Ministry should transform the proposed service standards into a regulatory deadline 
and make any related policy and procedure changes as may be necessary.  
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6.6  Enhance Access and Transparency for the MCEA Process
The Ministry is trying to solve problems of delays and costs of MCEA projects without a data 
base of the length and costs of prior projects. It is recommended that the Ministry establish 
public websites that would allow the search and download of all notices of completion both 
current and historical as well as to the actual EA Study reports and any conditions imposed 
by the MECP as a result of an application for a Part II Order. A province-wide centralized 
internet based system would be helpful but this would require significant provincial resources 
over an extended period of time to implement. 

6.7  Proceed with the MEA’s Proposed Amendments of the MCEA Manual
The MEA has proposed to amend the MCEA manual by making use of broader more inclusive 
language for various Schedule B and C projects, changing some road projects from Schedule 
C to Schedule B, and reducing duplication by exempting roads which are required by existing 
approvals under the Planning Act.  

Had such changes been in place for many of the projects reviewed in this report,  
many delays and additional costs would have been avoided. 

6.8  Proclaim Remainder of Schedule 6 of the More Homes, More Choice Act, 
2019 not yet in force, and Pass New Deadlines Regulation
In the one MCEA Schedule A+ project examined in this investigative report, the MHMCA’s 
exemption of such Schedule A+ projects from the Act would have reduced the project timeline 
by at least 12 months.   

The provisions in the MHMCA – which would require the Ministry to comply with prescribed 
timelines for responding to Part II Order requests (which is not yet in force) – would likely have made 
a positive and significant difference in the timeline and costs of several other projects reviewed in 
this report, provided that the timelines are well defined and firm. The Province needs to proclaim 
the remaining sections of Schedule 6 of the MHMCA in force and pass a new regulation with 
reasonably tight deadlines for the Ministry to render a decision on any Part II Order requests.

6.9  Recognize Decisions that have been Based on Public Consultations 
under the Planning Act Process
Several of the projects listed in this report, including the 16th Avenue Improvements in York 
Region and the Regional Road 57 widening in Durham Region had already been subject to 
public consultations under the Planning Act. Where no additional right of way is required to 
implement arterial road improvements which have already been incorporated into an Official 
Plan, greater recognition of the Planning Act consultation process will help to avoid duplication 
and expedite the completion of the MCEA process.

With respect to the Peterborough Parkway Corridor project, the corridor improvement 
and roadway has been in the Official Plan for decades. As a result of the Ministry’s 2016 
Order for a full EA, the time and costs have risen dramatically for the City to proceed with 
infrastructure that had already been approved under the Planning Act.
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ENDNOTES

1  See page 6 of “Environmental Assessment Reform – A Tool for Economic Recovery” at 
http://www.rccao.com/news/files/RCCAO-EA-Reform-Report-02-2009.pdf

2  In June 2008, the Transit Projects and Greater Toronto Transportation  
Authority Undertakings Regulation (O. Reg. 231/08) was made which  
applies to public transit projects

3  ERO Instrument #013-5101, a 30-page discussion paper, which can be viewed at 
https://ero.ontario.ca/notice/013-5101 and ERO Instrument #013-5102, a proposal to 
amend the Act to exempt specific types of projects from the Act, which can be viewed at 
https://ero.ontario.ca/notice/013-5102 
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APPENDIX D

The list of stakeholder organizations endorsing the MEA-RCCAO Application for Review 
includes, but is not limited to, the following:  

  Association of Registered Interior Designers of Ontario (ARIDO)  

  Building Industry and Land Development Association (BILD)  

  Ontario Home Builders Association (OHBA)  

  Ontario Construction Secretariat (OCS)  

  Ontario Electric League (OEL)  

  Ontario General Contractors Association (OGCA)  

  Ontario Good Roads Association (OGRA)  

  Ontario Road Builders Association (ORBA)  

  Ontario Sewer and Watermain Construction Association (OSWCA) 

  Ontario Society of Professional Engineers (OSPE)  

  Regional Municipality of Peel  

  Residential Construction Council of Ontario (RESCON)  

  Surety Association of Canada (SAC)  
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