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March 23, 2018
BY EMAIL ONLY
Scott Taylor
Senior Planner
County of Grey
595 9th Avenue East
Owen Sound, ON N4K 3E3
Dear Scott:
RE:

Recolour Grey – Grey County DRAFT Official Plan
Blue Mountain Resorts LP - Comments

As a follow-up to our meeting on February 12, 2018, may this letter serve as the comments of Blue Mountain
Resorts LP (BMR) in response to Grey County’s ‘Recolour Grey - Draft County Official Plan’ dated November 23,
2017.
Overall, BMR generally supports the policies contained within the County’s Draft Official Plan. However, we
have comments in regards to the following that we trust will be considered going forward as Planning staff
work to finalize the Official Plan:
MAPPING
BMR has reviewed the relevant Draft Schedules and Appendices and offers the following comments:
Draft Schedules
It appears there have been no changes to Schedule A ‘Land Use Types’ – Map 2 as it relates to BMR properties.
Given all of BMR’s properties continue to be designated as either Recreational Resort Area or Escarpment
Recreation Area and the respective boundaries of these land use types remain unchanged, BMR is satisfied
with Draft Schedule A.
BMR has reviewed Draft Schedule B ‘High Potential Mineral Aggregate Resources’ and has no concerns or
comments.
In terms of Schedule C ‘Natural Heritage System Core Areas and Linkages’, BMR provided extensive comments
throughout the Green in Grey Natural Heritage System Study process and the mapping appears consistent with
that Study. As a result, BMR has no further concerns or comments.
Draft Appendices
It appears there has been no change to the Karst Area mapping on Appendix A ‘Constraint Mapping’ – Map 2
as it relates to BMR properties and no additional constraints have been identified on BMR properties. As a
result, BMR has no concerns or comments.

In terms of Appendix B ‘Constraint Mapping’ – Map 2, BMR has significant concerns with the Significant
Woodlands, Lakes, and Stream/River mapping associated with some of BMR’s properties. Appendix B – Map 2
identifies Significant Woodlands along the top of the Niagara Escarpment brow on the western edge of BMR’s
property (essentially a strip running north-south across Lots 17 and 18, Concession 3, Town of the Blue
Mountains). This Significant Woodlands mapping is inconsistent with Map 3 ‘Woodlands and Deer Wintering
Areas’ and Map 5 ‘Significant Natural Features’ in the Green in Grey Final Report. On Map 3, this same strip is
identified as a ‘Wooded Area’ not a ‘Significant Woodland’ and on Map 5, nothing has been identified on this
particular strip of land. Given the restrictive policies associated with Significant Woodlands and the fact that
Significant Woodlands have not been identified on this property previously – or most recently through the
Green in Grey process – BMR respectfully submits that this particular constraint be removed from Appendix B
– Map 2 of the Draft Grey County Official Plan.
Similarly, Significant Woodlands have been identified along the southeastern boundary of BMR’s Orchard Ski
Area (specifically Lot 15, Concession 2, Town of the Blue Mountains). This Significant Woodlands mapping is
also inconsistent with Map 3 ‘Woodlands and Deer Wintering Areas’ and Map 5 ‘Significant Natural Features’
in the Green in Grey Final Report. On Map 3, this same section of BMR’s property is identified as a ‘Wooded
Area’ not a ‘Significant Woodland’ and on Map 5, nothing has been identified. Again, given the restrictive
policies associated with Significant Woodlands and the fact that Significant Woodlands have not been
identified on this property previously – or most recently through the Green in Grey process – BMR respectfully
submits that this particular constraint be removed from Appendix B – Map 2 of the Draft Grey County Official
Plan.
BMR also has concerns with some of the ‘Lakes’ and ‘Stream/River’ mapping contained in Appendix B – Map 2.
Similar to our comments submitted throughout the Green in Grey process, the County continues to identify
former sewage lagoons (Lot 18, Concession 2, Town of the Blue Mountains) as ‘Lakes’ in the Draft Official Plan.
These sewage lagoons were decommissioned in the late 1980s. As a result, BMR respectfully submits that this
particular mapping is misrepresentative of the current pond structure associated with the 18th Hole of
Monterra Golf Course. Furthermore, BMR would like to stress that these particular ponds are human-made
stormwater management ponds and should not be treated as naturally occurring lakes or water bodies.
Similarly, Appendix B – Map 2 illustrates the configuration of BMR’s snowmaking pond formerly located on the
Blue Mountain Village lands (Lot 17, Concession 2, Town of the Blue Mountains). This snowmaking pond was
essentially decommissioned and redeveloped as the Village Mill Pond in order to accommodate development
of the Blue Mountain Village. Furthermore, a ‘Stream/River’ has been identified along a portion of Gord
Canning Drive, which then crosses Jozo Weider Boulevard into the Monterra Golf Course lands (Lot 17,
Concession 2, Town of the Blue Mountains). BMR is not aware of any ‘Stream/River’ in this area. To our
knowledge, there is only buried stormwater management infrastructure that directs drainage from the Village
Ski Area around the Blue Mountain Village lands. As a result, BMR respectfully submits that these constraints
be updated and/or removed to reflect existing conditions on these particular lands.
BMR has reviewed Draft Appendix C ‘Traditional Territories of the Saugeen Ojibway Nations and Six Nations of
the Grand River’ and Draft Appendix D ‘Functional Road Classification and Planned Corridors’ and has no
concerns or comments.
4 DEVELOP GREY
4.2.7 Tourism & Recreation
BMR appreciates that increased consideration has been given to Tourism & Recreation in the ‘Develop Grey’
section of the Draft Official Plan. BMR suggests that it would be appropriate to include a statement about the

economic importance of the tourism and recreation industry to Grey County. Furthermore, tourism should be
recognized for the role it plays in attracting visitors to Grey County who may ultimately decide to relocate
here.
BMR respectfully suggests that the County should consider rephrasing the first bullet to state ‘The County will
work co-operatively with tourism and recreation groups and operators to make this area the number one
destination in Ontario’ – rather than limiting this to only ‘Southwestern Ontario’.
In addition, this section predominantly discusses attracting new tourism and recreation developments to Grey
County. However, BMR suggests that there also be policies included in this section to support the growth and
expansion of existing tourism and recreation developments.
4.3 Settlement Area Land Use Types
BMR supports the policies of the Draft Official Plan as they relate to providing for a range of types of housing
along with affordable housing. As per Section 4.3(14), ‘development within the built-up areas may be of higher
density to achieve the policy directives of this Plan but should be compatible with adjacent residential areas.’
Given the concerns that have consistently been raised over density – particularly in the Town of the Blue
Mountains – BMR respectfully suggests that the County consider including a definition of ‘compatible’ and/or
examples of compatible types of developments in its Draft Official Plan to further clarify this policy directive.
BMR appreciates that the 2014 Provincial Policy Statement does not include a definition of ‘compatible’.
However, the Town of the Blue Mountains included a definition in Section E11 ‘Glossary’ of its 2016 Official
Plan that the County may wish to review and consider.
4.8 Recreational Resort Areas
BMR appreciates that the policies in this section of the Draft Official Plan are consistent with the policies in the
County’s current Official Plan. However, in response to 4.8(3)(b), BMR continues to encourage policies at both
the municipal and county level that are open-minded and allow for flexibility as it relates to possible future
recreation and tourism facilities. BMR fully supports the County ‘Encouraging new land uses that will promote
existing or require the establishment of new recreation and tourism facilities which diversify opportunities for
all possible forms of recreation…’ However, we respectfully request that the examples provided ‘…such as
skiing, snowmobiling, fishing, hunting, golfing, walking, hiking, biking, equestrian and nature trail uses, water
access activities…’ be removed as this list essentially scopes ‘all possible forms of recreation’.
Furthermore, while BMR appreciates 4.8(3)(d) is a policy taken directly from the County’s current Official Plan
and we support the creation of public-private partnerships, where applicable, we respectfully question what
this particular policy is trying to establish.
6 NATURAL GREY
The second paragraph on Page 85 addresses Adjacent Lands setbacks and states ‘Reductions to these distances
do not require an amendment to this Plan or in a local official plan, but must be supported by a technical study
prepared by a qualified professional knowledgeable on natural heritage’. BMR respectfully suggests that there
are certain situations where reductions to these setbacks do not necessarily require a technical study and
encourages the County to reconsider use of the word ‘must’. In addition, BMR notes that the County has
introduced the term ‘technical study’ in this section. BMR encourages the County to consider replacing this
term with ‘Environmental Impact Study’ to maintain consistency of the terms used and defined in the Draft
Official Plan. Furthermore, ‘Habitat of Threatened or Endangered Species’ are listed as having an Adjacent
Land Width of 120 metres. However, there are certain threatened or endangered species (i.e. Butternuts) that

have specific policies legislating appropriate setbacks. Perhaps inclusion of language indicating ‘or as directed
by the Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry’ should be considered.
6.1 Core Areas
As per Schedule C ‘Natural Heritage System Core Areas and Linkages’, a Core Area has been identified on the
south side of Grey Road 119 (Scenic Caves Road) where it climbs the Niagara Escarpment. As the County is
aware, BMR has ski trails and associated facilities, hiking trails, mountain biking trails and our new ice skating
trail located just north of this section of Grey Road 119. BMR has concerns with the statement ‘Development
proposed within the 120m adjacent lands will be required to undertake an Environmental Impact Study’ and
respectfully submits that the scale/type of development be considered in this policy. From our perspective,
minor adjustments or expansions to recreational trails, etc. should not necessarily require a formal
Environmental Impact Study. BMR appreciates that Section 6.11.3 indicates that the County may allow for the
waiving of the requirement for the preparation of an Environmental Impact Study if the development is ‘minor’
in nature. BMR respectfully submits that ‘minor’ should be further defined and/or clarified.
In addition, BMR owns property on the east side of Grey Road 119 at the bottom of the Escarpment (Lot 15,
Concession 1, Town of the Blue Mountains) slated for parking lot development as per a registered Site Plan
Agreement. Should any changes be proposed to the existing site plan, BMR is concerned that an Environmental
Impact Study will now be required given its proximity to this recently established Core Area. BMR respectfully
suggests the County consider including language in the Draft Official Plan that outlines how Core Areas policies
will affect previously approved development that has not yet commenced.
7 LIVE GREY
7.1 Housing Policy
BMR generally supports the housing policies outlined in Section 7.1 of the County’s Draft Official Plan and
offers the following comments:
While BMR supports encouraging added housing above commercial uses in and near the downtown (Section
7.1(3)), there appears to be somewhat of a growing trend towards converting and/or developing these
residential units for short-term accommodation purposes. As a result, BMR encourages the County and lowertier municipalities to monitor the number and timing of these types of conversions to determine pace and
potential impact.
BMR also supports the notion of Grey County requiring developers to consider the Healthy Development
Checklist as part of their application process (Section 7.1(7)) and suggests the County also encourage lower-tier
municipalities to incorporate this Checklist into their respective application processes.
7.1.1 Affordable Housing
BMR understands that the bulk of affordable housing opportunities are primarily being directed towards
settlement areas with appropriate levels of servicing. Per Table 7 ‘Distribution of the County’s Settlement
Areas’, Thornbury/Clarksburg is recognized as a Primary Settlement Area and Ravenna and Heathcote are
recognized as a Secondary Settlement Areas in the Town of the Blue Mountains. Considering the employment
demands within the Craigleith area of the Town of the Blue Mountains, BMR respectfully suggests that the
County consider extending these policies, where applicable, to the Recreational Resort Area land use type or at
least formally acknowledging the importance of connecting these settlement areas, where affordable housing
is primarily being directed to, with employment areas via affordable transportation solutions.

8 MOVE GREY
BMR appreciates the County formally recognizing that not everyone has access to a vehicle and the
importance of providing a variety of transportation options that work together as a complete transportation
system in the Draft Official Plan.
8.2 General Transportation Policies
Section 8.2(1) lists ‘providing connections between our rural areas and settlement areas so that people can
access services and facilities located within settlement areas’ as an element of the County’s complete
transportation system. BMR supports this policy but respectfully suggests that this policy also encourage
providing connections between Recreational Resort Areas and settlement areas for the same reason.
BMR supports prioritizing pedestrians, transit, cyclists, and the movement of goods over those of single
occupant vehicles when considering the transportation options and needs of residents, tourists, and
businesses (Section 8.2(2)).
8.3.2 County Roads
As per Section 8.3.2(2) of the Draft Official Plan, ‘The County will consider accommodating a variety of
transportation modes along County Road corridors in order to play a key role in the overall complete
transportation system. This could include accommodating pedestrians, cyclists, agricultural equipment, horses
and buggies, transit (including transit stops), and motorized vehicles.’ BMR strongly appreciates the County
incorporating the potential for transit stops on County Roads as this was previously discouraged, if not
prohibited.
BMR also appreciates the County formalizing the consideration of paved shoulders on County roads in Section
8.3.2(4) in the Draft Official Plan.
8.4 Active Transportation
BMR supports the Active Transportation policies contained in the Draft Official Plan. Our only suggestion is
that the County consider revising Section 8.4(4), which currently states ‘Tourism and recreational
developments that support active transportation will be encouraged. This includes expansions of new ski runs,
outdoor skating venues, snowshoe trails, and other tourism uses that encourage active transportation’ to
include examples of year-round tourism and recreational activities that extend beyond the winter season (i.e.
hiking trails, biking trails, etc.).
8.5 Public Transit
BMR appreciates the County’s Draft Official Plan acknowledging the need to consult with other levels of
government and other transportation agencies in order to maintain and improve inter-community transit as
well as transit links outside of Grey County to connect to neighbouring communities such as Collingwood, etc.
as per Section 8.5(6).
8.9.5 Other Technology Considerations
BMR supports policies encouraging electric vehicle (EV) charging stations throughout the County. Comments
on EV charging stations, or the lack thereof, in our region are increasing as EVs become more popular. BMR is
currently exploring opportunities to install EV charging stations for both overnight and day visitors and
appreciates the County encouraging this type of development at other locations such as shopping centres,
municipal buildings, etc.

8.11.2 Commercial Water Taking
BMR strongly encourages the County to consider further scoping the policies contained in this section.
Currently, 8.11.2(1) states that ‘In order to establish a commercial water taking operation proposing to take
water in excess of 50,000 litres per day for commercial sale, a County Official Plan Amendment…will be
required.’ BMR questions what constitutes ‘commercial sale’ and if someone could potentially interpret selling
ski tickets or golf rounds as a form of selling water that was commercially taken to support these activities.
BMR raised similar concerns with the Town of the Blue Mountains during its recent Official Plan review process
and the response received from the municipality was to refer to the Grey County Official Plan. As a result, BMR
would appreciate some greater assurance in the County’s Draft Official Plan that these polices are directed
towards commercial water taking used for human consumption and not commercial water taking used for
recreational activities where the water taken predominantly remains in the watershed.
Furthermore, BMR understands that Section 8.11.2(5) states that ‘If permits for the commercial taking of
water currently exist at the date of adoption of this Plan and remains in place, Subsections (1) thru (4) above
do not apply.’ However, commercial water taking permits expire and new permits must be applied for and
issued by the Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change. BMR suggests the County consider how these
policies will affect and apply to those who have historically had commercial water taking permits and if an
Official Plan amendment, etc. will be required when permit renewals are sought due to expiry.
GENERAL
In addition to the specific comments provided above, BMR also suggests the County consider revising the Draft
Official Plan to be more concise. The current County Official Plan is 149 pages and the Draft Official Plan is 211
pages. Given Section 9.18 is devoted to definitions, BMR recommends italicizing the terms defined in this
section throughout the document to avoid redundant content. In many instances, terms and/or concepts are
defined within the body of the Draft Official Plan as well as in the Definitions section. Furthermore, BMR
appreciates why the County may have renamed ‘land use designation’ in the current Official Plan as ‘land use
type’ in the Draft Official Plan. However, BMR feels ‘land use designation’ is the more appropriate term for this
particular policy document.
Overall, BMR is very appreciative of the ongoing dialogue with the County throughout the Recolour Grey
process. We would appreciate acknowledgment of this submission and look forward to receiving
correspondence in response to the above comments from the County when time permits. Please do not
hesitate to contact me should you have any questions or concerns.
Regards,

Lindsay Ayers
Director, Planning & Environment

Cc:

Randy Scherzer, Director Planning & Development, Grey County
Dan Skelton, President & COO, Blue Mountain Resorts LP
Colin Travis, President, Travis & Associates Inc.
Andrew Siegwart, President, Blue Mountain Village Association
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Telephone Call

Entry # 727

He would like to see free public transportation throughout Grey County. Feels there are too
many police staff in Owen Sound, and would like to see chlorine and fluoride eliminated from
drinking water.

Date

Monday, March 12, 2018

From

Robert Armstrong, Director of Development
& Environmental Services

Subject

County of Grey’s New Official Plan

Report No. DES2018-05

Roll No. n/a

Recommendation
That Committee of the Whole receive Report DES2018-05 County of Grey’s
New Official Plan for information purposes.

Background
In late November 2017, after approximately 18 months of consultation and
policy work by the County of Grey Planning Staff, Report PDR-CW-47-17
(Appendix 1) was presented to Grey County Council along with a draft of the
new Official Plan. This report highlighted some of the new policies, by
theme, which have been incorporated into the new document based on staff,
agency and public input. Detailed information regarding the plan/schedules
as well as various maps, notices and a number of related discussion papers
are available for review at https://www.grey.ca/programsinitiatives/recolour-grey.
During the ‘Recolour Grey’ Official Plan update process, the County has
made it a priority to involve local municipal staff, providing opportunities for
staff to review and comment on the various discussion papers, and to
discuss draft policy directions prior to completion of the Draft Official Plan.
Since release of the Draft Official Plan in November 2017, local staff have
completed a detailed review of the more directive policies of document
(being Sections 1-6) and a more cursory review of the latter sections of the
Plan. In early February of 2018, staff were invited to a one-on-one
consultation with County Planning staff to discuss comments and concerns
around the draft policies presented. Key items arising from this review will
be discussed below.
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Analysis & Implications
On balance, the Plan as proposed is supported by local staff. The Plan
captures and incorporates a number of studies and policy changes that have
occurred since their last update such as the recommendations of the ‘Green
in Grey’ Natural Heritage Study and directions/best practices outlined within
the Province’s updated Minimum Distance Formulae & Guidelines and
Guidelines on Permitted Uses in Ontario’s Prime Agricultural Areas.
There are however, a number of items that local staff have raised with the
County regarding the draft policy – including areas for further consideration,
policy change and refinement and similar recommendations. These items
appeared to be well received by County Staff at the February one-on-one
meeting and staff anticipate that the comments provided will largely be
addressed within the final draft of the Plan to be presented for approval. For
Council’s information and understanding, the items raised have been
detailed in the following table. Rows including key considerations or more
major policy comments have been shaded. A separate table has been
provided directly to County staff relating to minor grammatical,
typographical and similar items identified through the review and is not
affixed to this report.
Staff have provided a copy of this report to the County Planning &
Development Department to form part of the official public record, in
advance of a decision on the new Official Plan. Staff note that the County
has scheduled a statutory Public Meeting for Tuesday March 27th, 2018 at
6:30pm. Several informal Open Houses, at varying locations across the
County, are also scheduled in March, with the nearest workshop being held
in Owen Sound on March 15th, from 9-2 at the County Administration
Offices.
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Section of
County Draft
OP

Comment

Discussion

2.1 Growth
Projections

The draft plan presently shared does not include The Updated Growth Management forecasts
results of the updated Growth Management
have been provided to Staff for review &
Strategy.
comment. Staff have provided a response
based on their review, attached as Appendix
B.

3.2.1
Agricultural
Permitted Uses

Staff noted (regarding this and other sections of
the Plan) that per the updated Minimum
Distance Separation Guidelines, MDS is required
to apply, even to lots of record, unless the lot
was created prior to March 1st, 2017. This
requirement does not appear to be captured.

In our February one-on-one meeting, County
Staff made note of this comment for
discussion with OMAFRA.

Subsection (5) of this draft section would limit
the total number of residential units on a farm
property to a maximum of 2. Staff request that
this wording be changed to specify that a
maximum of 2 permanent dwellings be
permitted, leaving flexibility for temporary farm
help dwellings, as needed by the operation (in
accordance with the Zoning By-law)

On a farm, Meaford’s Zoning By-law allows
for a main dwelling and accessory apartment
unit, as well as temporary farm help
accommodation (e.g. mobile home) up to a
maximum total floor area of 280m2.

Subsection (2) proposes allowing for smaller
farm lots in Prime Agricultural Areas, subject to

By providing clarification within the policy, a
farmer wishing to have such a report

3.2.2
Agricultural
Report DES2018-05
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Section of
County Draft
OP
Development
Policies
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Comment

Discussion

completion of a report by a “qualified
professional” addressing various matters such
as economic viability and flexibility of the
proposed operation. Staff recommend that the
‘qualified professional’ be specified, for
example: is there a specific educational
background/skill set required? Is it intended
that a specific title be held?

completed will know what type of professional
to engage. This will also allow for consistent
application across the County.

Subsection (3) makes reference to minimizing
lot sizes for ‘non-farm permitted uses’. Staff
found this reference to be confusing and have
suggested the clause be clarified.

Clarification Requested.

Subsection (4e) states that Minimum Distance
Separation (MDS1) will be required for on-farm
diversified uses (e.g. home industry, agritourism uses, value-added uses, farm retail
etc...). Staff are of the opinion that such broad
mandatory application to all on-farm diversified
uses, is unnecessary; will be cumbersome to
implement; and, may restrict uses that would
not reasonably represent a conflict with
adjacent livestock operations. Additionally, Staff
have concern that this may limit co-location of
agricultural and related value-added/retail
components, as well as the adaptive re-use of

Staff recommend that local discretion be
maintained to apply MDS1 to certain types of
on-farm diversified uses, based upon their
potential conflict with nearby farm
operations.
Perhaps the County level policy would
encourage application to uses that may be
anticipated to present a conflict - for
example, outdoor eating/tasting areas
associated with a farm winery. Or alternately,
perhaps the policy would identify the
characteristics of uses that may be
exempted, such as uses that occur
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Section of
County Draft
OP

Comment

Discussion

existing (and often historic) outbuildings on
farm properties.

predominantly indoors, or which by their
nature include active agriculture such as
petting zoos, horseback riding etc…

Subsections (5 & 7) restrict “non-farm
development on existing lots of record, or new
non-farm lot creation” within 300m of Mineral
Resource Extraction or within 500m of a
Primary Settlement Area. Given that the
definition of ‘development’ includes
‘construction of buildings or structures’, Staff
recommend that the policy be clarified to
reference “non-farm development via Zoning
Amendment or new lot creation” thereby
exempting construction of buildings and
structures that would be otherwise permitted
as-of-right by the Zoning By-law on existing lots
of record.

If no clarification or exemptions are noted,
Staff would anticipate that a Holding Symbol
would need to be applied to all lands within
300m of Mineral Resource Extraction and
500m of Primary Settlement Areas to
implement the policy, as written.

Subsection (8) allows for severance of a lot
which straddles the Agricultural Designation and
Settlement Area, such that each area can be
used for its respective intended purposes. Staff
recommend it be clarified if this permission
would also applied to similar lots partially within
the Rural and Special Agricultural designations.
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The suggested clarification would exempt
construction of buildings and structures that
would be otherwise permitted as-of-right by
the Zoning By-law on existing lots of record
and would also facilitate minor variances,
where necessary, for development on existing
lots within these areas.
Clarification to policy Requested.
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Section of
County Draft
OP

Comment

Discussion

Subsection (16) – Staff Recommend that the
Plan include a link to the various Provincial D6
Guidelines for ease of reference.

Recommendation re: Ease of Use

Subsection (18) requires that for lot creations,
“Evidence of the site’s suitability must be
provided in the form of an evaluation conducted
in accordance with MOECC Guidelines or the
Ontario Building Code, where applicable”.

Staff recommend that the existing wording
“or municipal process having a similar
objective” be maintained to allow
municipalities to develop their own due
diligence around this issue, rather than
requiring a full D-5-5 assessment prior to low
density lot creation.

The MOECC Guidelines that would apply for an
individual well (or five or fewer users) is D-5-5.
This guideline, requires three test wells for
proposals up to 15ha, with at least one well
being newly installed on-site. Logistically this is
tricky as lot lines/layout often changes through
the consent process in response to public and
agency comment. Additionally, this is a
considerable expense in advance of any
planning approval, particularly in the case of
creation of a rural residential parcel where
water usage resulting would be relatively low.
For context, a basic residential septic system is
designed for approximately 2400L/day. A
water-taking permit isn’t required until a use
exceeds 50,000L/d. So a farmer could build a
large barn and install a well to service it without
Report DES2018-05

Alternately (or as part of the due diligence
identified above), perhaps demonstration of a
suitable well becomes a recommended
condition of consent approval (i.e. prior to
finalization/deed stamping) whereby an
applicant would install a well and have a
hydrological report completed confirming that
the minimum requirements for yield, and
quality are met, or can be mitigated on-site.
The installation of a new well may not,
however, be desirable unless construction is
intended in a relatively short timeline.
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Section of
County Draft
OP

Comment

Discussion

study but could not sever off a residential lot
without test wells.
3.2.3 Consent
Policies
(Agricultural)

Sub Section (3), Paragraph 4 beginning “for the
purposes of…” restricts lot additions that would
result in the creation of a new non-farm lot in
the Agricultural designation. Staff suggest that
this section be cross-referenced with the
consent policies for surplus farm dwellings, to
clarify that the creation of a new non-farm lot is
permitted where the consent meets the criteria
applicable to a surplus farm dwelling severance
under Section 3.2.3.1 (b).

Staff recommend this cross-reference be
included for the purpose of clarity, specifically
around those circumstances where a farmer
is trying to amalgamate farm lands via
addition from abutting parcels.

3.3.2
Development
Policies, Special
Agricultural

Subsection (1) allows for lot creation with less
than 10ha of area where for an agriculturalrelated use specific to fruit “production or
processing”. In absence of definitions around
‘production or processing’, Staff question if this
would also include lot creation for uses relating
to ‘storage and distribution’. If this is the intent,
the policy should specific these uses.

Clarification to policy is requested.
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Section of
County Draft
OP
3.4.1 Uses
Permitted
(Rural)

Comment

Discussion

Subsection (2f) – Staff note that reference here
(and elsewhere in the document) is made to a
uses being “Small in scale”.

Clarification to policy is requested.

While “Small Scale” is a defined term of the
Plan in the context of on-farm diversified uses,
Staff believe that “Small in Scale” is intended to
speak more broadly to evaluation of impact and
scale in the context of compatibility with
adjacent uses and appropriateness for rural
service levels. Staff recommend that these
references be re-worked to eliminate the use of
‘Small in Scale’ which may be confusing given
the similar defined term.

3.4.2
Development
Policies (Rural)

Report DES2018-05

Subsection (6) makes reference to creation of
small farms on rural lands as lifestyle or
incubator operations. Generally, the policies do
support creation of farm parcels of a range of
sizes. While reference to incubator operations
may be useful given a unique range of uses that
may be involved, Staff are of the opinion that
references to ‘lifestyle’ operations are
unnecessary and should be removed given that
such farms would not be expected to be
operationally distinct from other small farms.

Recommend removal of reference to ‘lifestyle’
operations.
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Section of
County Draft
OP

Comment

Discussion

Subsection (9) listing the criteria for residential
uses accompanying Resource Based
Recreational Uses doesn’t appear to capture the
need for justification of the scale of the
residential component relative to the
recreational use. While this wouldn’t take the
form of any specified ratio, for example, Staff
are of the opinion that it is beneficial to require
discussion around the relationship between the
uses.

Staff recommend the policy be amended to
specifically require justification of the scale of
the residential component proposed.

3.6.3 Mineral
Resource
Extraction
Permitted Uses

Subsection (4) speaks to submission of a
“planning report”. Staff would recommend that
it be specified that a planning report be
completed by a ‘Registered Professional
Planner’.

Section B2.7.4.3 iii 'supporting
documentation' in Meaford OP elaborates on
content of planning report and may be
helpful.

6.1 Natural Grey
– Core Areas

The proposed policy would limit range of uses
within Core Areas, and require study (EIS) on
adjacent lands, as well as within core for certain
uses (e.g., development on existing lot).

Generally – for Core & Linkage Areas, Staff
would appreciate additional clarity around
what buildings will trigger an EIS and what
will not. This will allow for local municipalities
to appropriately implement the policy via the
Zoning By-law, which must be precise.

Note: 'Agricultural Uses' doesn't specify that
buildings are exempted. Staff are not clear if an
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From the Meaford OP, Section B2.3.4.6 may
provide a basis for this policy, and reads:
“Justification is provided demonstrating that
the scale of the residential use is appropriate
and desirable in relation to the resourcebased recreational use and surrounding rural
area.”
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Section of
County Draft
OP

Comment

Discussion

EIS requirement is intended to be triggered for
construction of an 'Agricultural Building'?

The lists for Cores vs. Linkages are
worded/arranged differently and that creates
some ambiguity. Staff recommend that
presenting this information in table format
would be useful. For example, Column A
(Use), Column B (Core), Column C (Linkage)
with a checkmark in the row beside uses that
trigger an EIS.

6.2 Linkages

The exempted development list doesn't specify
'new dwellings and accessory structures on
existing lots of record'. Staff are not clear if
these are to be exempted or if an EIS is
required.

6.6 Karst Area

Karst is a broader landform feature than simply the bedrock observed within a test-hole, which
in some cases may be indicated by features other than just shallow over burden. If detected on
a site visit, Staff are of the opinion that these features should be adequate to trigger a more
fulsome evaluation.
Staff have attempted some draft wording for this section, to capture this more holistic
approach, though recommend the policy be reviewed by a Qualified Individual (potentially a
Professional Geoscientist or Geotechnical Engineer). In conjunction with an amendment to this
policy, Staff suggest that additional education would be beneficial for local planners and other
agency officials around karst identification on the landscape to aid in quality screening of this
constraint.
Potential wording: ‘The Karst Area is a development constraint area that is shown on Appendix
A. The constraint is intended to trigger a more detailed study where fractured bedrock is
overlain by shallow soil/overburden, generally less than 1m in depth, which may indicate that
karst topography is present.
In areas mapped as 'Karst Area' on Appendix A, it will be necessary for the proponent of any
planning application to provide an assessment of the proposed area of development. Often, this
can be accomplished by on-site test holes, however in some circumstances broader landscape
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Section of
County Draft
OP

Comment

Discussion

features may indicate Karst and may indicate the need for further assessment/confirmation.
Depending on the site, an Environmental Impact, Hydrogeological or Karst Study, completed by
a Qualified Individual may be required.
1) In determining if the constraint feature is present, the proponent must dig two test holes in
the location of the proposed main building (e.g. in the northwest & southeast corners), one test
hole in the location of the proposed sewage system and one test hole in the proposed location
of each accessory structure. The test holes must be inspected by a qualified municipal or
conservation authority official, or a qualified third party consultant, capable of determining karst
features. A brief report of the findings must then be prepared and submitted to the County of
Grey and local municipality
2) If the test holes reveal shallow overburden, less than 1m in depth, above fractured bedrock
– or if broader landform features indicative of karst are observed on the landscape – a study by
a qualified individual must be prepared to assess impacts and mitigation measures relating to
the proposed development. Considerations addressed by this study should include surface water
drainage; groundwater quality; bedrock erosion; and, any anticipated hazard associated with
unstable bedrock conditions potentially arising as a result of karst features. The study must be
to the satisfaction of the County of Grey, the local municipality and the appropriate authority
designated under the Ontario Building Code for sewage systems.
3) In areas where full municipal water and sewer services are already installed, the Karst Area
test hole/study requirements will not apply for new fully serviced development. ‘
6.7.1 Significant
Valleylands

Report DES2018-05

Staff would appreciate additional clarification
around how/if associated mapping of Significant
Valleyland features are to be implemented
within local Zoning By-laws.

Clarification Requested.
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Section of
County Draft
OP

Comment

Discussion

6.8 Wildland Fire Staff acknowledge that guidance documents
have just recently been issued around
assessment and policy relating to Wildland Fire
risk. It is our assumption that additional clarity
will arise as these policies begin to be
implemented at the time of development
applications.
6.13 Climate
Change

Clarification requested, as it becomes
available.

Staff found this section to be somewhat generic and have made an attempt to rework the text:
"Climate change is considered by many to be the world's biggest challenge in the coming
century. Grey County's weather is already changing and will continue to change. We can expect
that there will be more frequent snow squalls, more extreme rain and flooding events, and
warmer summer temperatures. We must take action to adapt to and mitigate the effects of a
changing climate. This will include making greater efforts to protect and to enhance the
resiliency of our natural, built and social environments. This Plan has been written with this
objective in mind.
Additionally, the County of Grey will work towards creating a climate change Action Plan that
will coordinate County's efforts to embrace and facilitate resilient, sustainable development to
mitigate the effects of climate change within our communities.
The following principles and policies may further assist the County and local municipalities in
mitigating and adapting to climate change:
•
•
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Parks and open spaces provide opportunities to increase tree canopy and woodland cover
across the County.
The proper construction, maintenance and upgrade of infrastructure is essential in
maintaining its capacity to function now and under the effects of climate change.
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Section of
County Draft
OP

Comment

•
•
•
•
•

8.3.4

8.10.1
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Discussion

Green technologies and construction measures should be used whenever possible and
feasible for new construction and the replacement of civic infrastructure.
Monitoring of the impacts of climate change on our systems, for example, the Natural
Heritage System, will allow us to adjust management activities to best maintain their
integrity and resiliency.
Under climate change, the risks associated with natural hazards may change – this should
be considered as we plan for the future.
Active transportation provides an opportunity for communities to reduce their carbon
footprint.
Mixed use and housing intensification allows for more efficient use of existing and planned
infrastructure and should be encouraged.

Subsection (3) speaks to limiting development
on existing private roads. Staff would
appreciate confirmation that this is intended to
limit lot creation/unit intensification on such
roads and not to limit construction on an
existing lot of record.

Clarification requested.

Subsection (2) identifies categories of landfill
sites, intended to correspond with Appendix A.
The names of these categories within the text
are slightly different than shown on the
mapping legend, which may cause confusion.

E.g. Blue dots on the Schedule are called
‘Previously Identified Site’, which appears to
correspond to ‘Cleared Sites’ in the text. These
references should be the same so as to
prevent confusion.

The Municipal Official Plan outlines a process,
under Section D2.5.2 addressing conditions for
construction (including completion of a
registered agreement addressing service
levels) on existing lots which front onto private
roads.
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In addition to the comments by Section in the table above, staff would also
like to provide a general comment/query to the County relating to potential
implications arising from changes to the planning appeals process under the
Building Better Communities and Conserving Watersheds Act, 2017.
Staff are aware that under the Act, the tests applied to applications/appeals
for Zoning & Official Plan amendments will change. While limited information
is available around how these changes will roll out in practice, the ‘New Test’
outlined by the legislation generally speaks to an applicant or appellant’s
obligation to demonstrate consistency with the Provincial Policy Statement
and conformity with any Provincial or upper-tier Plans.
Local Official Plans are not noted and as such, staff feel there is some
ambiguity around where the local Official Plan policies fit into evaluation of an
application or appeal in a two-tier system. For example, we anticipate that it
is quite clear that in our Primary Settlement Area, the policies of our local
Plan would be explicitly applicable and considered by the ‘New Test’ because
the County Official Plan (as drafted) specifically states in Section 4.5 (2) that
“Land Use policies and development standards in areas designated Primary
Settlement Area will be in accordance with local Official Plans and/or
Secondary Plans.”
It is not as clear, however, what would happen in a circumstance outside of
the Primary Settlement Area where a local policy is more restrictive than an
upper tier plan. For example, presently the Municipality of Meaford’s Official
Plan would require an Official Plan Amendment for a new (small-scale
commercial) motor vehicle repair use in the rural area, despite the County
Official Plan’s broader permissions for Small Scale Commercial uses. If an
applicant were to be turned down by the Municipality for an OPA for such a
use, how would conformity to the local Official Plan factor in, given that the
New Test considers the PPS and County Official Plan?
Further, a related question is raised around the creation of more detailed
development criteria/standards at the local level: Can the Municipality
develop meaningful and durable development criteria (OP) and Site
Standards (ZBL) for Agricultural, Agriculturally-Related and On-Farm
Diversified uses if an appeal to a decision of Council on a Zoning Amendment
to vary the standards is to be evaluated against the County Official Plan
policies? Would the wording in Section 9.2 (8)(d) effectively defer to the
more detailed or restrictive policies of the local plan in the context of the New
Test?
Staff acknowledge that additional detail around these questions is likely to be
forthcoming as the new legislation is put into effect and tested out in
practice. In the interim, and leading up to the County’s new Official Plan
Report DES2018-05
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however, staff would ask that the County please engage with the Ministry of
Municipal Affairs and Housing around these questions to determine, in
particular, if there needs to be clearer or stronger wording within the County
Plan which would specifically enable or defer to more stringent policies of the
local Official Plans, where they may exist.

Financial Impact
In accordance with the Planning Act, lower-tier municipalities must bring their
Official Plans into conformity with a new/amended upper-tier Official Plan
within 1 year. It is expected that an update to the Municipal Official should be
initiated in early 2019, following the anticipated adoption and final approval
of the County Official Plan in mid-late 2018. Associated costs will be
addressed via the annual budget process.

Strategic Priorities
This report generally supports the mission, vision and values of the
Municipality of Meaford, as well as the goals and objectives set out in
Council’s Strategic Priorities 2015-2018.

Consultation and Communications
Municipal staff have had ongoing correspondence and consultation with the
Planning staff at the County of Grey throughout the ‘Recolour Grey’ process.
The attached comments have been discussed with County staff and a
separate table of more minor typographical/grammatical comments have
been circulated directly at a staff level.

Conclusion
On balance, the Plan as proposed is supported by local staff. There are
however, a number of items that staff have raised with the County regarding
the draft policy – including areas for further consideration, policy changes, or
other recommendations. These items are detailed and discussed within this
report. A copy of this report has been forwarded to the County of Grey to
form part of the official public record, in advance of a decision on the new
Official Plan.

Supporting Documentation
Appendix 1 – County of Grey Report PDR-CW-47-17
Appendix 2 – Staff Comment to County re: Growth Management Update
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Respectfully Submitted:

_________________________________
Robert Armstrong, RPP
Acting CAO / Director of Development and Environmental Services

_________________________________
Prepared by:
Liz Buckton, RPP, Senior Planner
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Committee Report
To:
From:
Meeting Date:
Subject:
Status:

Report PDR-CW-47-17

Warden Barfoot and Members of Grey County Council
County Planning Staff
November 23, 2017
Recolour Grey – Draft of New Official Plan

Recommendation

1. That a draft of the new County Official Plan be received; and
2. That staff be directed to circulate a draft of the new County Official Plan to the
Province, local municipalities and other agencies as prescribed under the
Planning Act; and
3. That a draft of the new County Official Plan be posted on the County website and
distributed to the contact list collected as part of the first and second round of
consultations for Recolour Grey; and
4. That following the 90 day period of sending a draft of the Official Plan to the
Province as per Section 17(17.1) of the Planning Act, that a Notice of Public
Meeting be issued in early 2018 in order to receive further comments and
feedback from the community.

Background

Recolour Grey, the update to the County Official Plan was initiated in May 2016. Throughout
the summer and fall of 2016, staff hosted workshops, attended a number of events throughout
the County, and attended community group meetings to talk about what should be considered in
the new official plan. On-line consultation and information sharing was also key to the County’s
on-going engagement on this project. Over the winter and early spring of this year, staff
collected all the comments received and began to analyze the results.
On May 11, 2017, the County released our Recolour Grey – ‘What We’ve Heard’ summary
report. The ‘What We’ve Heard’ report summarized the feedback received and divided the
comments into five main themes;
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Cultivate Grey,
Develop Grey,
Natural Grey,
Live Grey, and
Move Grey
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Following the What We’ve Heard Report, a survey was posted on the County website asking the
community if we had heard their comments correctly, or if we missed anything. Some additional
responses were received from this survey.
Building off the feedback received, and the background studies completed to date, staff
prepared discussion papers for each of the five themes. The five discussion papers were
presented to Council in the summer of 2017 and were posted on the County website and shared
back out to the community for further comments and feedback. The discussion papers further
explored each of the sub-themes based on the ‘What We’ve Heard’ report, and based on Grey
County’s planning and economic context. Policy options were presented which not only
reflected feedback from the public, but also drew on the technical recommendations of the
studies and background reports completed by the County over the past few years. Changes in
Provincial legislation, policy, and guidelines were also key to a number of the policy options
presented in the discussion papers. A number of these policy options have formed the basis for
drafting the new County Official Plan.
In August and September of this year, Planning Staff held a total of nine workshops with one
being held in each local municipality as part of the 2nd round of consultation for Recolour Grey.
The purpose of the workshops was to determine from the community whether;
1. we captured the comments correctly from the 1st round of consultation as identified in the
‘What We’ve Heard Summary Report’, and
2. were we on the right track based on the policy considerations that have been highlighted
in the five Discussion Papers.
A workshop handout was provided to those attending the workshops which outlined a summary
of all the policy considerations identified in each of the Discussion Papers. A presentation was
provided at the beginning of the workshop to give an overview of; what an official plan is, how
an official plan may impact or benefit someone, explaining what Recolour Grey is, the process
taken to date, as well as providing a summary of the five Discussion Papers. Depending upon
the size of the crowd or the layout of the meeting room, we either had a large group discussion
about the policy considerations under each theme, or we did break-out sessions for each
theme.
We had approximately 200 people attend the workshops and the amount of comments we
received from those in attendance was excellent. The following is a link to a summary of the
comments received under each of the five themes which we have categorized into the various
subthemes - Recolour Grey Workshop Comment Summary
Following the workshops, staff began to prepare a draft of the new Official Plan as well as
updating the mapping layers contained in the schedules and appendices. The new Official Plan
has been drafted based on the comments we heard in the first and second rounds of community
consultation, and based on the background studies and technical reports prepared to date.
There were comments on certain matters where we have heard a diversity of opinions. For
example, we heard comments indicating that we should have more policies to protect the
natural environment and we also heard that we need less policies/restrictions for the natural
environment. For topics where we have heard a diverse range of opinions, it has been very
difficult if not impossible to address everyone’s comments and concerns. Staff have tried to
develop policies using a balanced approach and based on all the feedback received. Staff have
also taken direction from the Provincial Policy Statement and associated guidelines.
PDR-CW-47-17
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A meeting was held on November 2nd, 2017 with local planners including planners from each of
the local municipalities, planners from the conservation authorities as well as the Niagara
Escarpment Commission. Health Unit staff were also in attendance for the meeting. The local
planners provided some initial feedback on the proposed draft policies and we have
incorporated that feedback into the draft policies.
We will be circulating a copy of the draft Official Plan to the Province, local municipalities and
other agencies and hope to have some further discussions and feedback on the draft policies
and mapping. Staff will also post a copy of the draft Official Plan on the County website and
notify all the contacts that we have gathered during the consultation process. We will also work
with County GIS staff to create an online mapping site so that people can see the current
Official Plan designation and mapping on their property and the proposed designation/mapping
for their property.
Following the 90 day period of sending a draft of the Official Plan, a Notice of Public Meeting
can then be issued. We anticipate holding the public meeting in mid-March which provides
almost four months for everyone to review the draft and offer comments and suggestions on
how we can improve the Plan.
To help further notify the public, we have included an article in the Made in Grey – Year in
Review document letting people know about the new draft Official Plan and asking people to
send us any comments. This Year in Review will be delivered to most mailboxes throughout the
County in early December and therefore we are hoping that this will create more awareness of
the new Official Plan and create further engagement with community members.
The following is a summary of some of the new policies being proposed in the new Official Plan
based on what we’ve heard from the community. The new Official Plan has kept the five main
themes as part of the framework for the new Official Plan and therefore below are some
highlights of the new policies being proposed within each of the themes:

Cultivate Grey – Policy Highlights

Cultivate Grey considers the rural, agricultural and resource areas outside of our towns, cities,
and villages. These areas make up the bulk of the land in Grey County and are important to
Grey’s residents, businesses, and visitors. The following are some of the highlights of the
proposed policies under Cultivate Grey:

Agricultural, Special Agricultural, and Rural Policies


Based on changes to the Provincial Minimum Distance Separation (MDS) formulae the
following updates are proposed;
•

MDS I does not apply to lot additions,

•

MDS I does not apply to agricultural-related uses,

•

MDS does apply to on-farm diversified uses,

•

Mennonite institutional uses are a Type A MDS factor, rather than the Type B for
other institutional uses,

•

MDS I only applies to surplus farm dwelling severances where the lot is being
severed from an existing barn,
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•

Buildings can be replaced in the event of a catastrophe, and

•

Guidance is given on when it may be appropriate to vary MDS.



Where an existing property straddles a settlement area boundary i.e. half in the
settlement area and half in Agricultural, the property can be split along the designation
line, provided both the severed and retained are buildable. Rural lot density, settlement
area buffers, and minimum farm lot sizes shall not apply in these situations.



Rural lot additions will not need to comply with the rural lot density provisions.



Agricultural lot additions can be considered provided certain criteria can be met, and a
new non-farm lot is not created.



Where an existing non-farm lot is looking to add land to a farm, it can be permitted
provided the remnant lot is as small as possible.

The following table outlines the proposed permitted uses in the Agricultural, Special Agricultural
and Rural land use types:
Agricultural Use

Agricultural-related Use

Small Scale On-farm Diversified Use

No maximum size limitation
beyond MDS and nutrient
management

No maximum size limitation
beyond any servicing needs

Must be small scale



Growing of all types of crops



Raising of all types of
livestock



Barns / manure storage



Pastureland



Feedlot



Fish farm or aquaculture



Mushroom farm



Christmas trees/nurseries



Greenhouses



Flour mill for local grain



Grain dryers and feed
storage for own farm’s use



Grain dryer / storage for
multiple local farmers



Feed storage i.e. bunkers /
silos



Farm equipment repair
shop



Washing, sorting, grading (of
farm’s own commodities
only)



Livestock assembly
yard, or stockyard for
local farmers



Machine shed (for own



Auction for local produce
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Apple storage and
distribution centre (for
multiple farms use)



Farm gate sales or
farmers market primarily
selling locally grown
produce/goods



Agricultural research
centre



Winery, cidery, meadery
using mostly local fruit or
honey
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Home occupations (e.g.
professional office,
bookkeeper, land surveyor, art
studio, hairdresser, massage
therapist, daycare, veterinary
clinic, kennel, classes or
workshops)



Home industries (e.g. sawmill,
welding or woodworking shop,
manufacturing / fabrication,
seasonal storage of boats or
trailers, biomass pelletizer)



Café/small restaurant, cooking
classes, food store (e.g.
cheese, ice cream)



Agri-tourism and recreational
uses (e.g. farm vacation suite,
bed and breakfasts not
exceeding 3 rooms per let, hay
rides, petting zoo, farmthemed playground, horse trail
rides, corn maze, seasonal
events, horse/pony events,
wine tasting)

Date: November 23, 2017

farm’s use)




Cold storage (for own farm’s
use)
Indoor/outdoor riding
arenas/tracks
Minimum amount of
processing to make a
produce saleable (e.g.
evaporating maple sap, or
extracting honey)






or local livestock



Farm input supplier e.g.
seeds, feed, fertilizer,
etc.

Distillery or brewery partially
using some local farm inputs



Value-added uses (e.g.
processor, packager, cheese
factory, bakery)



Retail uses (e.g. farm market,
antique business, tack shop)



Food banks, second harvest,
or gleaning operations

Abattoir selling and
processing local meat
Food processing plant
for local produce (e.g.
cider-making, pitting,
canning, quick-freezing,
packing)



Marihuana production in
accordance with any
Federal/Provincial laws



Rural permitted uses would include the uses listed in the above table, but would also
contain some additional permitted uses as well.



Recreational uses and alternative dwelling types may be considered in Rural which are
not otherwise considered in the Agricultural or Special Agricultural designations,
including;
•

residential farm cooperatives,

•

agri-miniums,

•

small scale inns or motels, and

•

recreational or tourist-based rural clusters (e.g. cottages, yurts, or a similar form
of development under common ownership).

The above would all be subject to servicing analysis, MDS, and other development
criteria.


Trades businesses or workshops could also be considered in Rural.



As per the PPS, severances will now be permitted for agricultural-related uses, provided
the lots are of a minimum size to accommodate the business.



Severances will not be permitted for on-farm diversified uses.



Farm sizes in Agricultural will remain 40 hectares, however smaller lots can be
considered where the following criteria is met;
•

Agriculture shall be the proposed use of both the severed / retained lots,

•

A farm business plan is required for the severed and retained, including
demonstration that the severed / retained lots will be economically viable and
flexible to respond to economic change,

PDR-CW-47-17

25

Date: November 23, 2017

•

Demonstration that existing lots are not available for the intended agricultural
use,

•

The suitability of both the severed / retained lots should be assessed based on;

•

•

the type and size of agricultural operations common in the area or to the
type of agricultural operation proposed, or

•

a demonstration that a new viable form of agriculture is suitable for the
area and lot sizes proposed,

Both the severed / retained lots shall comply with Provincial Minimum Distance
Separation Formulae.



Elimination of the ribbon development policy in Rural.



Based on being a largely Agricultural/Rural Plan, the bulk of the County’s existing Official
Plan exceptions are within the Cultivate Grey sections. Staff propose to deal with the
exceptions as follows;
•

Any exception which facilitated lot creation or a lot addition will be deleted, where
the consent application has already been finalized.

•

Any exception permitting an enlarged ‘small scale’ use, which is now within the
size permitted by the Plan will be deleted, unless there are site specific
circumstances/considerations that need to be kept.

•

Any exception for a unique business that no longer exists will be deleted (e.g.
running of the bulls in Southgate).

•

All other exceptions will be maintained, provided they still maintain the intent and
direction of County, Municipal, and Provincial planning documents.

Forestry Policies


The County is not looking at adding a ‘Forestry’ designation, but is looking at some
overall guiding policies on forestry. Some policies being considered are;
•

Recognition that forestry and agriculture are mutually compatible and treed
windbreaks are encouraged.

•

Reference to the County’s Forest Management By-law (or future successors
thereto).

•

Encouraging replanting with native species.

•

Promote forest management for public and private landowners in accordance
with good forest management practices, to maintain the overall health of
woodlots across the County.

•

Exemptions are provided for orchards, nurseries, nut farms, or Christmas tree
farms.
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Aggregate Resource Area and Mineral Resource Extraction Policies


Clarifying the Aggregate Resource Area (ARA) policies;
•

No new non-farm lot creation in the ARA

•

300 metre buffer applies to pits/quarries but not the ARA itself

•

Non-farm development on existing lots can be considered



Encouraging comprehensive rehabilitation where multiple pits or quarries are in close
proximity.



Encouraging maximum disturbed areas provisions for progressive rehabilitation.



Looking at cumulative effects and comprehensive analysis of new pits or quarries being
proposed in close proximity to one another.



Providing general guidance on haul routes avoiding settlement areas where practical
and feasible.



The County is looking at two new policies dealing with pits and quarries that may abut
one another, or may each abut a road.
•

In the case of adjacent pit or quarry operations, owned by different property
owners, the County will, wherever practical, encourage the removal of all
economically viable material between the pits or quarries. This may include
eliminating the property line setbacks between the operations. Such operations
are encouraged to utilize continuous and harmonious rehabilitation.

•

Where pit or quarry operations are separated by a County or Municipal road, the
feasibility of allowing the producers to temporarily re-route and then replace the
road at a lower elevation may be considered to enable operators to remove
viable material between the operations. An agreement may be needed to
address timing, re-construction, and compensation for the materials under the
road.

Develop Grey – Policy Highlights

Develop Grey focuses on our settlement areas, where the majority of population growth,
essential services, and businesses are located. To remain competitive in a global marketplace,
we need to show excellence when promoting Grey as a place for supportive business
development. The following are highlights of the proposed policies under Develop Grey:


Combined Tertiary Settlement Areas with Secondary Settlement Areas, now only have
Primary and Secondary Settlement Areas;



Generally the Settlement Area policies have remained the same, however there is more
wording in regards to healthy communities and active transportation;



Intensification targets;
•

15% for Hanover and Owen Sound
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•

10% for other Primary Settlement Areas

•

5% for Secondary Settlement Areas



Policies within the Inland Lakes and Shoreline Areas and Recreation Resort Areas have
remained unchanged;



Sunset Strip has become its own designation;



Permitted uses in the Sunset Strip will be similar to what has been contemplated within
recent Official Plan Amendments, i.e. retail warehouses, vehicle repair shops,
commercial operations beyond a certain size, etc.;



The business park north of Mount Forest has its own designation, Industrial Business
Park (West Grey);



The one-off Space Extensive Commercial and Industrial Areas will remain the same,
however both the Space Extensive Commercial and Industrial designations will be
combined into a single designation,



The Space Extensive Commercial and Industrial designation will continue to apply to
those areas previously designated and approved for such development. Permitted uses
to consider would be: transport terminals, dry manufacturing plants, body shop etc.;



Growing our Economy, we have created a larger economic section than in our previous
plan, which encourages economic development in order for our member municipalities to
prosper;



Most of the employment will still be directed towards Settlement Areas, however there
are policies based around countryside employment opportunities and home business
opportunities;



Countryside employment: The main employment generator in the rural areas will be
resource based industries such as agriculture, aggregate operations, forestry and onfarm diversified uses;



Home business: Grey County promotes the trend towards more home based businesses
and will facilitate new home business through planning policy.

Natural Grey – Policy Highlights

Natural Grey focuses on Grey County’s scenic and naturally beautiful environment. We are
lucky to live in such an environmentally rich area. With this, we need to maintain a delicate
balance of promoting and protecting these spaces. The following are some highlights of the
proposed policies under Natural Grey:


Natural heritage setbacks (adjacent lands) are changing based on the updates to the
Province’s Natural Heritage Reference Manual,



Change of names of some areas: Karst (from Special Policy Area), Other Wetlands
(from Other Identified Wetlands)

PDR-CW-47-17

28

Date: November 23, 2017



Updated Significant Woodlands mapping, and added mapping for cores, linkages and
significant valleylands



Scoped Environmental Impact Study (EIS) requirements are provided for minor
developments



General recreation and tourism policies



General parks policies



Parkland dedication policy updates (Planning Act updates)



General climate change policies

Core Areas and Linkages
•

Inclusion of policies that relate to the Core Areas and linkages as introduced in Green in
Grey, which include permitted uses, stewardship policies, and exemptions within these
features.

•

Compatible recreation is defined and permitted within certain natural features.

•

Include cores and linkages mapping as a new schedule.

Significant Valleylands
•

Introduction of mapping of Significant Valleylands as identified through Green in Grey.
The County and Provincial Policy Statement already had Significant Valleylands policies,
but we had not previously mapped the features.

•

The criteria for significance and protection included the need for 200 metre wide
corridors.

•

Removed significant valleylands within settlement areas.

Wildland Fire
•

Development shall generally be directed to areas outside of lands that are unsafe for
development due to the presence of hazardous forest types for wildland fire.

•

Development may however be permitted in lands with hazardous forest types for
wildland fire where the risk is mitigated in accordance with the wildland fire assessment
and mitigation standards.

Fish Habitat
•

Healthy aquatic communities are generally a good indicator of environmental health. It
is the County’s intention to encourage improvement of productive capacity of this habitat.
The extent and significance of fish habitat shall be determined in consultation with the
Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry, the conservation authority having jurisdiction
over the area, and Fisheries and Oceans Canada.

•

Development and site alteration shall not be permitted in fish habitat except in
accordance with relevant provincial and federal requirements.
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•

No development shall be permitted within 30 metres of the banks of a stream, river, or
lake unless an Environmental Impact Study concludes setbacks may be reduced and/or
where it has been determined by the appropriate Conservation Authority these setbacks
may be reduced. Landowners are encouraged to forest the areas within 30 metres of
any stream to maintain and improve fish habitat, ecological function of the stream and to
increase natural connections.

Parks and Open Space and Climate Change


Parks and open spaces shall be utilized to increase tree canopy and woodland cover in
the County and assist in mitigating and adapting to climate change.



Ensure infrastructure is constructed, maintained and upgraded as necessary to be
sustainable and capable of mitigating impacts of climate change.



Green technologies and construction methods will be used whenever possible and
feasible to develop new, and replace old, civic infrastructure. Civic infrastructure will be
developed to be environmentally sustainable, assist with climate change adaptation, and
lessen environmental impact.



The County will prepare a climate change adaptation strategy to plan for resiliency,
adaptation, and mitigation actions.



Monitor the potential impacts of climate change to maintain the integrity and resiliency of
the Natural Heritage System and adjust management activities accordingly.



Consider the potential impacts of climate change that may result in an increase of the
risk associated with natural hazards.

Live Grey – Proposed Policy Highlights

Live Grey captures some of the key areas that influence living standards and quality of life in
Grey County. There are many factors that can lead to someone feeling included, healthy,
culturally interested and supported by their community. The following are some highlights of the
new policies being proposed under Live Grey:


Sharing the Healthy Development Checklist created in partnership with the Grey Bruce
Health Unit and developers to address healthy community design, including public health
and safety needs;



Providing housing opportunities to moderate and lower income households. The County
would like to achieve a minimum target of 30% of new housing, or units created by
conversion, to be affordable in each member municipality. Local municipalities will be
encouraged to set a minimum target similar to the County for affordable units;



The County will encourage local official plans to require a minimum of 30% of all new
total residential development within Primary Settlement Areas to be medium and high
density;



Direct new social housing units towards designated Primary Settlement Areas to ensure
residents live close to essential services and supports, promoting the flexibility and ease
in carrying out a healthy lifestyle;
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The County is generally permissive of second units provided development meets zoning
provisions outlined by the local municipalities. In settlement areas without full municipal
services, a review of well water records or septic system details, by the designated
authorities, may be necessary prior to granting a building permit;



County planning staff will consider low-density housing options for aging populations in
rural areas, provided servicing requirements can be met as outlined in Section 8.9.1 and
safe roadway access can be maintained year-round



Housing ownership affordability can be defined as housing where the purchase price is
at least 10 percent below the average purchase price of a resale unit in Grey County or
annual housing expenses do not exceed 30% of gross household income.



Encourage local municipalities to create a Parks and Recreation Master Plan to
introduce ways that the County can connect members of the community to recreational
activities and sports. This can help promote healthier communities.



Ensure cultural events and recreational activities are held in accessible venues or
environments.



Continue work towards creating a climate change action plan that will coordinate County
efforts to encourage resilient, sustainable development and mitigate climate change
effects within our communities. Encourage local municipalities to consider participation
in Partners for Climate Protection.



The County encourages local municipalities to implement public engagement strategies
for planning matters where they are the approval authority.

Move Grey – Policy Highlights

Move Grey considers how we move people, goods, information, and services into, out of and
through the County. It is critical we have transportation, services, and technology in place to
support the needs of those in Grey County. What follows are the policy highlights under Move
Grey:

General Transportation Policies
•

Complete Transportation System (CTS) and elements of the CTS

•

Prioritization should be given to pedestrians, transit, cyclists and the movement of goods
over those of single occupant vehicles

•

Emergency Detour Routes

•

Required number of accesses for new developments

•

Complete Streets policies

•

New development will be designed to integrate with the complete transportation system

Road Policies


Provincial Highway policies are similar to current Official Plan



County Roads
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•

Functional classification of County Roads – County Arterial, County Collector and
County Local Road

•

Accommodating a variety of transportation modes on County Roads

•

Right of way widths/road widening policies

•

Paved shoulders on most/all County Roads

•

Improving pedestrian safety for County Roads in settlement areas/built-up areas

•

Potential planned County Road corridors

•

Setbacks from County Roads

•

Connecting Links

Transit Policies


Develop a County-wide transit system



New development must include age-friendly and transit supportive design elements



Encourage growth and development, land use patterns, densities and mix of land uses
within settlement areas along existing or future transit corridors



Maintain and improve inter-community transit and transit links outside of Grey

Airports
•

Controlling development in the vicinity of airports to reduce the potential for land use
conflicts

•

Recognizing that Wiarton-Keppel Airport is federally regulated

•

Encourage opportunities to better utilize airports

Ports/Harbours/Marinas
•

Encouraging the retention and promotion of the Owen Sound Port and other harbours
and marinas

•

Encouraging further efforts to attract more ships to utilize the Owen Sound Port

•

Encourage continued operation of the other harbours and marinas

•

Planning for land uses in the vicinity of ports, harbours and marinas

Rail Corridors
•

Preserving the County CP Rail Trail

•

Utilizing County CP Rail Trail as a utility corridor

•

Encouraging the conversion of abandoned railway corridors for trails

Services
•

Primarily the same as the current Official Plan policies, including servicing hierarchy
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•

Remove the five lot limit and instead require servicing options study

•

Encouraging local municipality to work together to provide municipal sewer and water
services

•

Considering new innovative systems and servicing technology

•

New direction on stormwater management as it pertains to design and climate change

•

Most utility policies are similar to what exists in the current Official Plan

•

Support the provision of high quality telecommunications services throughout the County
– broadband/fibre and cellular service

•

Fibre or conduit for future fibre installations should be included in all new developments

•

When reconstructing County roads or the CP Rail Trail, the County will consider
installing fibre or conduit for future fibre in order to connect with the overall fibre network.
A fibre/conduit specification will be developed in consultation with SWIFT along with an
ownership model.

•

Discouraging lot creation for telecommunication towers

•

Encouraging municipalities to develop local telecommunication tower siting protocols

Other Technological Considerations
•

Charging stations

•

Future transportation options – drones, driverless vehicles, car-pooling and car-sharing,
shared economy, bike sharing

Managing our Waste
•

Encourage local municipalities to promote mandatory waste diversion programs

•

Encourage strategies that reduce potential waste

•

Encourage the consideration of new waste management technologies

•

Handling of food waste

•

Abandoned Landfill Sites have been classified into three categories based on the
Historic Landfill Study

•

•

Cleared Sites

•

D-4 Recommended to Clear Site

•

Previously Evaluated Sites

Encouraging local municipalities to complete a D-4 study for those sites still requiring a
D-4 to clear

Protecting Our Drinking Water
•

Commercial water taking policies – similar to what exists in the current Official Plan
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•

New policies to incorporate Sourcewater Protection Plan Policies

Mapping Changes

The following are mapping changes that have made to the schedules and appendices of the
new draft Official Plan:
•

Significant Woodlands being updated using 2015 Air Photos and other data sources

•

Combining Tertiary Settlement Areas into Secondary Settlement Areas

•

Cores and Linkages – Natural Heritage Systems Study Mapping

•

Updated Wellhead Protection Areas and Intake Protection Zones

•

Updated Hazard Lands data (using most current layers from CA’s)

•

Updated NEP data based on 2017 NEP

•

Adding Significant Valleylands

•

Functional Classification of Roads

•

Potential Planned County Road Corridors

•

Combined Space Extensive Commercial and Industrial

•

Updated Landfills Mapping – Historic Landfill Study

•

Most current provincial data – ANSI’s, PSW’s, Licensed Pits and Quarries, Other
Wetlands, etc.

Recolour Grey Timeline
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Financial/Staffing/Legal/Information Technology Considerations

A significant amount of staff resources has gone into Recolour Grey. The work has been a true
team effort with all planning staff being involved in the community engagement process as well
as developing the draft of the new Official Plan. The work has been truly rewarding and we
have learned a lot from the many conversations we have had with community members. We
look forward to further conversations with the community following the release of the draft of the
Official Plan.

Link to Strategic Goals/Priorities

One of the Strategic Initiatives identified in the Corporate Strategic Plan is to update the County
Official Plan and implement policies to meet needs over the next 20 years. The draft of the new
Official Plan has been designed to address this strategic initiative.

Attachments and Background Information
Draft New Official Plan

Draft Schedules A, B and C
Draft Appendices A, B, C and D
Draft Secondary Schedules

Additional Background Information

Recolour Grey Workshop Comment Summary Report
Recolour Grey Workshop Comment Summary
‘What We’ve Heard Summary Report’
Cultivate Grey Discussion Paper
Develop Grey Discussion Paper
Natural Grey Discussion Paper
Live Grey Discussion Paper
Move Grey Discussion Paper
Respectfully submitted by,
County Planning Staff
Director Sign Off:

PDR-CW-47-17

Randy Scherzer

35

Date: November 23, 2017

\-t

DES2018-05
Appendix 2

Municipality of Meaford
f 1 T¡'crt'ìrrlrlge Street
þ{eir*nrlr:l t-lt\,

1'1rest

N+L LAI

51!r- 53 B- 10bû

March 2nd, 2018

County of Grey
Planning & Development Department
595 gth Ave East
Owen Sound Ontario N4K 3E3

RE: Grey Gounty Growth Management Strategy
Review & Update

-

Forecast & Land Supply

Please accept the following Staff comments regarding the draft Forecast & Land
Supply Review & Update provided for review.
Staff have examined the revised forecast for Household, Population and
Employment growth against the 2016 census results provided, as well as the
forecasts provided within the initial Growth Management Strategy (2008).
Staff acknowledge that based upon a variety of factors including an unmet 2016
population forecast; additional data regarding Meaford's historical actual growth
share within the County, and increased development interest/applications in other
areas of the County, the proposed share of County growth allocated to the
Municipality of Meaford over the planning horizon is forecast to be approximately
11o/o vs. the 13% identified within the 2008 Strategy.

Accordingly, this results in decreased forecasts in Household, Population &
Employment for the Municipality of Meaford. Comparing 2031 figures from each
Strategy, Staff understand the decrease in these forecasts to be approximately
5.5o/o, 8.9% & 5.3o/o, respectively, which, after extrapolation to the interim, noncensus 2038 year result in forecasts as follows:

Households
Population
Emplovment

2018
4850
11240
3440

2038
5430
12470
3830

Net Change
580
1230
390

Staff would note that the Employment forecast within the tables on Page 13 of the
Draft Update Document, which is reflected in the table above, is curious to Staff in
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that it appears to exceed even the adjusted 2041 forecast (3580 positions) that was
listed on Page 11 of the document. Staff question if this represents an error, or if
there are additional factors affecting the forecast. Comments are requested
from Hemson, in this regard.
With respect to the decreased share of County growth forecasted for the
Municipality, Staff would acknowledge that the 11% share allocated is consistent
with the historical actual share that the Municipality has achieved. Staff are
cognizant that based upon designated/serviced land availability and the range of
development projects presently in consultation/early application stages, there is the
potential to exceed the household growth forecasts quite substantially over the 20
year planning horizon, though of course this will be largely market-dependent. A
number of projects on some of these same sites were also nearing application in
200718, and were pulled back in response to broader economic factors. While the
supply-side shortage and substantial upswing in both sales and average sales prices
over the last 12-24 months is promising in relation to spurring new development,
Staff recognize that it may be beneficial to take a bit of a wait-and-see approach to
determine if the recent conditions will persist. Staff agree with Hemson's
recommendation that the County & local municipalities should continue to
closely monitor growth and development and undertake another forecast
review following the 2021 Census. Staff would add that it would be helpful to
complete an updated local-level land demand assessment (in addition to
supply) at that time as well.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this update, I look forward to obtaining
confirmation regarding the Employment forecast numbers, as requested above.
Sincerely,

Liz B
, MCIP, RPP
Senior Planner
Municipality of Meaford
21 Trowbridge Street West, Meaford
519 538-1060 ext. 1120 | lbuckton@meaford.ca

Twitter I Facebook I meaford.ca

Township of Georgian Bluffs Comments to Grey County Draft Official Plan
Re-Colour Grey
February 2018

Please note that these comments are offered for staff’s consideration in the refinement of the draft
plan. The Township is available for clarification of the comments provided below.
Section
Comment
General comment

Consider changing the word ‘must’ to ‘shall’ throughout the
document.
This provision permits houses on existing lots of record and requires
an MDS calculation.
The implementation guidelines in Section 4 of the MDS Document
provide for the following:
“…however, Sections 3, 4 and 5 comprise the Minimum Distance
Separation Formulae as referenced in the PPS, as such shall form
the basis for MDS provisions enshrined in local land use planning
documents. To exercise the various options available to
municipalities under Implementation Guidelines #7, #9, #35 and
#38, appropriate references must be included in the appropriate
implementing land use planning document…otherwise, the default
approaches outlined in Implementation Guidelines #7, #9, #35 and
#38 shall apply as written in this MDS Document.” (Guideline #1,
pg. 15) Is it the County’s intention to defer to the guidelines as
written in the MDS Document or should local zoning by-laws reflect
the MDS provisions and exemptions as identified in Implementation
Guideline #7, for example. The County’s provision appears to
permit houses on existing lots even if MDS cannot be met, whereas,
the MDS Guideline #7 requires a planning application and
parameters for reducing the setback. Township staff would suggest
that OMAFRA provide comments on the ‘best effort’ approach.

3.2.1(2)

Uses Permitted
Policies (Agricultural)

3.2.1(3)

Uses Permitted
Policies (Agricultural)

This provision permits a permanent second house on a farm
property for farm labour purposes, where adequate reasoning is
provided and where it cannot be achieved thorough seasonal
temporary means. What constitutes ‘adequate reasoning? Should
‘seasonal temporary’ be addressed in the local zoning by-laws?

3.2.2(4)

Agricultural
Development Policies

3.2.2(7)

Agricultural
Development Policies

3.2.2(18)

Agricultural
Development Policies

3.4.2(3)

Rural Development
Policies
Rural Development
Policies

The wording in this provision may cause confusion in the application
of MDS I. As per MDS Guideline #7, a calculation is required as is a
planning application, should the minimum distance not be
achievable.
Overall comment: In this policy section, it may be less confusing to
the reader if the OP defers to the MDS Implementation Guidelines
for any development in this designation. I.e. 4i) seems more
permissive than MDS Guideline #43.
Further, should the guidelines be amended at any point, then the
County Plan will not require updating.
Suggested wording change, “New non-farm development in a rural
designation and within 500 metres of a Primary Settlement Area…”.
Georgian Bluffs has Secondary Settlement areas within 500 metres
of Primary Settlement areas where development could be impeded
by the original wording.
This policy references municipal water and sewer services in the
redevelopment of existing lots…perhaps this provision belongs in a
separate section.
This policy provides clarification for development of parcels of land
straddling both settlement and rural areas. Thank you.
Suggested addition – to include mention of requirements for
nutrient management plans and MDS setbacks. GB has seen an
increase in interest in hobby farms from people desiring a lifestyle
change, however, they don’t have the farming knowledge to
understand the amount of land and size of buildings they need to
house the number and type of livestock that they would like to

3.4.2(6)

3.4.2(7)

Rural Development
Policies

3.7.3(2)

Space Extensive
Commercial and
Industrial
Development Criteria

4.2.2

Supply of Lands

4.4(11)

General Policies
Affecting Settlement
Are Land Use Types

4.4(12)

General Policies
Affecting Settlement
Area Land Use Types

4.4(15)

General Policies
Affecting Settlement
Area Land Use Types

4.4(20)

General Policies
Affecting Settlement
Area Land Use Types

4.9

Sunset Strip Area

raise.
Suggested addition, “g) Site Plan Control.” For similar
developments in settlement areas, site plan control is required. It is
suggested for this type of development to ensure appropriate
review of servicing, access and egress, emergency response,
density, and potential land use conflicts.”
Suggested Change, delete the word ‘No’ at the beginning of the
sentence.

The Township reviewed the January 31, 2018 memorandum from
Hemson Consulting Ltd. regarding the Forecast and Land Supply
Review and Update. We note that the residential vacant land
supply numbers have been updated as per our comments. We also
note that the commercial and industrial vacant land supply, 11 ha
and 19 ha respectively, may not be sufficient given the recent
business inquiries we have received. Development on a number of
lots designated for commercial and industrial development may be
impeded by environmental hazards and MTO policies. The
Township would welcome further discussion on this issue.
The Council of the Township of Georgian Bluffs recognizes the
importance of development potential to the continued growth of
the Township and the region and, it is their stated intention to
remain as open as possible to all development and lot creation.
Suggested wording change to last sentence Non-farm lot creation
within 500 metres of a Primary Settlement Area boundary and
within a Rural Designation shall not be considered.
Georgian Bluffs has Secondary Settlement areas adjacent to Primary
Settlement areas (Cobble Beach and the City of Owen Sound) and
the wording in this policy could preclude development.
The reference to MDS not being applicable (must not apply) within
settlement areas and then permitting municipalities to determine
whether or not it is applied within settlement areas is confusing.
Technically within a settlement area the lands are not zoned for
livestock facilities, the lots are not large enough to accommodate
livestock facilities and the permitted densities would not allow for
livestock facilities. If the Province is directing growth and
development to settlement areas and restricting lot creation in rural
and agricultural areas to protect farm lands, the County and
member municipalities should not limit development within the
settlement area boundaries by implementing MDS.
“Settlement form and building design must consider…and the
preservation of public access to shorelines.” The Township would
welcome further discussion on the direction to preserve public
access to shorelines.
This policy is not clear. It references development on septic systems
but applies only to fully serviced areas.
Suggested wording
4.9.1 The Sunset Strip is a major commercial and economic hub for
the Township of Georgian Bluffs. Located on Highway 21 between
Springmount and the City of Owen Sound, the area provides a wide
range of services to the region from vehicle sales and service to
grocery stores, movie theatres and highway commercial and retail
sales. The central location of the Sunset Strip, the high visibility of
the properties and the access to a major highway make it a
desirable location for highway commercial and service commercial
uses.
Earlier growth of the Sunset Strip occurred through development
permits issued under the Niagara Escarpment Plan (NEP). The area
today is considered an Urban Area under the NEP and therefore,

existing NEP policies aim to minimize the impact and further
encroachment of urban growth on the Escarpment environment.
Any development or new or expanding lots must not extend into
the NEP area.
4.9.2 Objectives – no suggested changes
4.9.3 Permitted uses
Suggested sentence change, “Permitted uses on the Sunset Strip
Area include:”
Suggestion to delete entire paragraph, “Site plan
control…pedestrian traffic.” Site plan agreements cannot be used to
limit accesses on Highway 21. This is done by the MTO permitting
process.
Correction- change site designation standards to site design
standards.
4.9.4 (5) suggested deletion and modification, “All new
entrances…entrances could not be used.” Modified to, “Any
development application which propose to utilize direct access onto
the Highway must be approved by the MTO.”
Justification -The lots along the Strip are existing. MTO policies do
not support the creation of new lots along the highway. Any
application would be subject to the entrance policies of the MTO,
who will specify whether the entrance is shared or services only one
property. With the existing lot configurations, service roads are not
technically possible. The residential lots adjacent to the bowling
alley, do not have sufficient developable lot area to make a service
road in that location, viable. The amalgamation of the lots cannot
be forced and the existing land prices do not encourage the
amalgamation of the lots.
Suggested deletion – “the creation of new…these land use types.”
This refers to space extensive uses in the Ag or Special Ag
designations, and is not applicable to the Sunset Strip.
6.12.2
7.1.4
7.2(1)
7.3

Alternative
Requirement (cashin-lieu)
Second Units
Our Community –
Healthy
Environments
Public Engagement
and Notice

8.2(11)

General
Transportation
Policies

8.2(12)

General
Transportation
Policies
Provincial Highways

8.3.1

Suggestion to Move 6.12.2 to combine it with 6.12 (2). The rest of
section 6.12.2 is about cash-in-lieu it - seems to fit better in 6.12.
Suggested edit, last sentence “In Countryside land use types…” change to, “In Agricultural and Rural designations, secondary suites
shall be within the farm cluster.”
7th bullet “the County will require the provision of shade…” this is a
cool idea but how is it implemented?
For clarification “Any land use planning decision made by the
county…” I believe that this should be a reference to the
requirement to state in the notice of decision how the written and
oral comments influenced Council’s decision on the application.
The County may consider including support for the local
municipalities to create policies that encourage clearing snow from
sidewalks to maintain pedestrian links in the winter and promote
healthy active winter communities.
Word choice – effect – change to ‘affect’
Provincial Highways 6, 10, & 21 are major routes which pass
through the Settlement areas of Rockford, Shallow Lake,
Cruickshank, the Sunset Strip and Springmount, as well as the Space
Extensive Commercial and Industrial area South of Wiarton. These
areas are within the MTO permit control area and development
otherwise supported by the County and local official plans, may not
be permitted because of access densities or other policies. For
example, within the Settlement area of Shallow Lake, the County

8.6
9.9

Airports
Temporary Use Bylaws

Plan policies support secondary suites where they can be
adequately serviced however the County Plan also defers to the
MTO access policies. For many properties in Georgian Bluffs,
development may be precluded because of the MTO access policies.
Further discussion on how the MTO policies affect development of
settlement area lands is warranted.
Township staff support the airport policies.
Suggestion to remove the reference to Garden Suites in this section
as they are addressed in a different section.

Mapping
General Comments:
The Township notes no additional changes to the boundaries of the settlement areas at this time than
already reported by residents.
The Township supports the combination of Tertiary Settlement areas into Secondary Settlement Areas.
Map 1 a

Oxenden

Map 1 b

Big Bay

Map 1 c
Map 1 d
Map 1 e
Map 1 f
Map 1 g
Map 1 h

Kemble
East Linton
Balmy Beach
Shallow Lake
Cruickshank
Brooke – Creamery
Hill
Map 1 i
Springmount
Map 1 j
Kilsyth
Map 1 k
Keady
Map 1 l
Rockford
Appendix Constraint Mapping
A Map 1

One property owner (Johnstone) expressed concern with the
mapped hazard designations and settlement area boundary on his
property. He has notified the County directly.
Through the ReColour Grey process, the Township received
correspondence from residents of the Big Bay area noting their
continued concern that the boundaries of the settlement area were
reduced through OPA #80.
No concerns noted
No concerns noted
No concerns noted
No concerns noted
No concerns noted
No concerns noted
No concerns noted
No concerns noted
No concerns noted
No concerns noted
The Georgian Bluffs landfill was closed in 2017. The mapping
identifies it as existing.

Randy Scherzer & Scott Taylor
Planning and Development
The County of Grey
595 9th Ave East
Owen Sound ON N4K 3E3

March 6th, 2018.

Dear Randy & Scott,
Thank you for meeting with Cuesta staff last month to discuss some of the proposed new Grey County
Official Plan policies associated with the Recolour Grey initiative.
This submission is a follow up to that meeting as well as to our letter of October 26, 2017.
Based on the November 2017 Grey County Official Plan Draft, Consultants Inc. offers the following
comments at this time.

Comments
Agricultural Area
3.2.1(c) Small-scale on-farm diversified uses
We appreciate Grey County’s efforts in restricting on-farm diversified uses in Agricultural Areas by
requiring review based on infrastructure and servicing availability and maintaining the “small scale”
requirement. However, we suggest employing the methods outlined in the provincial Permitted Use
Guidelines in this regard may be more appropriate and allow for a more flexible approach.
3.2.2(4)(c) Application of MDS I to Surplus Farm Dwelling Severances
We suggest the wording of this policy may need some clarification, as this policy may be understood
that the County endorses applying MDSI to a livestock facility on a severed surplus non-farm lot.
We understand that the wording reflects that from the March 2017 Ontario Ministry of Agriculture,
Food, and Rural Affairs (OMAFRA) Minimum Distance Separation Guidelines, however for clarity to
the reader, we suggest the following wording adjustment:
MDS I is applied to a surplus farm dwelling severance when the dwelling is presently located on the
same lot as a livestock facility that is not to be included in the severed lands.
Alternatively, and as discussed at our meeting, a diagram insert may be helpful.

1

3.2.2(4)(f) Application of MDS I to Existing Vacant Non-Farm Properties
It is not appropriate to consider “as of right” development on existing vacant non-farm lots that do
not comply with MDSI.
As per our October 2017 comments, MDS I should be applied in the instance where a new sensitive
receptor is considered on a vacant lot. This is strongly encouraged by OMAFRA within the March
2017 Guidelines.
While we discourage any exemption of MDSI for non-farm uses, the County Official Plan
appropriately directs such exemptions through a minor variance application process in Section 3.2.2
(4) (i). This would comply with the OMAFRA MDS Guidelines.
3.2.2(16) Application of Guideline D-6 to new industrial uses in Agricultural, Special Agricultural,
Rural Areas
We encourage the County to exercise caution in applying Ontario Ministry of Environment and
Climate Change (MOECC) Guideline D-6 to new industrial uses in agricultural and rural areas.
Guideline D-6 encourages a setback be applied between a residential zone boundary and an
industrial zone boundary. This may cause issues when applied to large rural residential lots, where
the sensitive land use may be at a considerable distance from the subject industrial activity and a
large setback is needlessly applied.
We encourage the County to apply the applicable Guideline D-6 setback to the subject residential
structure in addition to the applicable yard requirement. This will ensure a fair application of
Guideline D-6 without needlessly restricting industrial activities. Further, we encourage the County to
apply Guideline D-6 normally within settlement areas or adjacent to settlement area boundaries.
3.2.3(3) Lot Additions
This policy requires some clarification in the following aspects as we discussed at our meeting.
This section is not clear as one interpretation is that a lot addition to a farm lot from another farm lot
resulting in a surplus dwelling sized remnant lot is not permitted however, the policy goes on to
indicate a non-farm lot can add land to a farm lot.
As well, we understand that lot additions are restricted to 0.4 ha in area for non-farm lot uses only.
This was confirmed at our meeting but may need to be clarified in the policy wording itself.
In addition to the foregoing, we believe that lot additions to enlarge non-farm residential uses should
be considered carefully and avoid fragmentation of farmland, woodland, and wetlands in
contravention of provincial policy.

2

Rural Area
3.4.2(3) Lot creation on a settlement area boundary
We note that the County Official Plan now permits “as of right” severances on settlement area
boundaries provided they do not create a landlocked lot, and such severances will not count towards
rural lot severance density. We appreciate the inclusion of this proposed policy.
3.4.3(1) Number of Severances Per Crown Lot
We reiterate our October 2017 comments and comments at our meeting in this respect
A maximum of two (2) non-farm severances, plus the retained parcel, per 40 hectare crown lot on
rural lands is too high. Planning for rural residential severances is difficult. Rural residential lots are
generally not compatible with rural economic activities, such as gravel pits or intensive farming
activities, and it would not be economically viable to extend municipal services, or even paved roads,
to many of these lots for the foreseeable future. This provision would also contribute to the vacant
lot surplus discussed above.
We recommend that the maximum number of allowable non-farm severances on rural lands be
reduced to one (1) severance, plus the retained parcel, per 40 hectare crown lot. The number should
eventually be reduced to zero or reflect a similar consent policy as applied on prime agricultural
lands. In addition, we recommend that the County Official Plan include policy which requires that
the quality of the rural severed lot is considered. Such indicators may include the availability of
utilities, such as gas lines and electrical connections, the state of the road accessing the lot, the uses
on the surrounding lands, and development siting if there are agricultural resources, natural heritage
features or aggregates present. Reduced rural non-farm severance potential could be balanced with
expanded tertiary settlement area boundaries where development is to be directed according to the
provincial policy statement.
Aggregate Resource Areas and Mineral Extraction Land Use Types
3.6.2(6) Non-Farm Development in the Aggregate Resource Area
We reiterate our October 2017 comments in this respect.
Surplus farm dwelling severances should be permitted in Aggregate Resource Areas. Farming is a
legitimate rural land use and farmers should be able to sever dwellings surplus to their needs. An
existing dwelling, regardless of parcel size, represents the same level of incompatibility in regard to
noise, dust, etc. and would be treated identically under the Aggregate Resources Act regarding
technical reports and setbacks. As surplus farm dwelling severances prohibit residential development
on the retained parcel, no further incompatible land uses can be created. A restrictive covenant on
title could make any future land owner aware of the aggregate resource or other limiting factors.
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At our meeting there was a comment from planning staff in this regard indicating that noise study is
not required by an applicant if the residence is on the same property. Please note that current
Aggregate Resources Act (ARA) standards do require any on-site residence to be vacant or used for
alternative purposes (i.e operation’s office building) during the lifespan of the pit and the residence
must be included within the licensed boundary area. If the residence is outside of the licensed area
but still on the same property, the residence is included in any noise study. While the update to the
ARA contemplates providing relief for on-site residences which are part of the operation (within
licensed area), in order to comply with the latest Ministry of Environment and Climate Change
standards, the ARA has not been amended to date.
In regard to noise study requirements and off-site residences, any residence is treated in the same
manner, as noted above, whether on a farm lot or a rural residential lot.
3.6.2(4) and 3.6.4 (1) (2) Amendment requirement outside of Mineral Aggregate Resource Area
and Mineral Extraction Land Use Area
We reiterate our October 2017 comments in this respect.
We agree that a County Official Plan for an Aggregate Resources Act (ARA) application should not be
required in a Primary Resource Area. However, it may be appropriate to consider requiring a
preliminary review of the application if the proposed resource is located outside of a Primary
Resource Area. If the quality of the resource can be demonstrated through onsite testing, then the
requirement for a County Official Plan Amendment should be waived. The Primary Resource Area
mapping should allow for mapping refinement without the need for a County Official Plan
Amendment.
3.6.4 (4)
The changes to the ARA propose an Agricultural Impact Study requirement for aggregate
development on Prime Agricultural lands. The County may want to include this as a requirement.
Alternatively, this section could be simplified to only include studies above and beyond those already
required under the ARA.
3.6.5(1) Development Agreements
We encourage the County of Grey to require that development agreements are to include the
establishment of an operation-specific fund, and that the fund is utilized specifically for the subject
haul route maintenance and improvement. It may be appropriate for local governments to apply
money from one development agreement fund to haul route improvements elsewhere. It is
otherwise opaque and irresponsible for local governments to collect fees associated with haul routes
and spend these funds on anything other than haul route maintenance.
We continue to question the need for development agreements in light of the doubling of the TOARC
fee levy, effective January 2018.
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3.6.5 (2)
While discussed briefly at our meeting, upon review of this policy, I would strongly caution the
inclusion of this policy into the County Official Plan updates in its current form. Aggregate resource
development, a legitimate rural land use, can only take place where the deposit exists and it is
unreasonable for the operator to avoid residential (urban) land uses along a haul route. The County
shows a preference for operators to use improved roads which, in most instances, will necessitate
passing development and settlement areas along the haul route.
Roads
8.3.3 Local Roads
Policy direction from the County is required with respect to development on existing lots of record
with direct seasonal or substandard public roads. It is not acceptable to leave the policy framework
up to local municipalities, which will result in an uneven and indiscriminate application of seasonal
road development throughout the County.
We recommend that the County encourage local municipalities to enter into “limited services
agreements” or “non-service agreements” to address any liability concerns associated with such
development, as well as possible minor road improvements. Such agreements should not require a
county official plan amendment, but a zoning by-law amendment with a holding symbol would be
appropriate.
8.3.4 Private Roads
We believe that further direction form the County is required with respect to development on an
existing lot of record with an existing private road access. The approach recommended above with
respect to seasonal and substandard public roads is appropriate.
Stating that the County takes no responsibility or liability pertaining to public service access on a
private road is not appropriate in an official plan document, and belongs in a limited services
agreement.
Schedule A
Settlement Area Mapping
We reiterate our October 2017 comments in this respect.
Utilizing property boundaries as settlement area boundaries is too restrictive and not appropriate in
an official plan document. It would be more appropriate in the zoning by-law document. Settlement
areas should be “soft”, and include natural features such as escarpments, shorelines, creeks, or manmade features such as roads and railways. This would allow for some more flexibility in regard to
property owners seeking development opportunities.
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Settlement Area Sizes
We note that the Tertiary Settlement Area designation has been eliminated, and that all former such
settlement areas are now included as Secondary Settlement Areas. We note that secondary
settlement area boundaries appear to remain unchanged from OPA80. We otherwise reiterate our
October 2017 comments in this respect.
OPA80 reduced in size or eliminated several settlement areas throughout Grey County when it came
into full effect in 2012. The justification at that time was the 2005 Provincial Policy Statement
specified servicing provisions for settlement areas, and Grey County already had a large surplus of
vacant lots within serviced settlement areas and throughout the County. We recommend the County
consider reinstating its pre-2012 settlement area boundaries for all former tertiary settlement areas
on the basis that according to the PPS, “settlement areas are to be the focus of growth” regardless of
present servicing levels. Secondary settlement areas offer an opportunity to plan for rural residential
development clusters, in addition to supporting economic activities within declining hamlets
throughout the County.
Additional Comments
We support any effort the County proposes with regard to the unfortunate duplication of land use
policy in non-urban areas and in the Niagara Escarpment Plan area. Only one policy is needed for
‘Rural’ Areas, be it the County policy or the Niagara Escarpment Plan policy.

Conclusion
The foregoing comments are intended to be helpful with regard to the County of Grey Official Plan
Update.
Regards,

Don Scott
Cuesta Planning Consultants Inc.

Genevieve Scott
Cuesta Planning Consultants Inc.
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Township of Georgian Bluffs
177964 Grey Road 18
RR 3 Owen Sound ON N4K 5N5
September 27, 2017
Re:

Big Bay Settlement Area Reduction in OPA 80
For Consideration at Committee of the Whole Meeting October 11, 2017

Attention: Mayor Barfoot and Councillors:

Background:
• The Big Bay Settlement Area appeared under a column heading
Recommended Tertiary Settlement Area in Grey County’s Policy Paper
# 5 presented to the County’s Planning and Community Planning
Committee during the Official Plan 5-Year Review Process.
• In the amended Official Plan approved on March 3, 2009, Big Bay
appeared again as a Tertiary Settlement Area with no indication that
the boundary had been altered, reducing the Area by 50% including
water front properties.
• In a search of documents and minutes, the name Big Bay only
appeared in this Tertiary chart and did not enter into any discussions
relating to Georgian Bluffs or otherwise.
• Recolour Grey represents the review of the County’s Official Plan in
which the public can ask for a review of zoning changes that had
previously impacted their property. The County has responded by
emailing documents to the property owner supporting the OPA 80
change. (Not attached due to the large file size totaling 395 pages.)
• A map provided by the County is attached. Responding to the
question as to when this map was available to the public, the County
could not be 100% sure but that a “recollection that the map didn’t
come until a little later, but at this point cannot recall an exact date.”
The notification and transparency process described above has completely ignored
the ensured rights of the property owners who are only now becoming aware of the
impact of zoning changes in OPA 80. We ask Council for support by directing the
Planning Department to examine the process, report back to the Committee and
communicate the findings to the property owners. The community at large is
concerned that, by limiting the hamlet, the entire area will be impacted.
Respectfully,

Property Owners:

Grey County Planning & Development Department –Feb. 5, 2018
Conference Call: Property Owners
Grey County: Randy Scherzer, Scott Taylor, Stephanie Lacey-Avon
“Recolour Grey” has promoted public input and then given timely
feedback through a platform of digital technology. The information is
overwhelming, constantly evolving and yet a must dig through to try
to grasp policy planning from the property owner’s/layman’s
perspective.
Up to now, as property owners, we have questioned both the
ineffective notification process and the lack of transparency in the
decision process of parts of OPA80. Going forward, we will be
guided by “Recolour” over the next 20 years and thus we seek
inspiration from it.
Initially, we chose the route of retaining Cuesta Planners who in turn
set up meetings with Grey County (Scott Taylor) Mayor Barfoot and
planners from Georgian Bluffs. Faced with unanticipated planning
applications, we elected to by-pass the approval process by electing
severance through a conservation donation of 47 acres to the
Escarpment Biosphere Conservancy. This ensures that the NEP
portion will be open space and the landscape and animals will be
protected from hunting and recreational vehicles.
This overlapped the timetable when Grey County entered a
“Recolour” planning review, a process to allow the layman to object
without planning terminology. It then became apparent that the
OPA80 settlement reduction altered more than our property but 12
properties. With our knowledge from conversations with planners we
were able to take on the role of spokesperson for the community.
The “squaring off” of the Big Bay Settlement Area boundary whereby
a combined total of 40 acres were rezoned from urban to rural was
significant. PPS (2005) deemed growth to take place in urban
settlement designated areas. Seemingly, half of Big Bay was
mothballed. The 2003 mapping appears to be compact and square.
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The 2012 map shows Big Bay strung out and curved around the
water front lots, which may easily be taken out, and rezoned Inland
Lakes and Shoreline leaving little to justify Big Bay as a Secondary
Designation.
The “no net change” concept could be described as quirky and we felt
Georgian Bluffs Council may not have been totally aware as to the
end results. A written request was prepared for Council under the
guidance of the Township’s Planner. Other property owners also
endorsed the letter. (Att. COW-Letter Georgian Bluffs Oct 11 2017
and COW-PL.2017).
The Report concluded: “Correspondence consisting of staff reports,
policy papers and council minutes clearly support that changes
made to the mapped boundary of the Big Bay Settlement area were
done with much consideration and transparency.” The property
owners received no communication and no evidence of what received
“much consideration”,as per above.

We ask the question, did Georgian Bluffs knowingly sign off potential
long-term economic prosperity for Big Bay in turn, exposing our
community to zoning which would sanction recreational vehicles? In
2014, a community petition gathered 400 signatures to keep the
historic W-Hill open to vehicular traffic. Following the 2014 election,
Council voted to close the W-Hill. It is now a destination trail for ATV
clubs outside of Grey County.
In 2003, we were approached to purchase 87 acres of Part Lot 38.
(Att. BB Schedule Map 16). This map dated July 2003 shows Part
Lot 38 to be included in Big Bay Settlement with PD zoning. In
hindsight we should have addressed the parcel upon ownership, as a
developer would have done. In 2004, vandalism took place at the Big
Bay Cemetery. The community rallied to restore the Cemetery. The
fundraising culminated in 2008 with Big Bay Remembers, the 150th
Anniversary of Big Bay. http://bigbayon.freehostia.com/history.htm
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Later, members of the community worked to erect a Memory Wall
and in turn we donated the parcel to the Big Bay Cemetery. What is
in the back of the minds of the community today is the thought that
while we paid homage to our ancestors in 2007-2008, half of the Big
Bay Settlement Area was being mothballed. Did no one in the know
think to ask if we the owners were aware this was taking place?
The Township Georgian Bluffs is currently reviewing zoning to comply
with OPA80. The PD zoning becomes RRU as per Grey County’s A2
zoning. One permitted use for RRU is Recreational Trails. The
unopened road allowance, Milton Street would take on this permitted
use as well.
We have read numerous policy reports with “Recolour” Grey. BGGM
Consultants recognized a core value in Grey County: “Residents and
Councilors have been consistent in their desire that farm operations
be and continue to be dominant land use and should, therefore, be
afforded the greatest protection”. BGGM recommend creating a land
bank owned by municipalities, a defense from “wealthy baby
boomers”.
The On-Farm Business Policy Review again refers to the oftenrepeated planning justification of the sins of our fathers who, “severed
thousands of rural non-farm lots back in 70’s and 80’s”. To expand
our farmland, we purchased formerly severed lots from our farm
which then were not available as building sites. Big Bay appeared to
Grey County planners in the OPA80 review as having excess
undeveloped lots.
In what we have been able to source, the Recreational Trails Master
Plan does not appear to have research and discussion papers on
recreational trails and ATVs, their impact on rural lifestyle or the
potential competition for land necessary for local food production.
What is a definition of Recreational Trails? It is not in the Georgian
Bluffs Zoning By-Law definitions or the draft of Grey County’s Official
Plan. In fact it appears that there is no Trails Act in Ontario to legally
define trails.
3

The global ATV market in 2016 was worth $6 billion and expected to
be $8 billion in 2024. In California there are dozens of ATV parks of
sizes up to 80,000 acres and 130,000 in attendance. ATVs are not a
passing fancy.
With Grey County Council’s approval of ORV’s and ATV’s, could we
now construe that Grey County and Georgian Bluffs have put the
cattle out on the public roadways because they do not own property
to pasture them? When the time comes to corral these ORA’s and
ATVs and lead them to pasture will the land be taken from rural
farmland, managed forests or perhaps urban parkland?
The concept to reduce Big Bay Settlement might have been
packaged as housekeeping for PPS (2005) when in fact it rolled what
was left of Big Bay back to its starting point in 1879. Is it then
expected that Big Bay will need to retrace 160 years and then plan for
viability in the next 20 years?
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Date

Wednesday, December 13, 2017

From

Jenn Burnett, Planner

Subject

OPA #80 Big Bay Settlement Area Boundary Reduction
\,

Report

PL.2017.42

Recommendation
That the Committee of the Wrole receive the report on the OPA #80 Big Bay Settlement
Area Reduction, from Jenn Burnett, Planner, for information.

At the October 11, 2017 Committee of the Whole Meeting, Council directed the planner
to bring forward a scoped report to address the reduction in the settlement area
boundary for Big Bay through County Official Plan Amendment #80. This report
provides information on the provincial policy direction and the change in mapping
practices that necessitated the reduction.

of the Boundary Reduction
Official Plan Amendment #80 was a major update to the County Official Plan. The file
indicates significant and regular correspondence with the Township of Georgian Bluffs
on the proposed changes to the Plan as they impacted the Township beginning in 2005
until the plan was approved by County Council in 2009. During this time there were also
a number of open houses, public meetings and policy papers produced by the County
Planning Department to explain the process, the proposed changes and the rationale
behind the changes. Township Staff provided formal comments to the County on the
various drafts throughout the process.

ln March of 2006, the County produced Policy Paper #5: Seftlement Area Policies
Dt'scussion Paper. This paper clearly provided the rationale for redefining settlement
areas in Grey County. Originating with the requirement to make the OP consistent with
the 2005 Provincial Policy Statement (PPS), settlement areas were redefined from
urban and hamlet to Primary, Secondary and Tertiary Settlement areas. \Mth the
change in terms came a change in the criteria used to classiff the areas i.e. level of
PL.2017.42
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servicing, concentration of development and the mix of land uses. County staff
conducted site visits to the former hamlet areas in the County and developed further
criteria to determine if the hamlet should be classified as a secondary or tertiary
settlement area.
Policy Paper #5 clearly identifies that in "Tertiary Settlement Areas the boundaries will
be reduced to generally reflect the built-up area within the Hamlet designation." (Pg. 6).
Staff were clear in identiffing that with the reduction in lands in some settlement areas
and the intensification in others, there would be "'no net change' in development
potential in settlement areas" (Pg. 6) throughout the County. The report concludes that
the intent of the policies proposed were to be consistent with the 2005 PPS and to
"guide development where it can be propefi planned for and accommodated." (Pg. 7).

A change in mapping practicei was the result of updated and more accurate mapping
programs. Pre-OPA #80, the hamlet boundaries were represented as a 'btob' rather
than the defined areas that are currently identified within the OP. Figure 1 depicts the
boundaries of the Hamlet of Big Bay pre-OPA #80. Figure 2 shows the settlement area
boundary approved under OPA #80.
Figure

1

Figure 2

Conclusion & Recommendation
The Big Bay Settlement Area Boundary was reduced through OPA #80 in response to
Provincial Policy requirements and changes in rnapping practices. Correspondence
PL.2017.42
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consisting of staff reports, policy papers and council minutes clearly support that changes
made to the mapped boundary of the Big Bay Settlement area were done with much
consideration and transparency. lt is concluded that no further investigation into this
matter is warranted.
It is recommended that the Committee of the \Mrole accept the report on the OPA #80
Big Bay Settlement Area Reduction, from Jenn Burnett, Planner, for information.
Respectfu lly Su bmitted

:

PL.2017.42
Page 3 of 3

proponent will be responsible for examining all environmental features on-site (including wetlands,
woodlands, etc.), and within 120 metres of the license boundaries. Spills plans are common on the
ARA site plans associated with the license for the pit. In both the current OP, and the proposed
Recolour Grey OP, the applicant is not responsible for an environmental analysis of the entire haul
route (i.e. if the haul route were to pass through a wetland, woodland, etc.), provided the haul route is
using existing public roads. If as a result of the pit haul route upgrades are needed (e.g. passing
lanes added to a road, or road standards upgraded), or new roads need to be built, then that may
trigger an environmental review as part of the Environmental Assessment (EA) process.
My understanding from speaking with MNRF staff is that the ARA process currently requires
environmental review of the licensed site and within 120 metres of the license boundaries, but does
not require the Natural Environment Technical Report to assess the haul route outside of that
area.

2. Could you confirm that Wetlands are substantively under the umbrella of "Environment" so far as
the OP relates Wetlands to Environment? Sometimes the terms of "Environment" experience broad
meanings as well as narrow ones.
Under the County Plan we consider significant wetlands, significant valleylands, significant
woodlands, areas of natural and scientific interest, fish habitat, significant wildlife habitat, and habitat
of endangered and threatened species all to be under the banner of the natural environment. We
protect both Provincially Significant Wetlands and Other Identified Wetlands in our current Plan. The
proposed Recolour Grey Plan would add mapping for significant valleylands, cores, and linkages to
the Plan, under the Natural Grey section (which generally relates to the natural environment).

3. There are policy statements in the ARA which address the interests of protecting the
Environment along a haul route. I wonder if that would then include Wetlands if #2 is
'yes"? Then how would the OP respond to #1? Is this maybe a question for Jason Mclay at
the MNRF? I want to be careful not to confuse interests under the Planning Act and the
Aggregate Resources Act. Very easy to confuse them.......

Similar to question# 1 above my understanding from speaking with MNRF staff (Jason, who is copied
on this email) is that the ARA process currently requires environmental review of the licensed site and
within 120 metres of the license boundaries, but does not require the Natural Environment Technical
Report to assess the haul route outside of that area.
From a practical perspective, whether dealing with a pit application, or any kind of other application
(e.g. anything from another industrial use, to a fast food restaurant with lots of traffic), I'm not sure
how we could require an applicant to assess environmental features along a haul route when they're
using existing roads. For example, if a road passed through a sensitive habitat would that be 'fatal' to
the application (i.e. the application should be refused)? What happens if the business changes over
time and different haul routes are used, or there is no defined haul route? While we certainly want to
hold people accountable for any site they may be developing, when we have existing roads there's a
certain expectation that those roads are there to be used by vehicles and pedestrians alike and
therefore would not need further environmental review (but may need a traffic assessment). As I
noted above, if there are upgrades to roads required, or new roads, then an EA may be required,
which would consider the impacts of upgrading the roads or building new roads.
- if I've misunderstood anything on the ARA process please feel free to chime in.
3
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Randy Scherzer
Director of Planning and Development
Corporation of the County of Grey
595 9th Ave East
Owen Sound, ON
N4K 3E3
Re: Grey County Official Plan Update
Randy,
Thank you for incorporating our original comments into this version of your Official Plan
updates. Based on our review of the most current proposed updates to the Grey County Official
Plan, section 8.11 Protecting our Drinking Water, we offer some additional comments for your
consideration:
i.

ii.

iii.

The intent of the statement, “the low and moderate threat policies of the Provincial
Policy Statement, 2014, will also apply and should complement the specific policies of
the Source Protection Plans” is unclear as there are no low or moderate threat policies
in the Provincial Policy Statement, 2014. If the intent of this statement was to refer to
the low and moderate threat policies in the Source Protection Plans, it should be noted
that there are no policies for the low and moderate threat categories in the Saugeen,
Grey Sauble, Northern Bruce Peninsula Region.
In the Table of WHPA and IPZ definitions, the first column is titled “Water Quality
Well Head Protection Areas”. These Wellhead protection areas are not just Water
Quality, as they include the WHPA-Q’s as well, which address water quantity. The title
should be changed to reflect this by including quantity or removing the reference to
quality and having the title remain as “Wellhead Protection Areas”. Additionally, “Well
Head” should not have a space, but should be corrected to “Wellhead”.
Under ‘Existing / Future Uses’, point 3 refers to Restricted Land Uses and states that,
“… with the exception of residential uses,” and “Any planning application for nonresidential uses that are submitted…”. However, it is possible for Restricted Land Use
Policies to apply to residential uses as well, under policy G-02 of the Saugeen, Grey
Sauble, Northern Bruce Peninsula Source Protection Plan.

Sincerely,
Justine Lunt
Source Protection Supervisor

Nottawasaga Valley
Conservation Authority

March 22, 2018
Randy Scherzer, Director of Planning
Grey County of
595 9th Avenue East
Owen Sound, ON N4K 3E3
Dear Mr. Scherzer:
RE:

Grey County Official Plan Update

The Nottawasaga Valley Conservation Authority is in receipt of the draft County Official Plan
(OP) document dated November 2017. NVCA staff provide the following comments forte
County’s consideration:
The County of Grey falls with the jurisdiction of four conservation authorities (CA) including
the Grand, Grey Sauble Saugeen and NVCA. The portion of Grey County within NVCA
watershed forms the headwaters for the Mad River, Pretty River, Black Ash Creek and
Silver Creek watercourse systems, as well as containing several wetland features. We
understand that a key vision of the draft OP includes protection of environmental features
and systems. In keeping with this vision NVCA staff offer comments:
NATURAL HAZARDS:
NVCA staff have review the following sections that appear relevant to flood and erosion
hazards: Section 6.3 (Hazard Lands), Section 6.6 (Karst Area) and Section 6.13 (Climate
Change). Overall we find these sections generally consistent with the Provincial Policy
Statement and NVCA’s guidelines. We understand that the County has had more in-depth
discussions with the Saugeen and Grey Sauble CA staff and that more detailed refinement
of these sections may occur based on their input.
However, we suggest that section 6.3 reference to the requirements of the Ministry of
Natural Resources and Forestry Natural Hazards Technical Guidelines, and current
conservation authorities’ guidelines/policies.
In regards to climate change, NVCA has developed a climate strategy
(https://www.nvca.on.ca/watershed-science/climate-change) and are initiating an
integrated watershed management plan. Both of these projects are intended to assist our
municipal partners in terms of climate change adaptation and mitigation.
NATURAL HERITAGE:
NVCA staff participated in the “Greening Grey” natural heritage system study. NVCA staff
were pleased to be part of this important project which represents a significant step
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forward in natural heritage system development in Grey County. We understand that
study recommended several Official Plan objectives including:



Supporting the connectivity and biodiversity of natural heritage features through the
creation of a Natural Heritage System.
Restoring sensitive environmental features in addition to protection, preservation,
conservation, maintenance, and enhancement.

In accordance with the above objectives, please consider the following comments:





The Section 6.0 should recognize that there may be natural heritage features that have
not been identified on the schedules and may also be subject to conservation authority
regulations.
We would encourage the County to include provisions in the OP that establishes
development setbacks or minimum buffers from environmental features (e.g. 30 metres
for wetlands and watercourses).
Section 6.2 should reference the Municipal Class Environmental Assessment process
pertaining to transportation, utilities and servicing works.
We encourage the inclusion of wording that directs stormwater management facilities
related to new development outside of the natural heritage system.

STORMWATER MANAGEMENT:



Section 8.9.2 should note the role of conservation authorities in stormwater management.
In addition, this section should identify that the stormwater submissions are to be
prepared in accordance with the requirements and guidelines set out in the Ministry of
Environment and Climate Change’s “Stormwater Management Planning and Design
Manual” (2003 or successor) and the applicable conservation authority’s guidelines.

SOURCE WATER:
Section 8.11 relates to the OP conformity exercise for the Source Water Protection Plans as
required under the Clean Water Act. This review was completed through the lens of the
applicable South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe Source Protection Plan policies. The following
comments are provided on this section:
Subsection: 8.11.1:




Current wording: “The low and moderate threat policies of the Provincial Policy
Statement, 2014, will also apply and should complement the specific policies of the
Source Protection Plans.” This statement should be reworded to provide greater clarity
on the intent of this section. Also, please note that there are no low to moderate threat
policies in the South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe Source Protection Region.
Current wording: “The policies within this County Official Plan do not apply to those
areas that solely rely on private communal sewage services and private communal
water services where municipal sewage and municipal water services are not available”.
Please consider removing as there may be areas where the parcel is within a Well Head
Protection Area (WHPA) but is not serviced by municipal services and would fall under
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the Source Water Plan (SWP) policies. The proceeding statement satisfies the mapping
requirement.
Significant Threats:






A qualifier statement may be beneficial that Significant Groundwater Recharge Area
(SGRA) and Highly Vulnerable Aquifer (HVA) have no policies associated to them.
Item A: The WHPA definition needs to incorporate the quantity aspect (the WHPA Q1/2)
and the WHPA-E.
Please consider the rewording items C) and D) as follows:
o C) A highly vulnerable aquifer (HVA) is an aquifer used as a water supply and is
particularly susceptible to contamination due to the proximity to surface or to the
type of materials found in proximity to the aquifer. For example, near surface
fractured rock is considered more vulnerable than clay as the fractured rock
provides transport pathways for containments to reach groundwater sources. An
aquifer is an area of soil or rock under the ground that has many cracks and
spaces and has the ability to store water.
o D) Area where the rain or snow seeps down into an aquifer is called a
groundwater recharge area. Recharge areas often have loose or permeable soil,
such as sand or gravel, which allows the water to seep easily into the ground.
Areas with shallow fractured bedrock are also often recharge areas. A recharge
area 147 is considered significant when it helps maintain the water level in an
aquifer that supplies a municipality with drinking water.
Page 147 - WHPA/IPZ Scoring Table: Please consider changing aquifer vulnerability
score to ‘vulnerability score range’. Further, context should be provided on what the
‘vulnerability score’ indicates in reference to ‘significant threats’

Existing/Future Uses:







Item 3: consider removing ‘with the exception of residential land uses’ as, for an
example fuel storage prohibited regardless if it is a residential vs commercial property in
the South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe Source Protection Plan.
“Any planning application for non-residential uses that are submitted on lands within
Wellhead Protection Areas and Surface Water Intake Protection Zones in local
municipalities as shown in official plans, local zoning bylaws or in the Source Protection
Plans, must include a Notice from the Risk Management Official as part of a complete
application”- consider adding ‘where deemed a significant drinking water threat”. As this
allows for a screening mechanism; eliminating WHPA-D reviews where no polices are
applicable.
Development applications within identified vulnerable areas will be accompanied by a
Notice issued by the Risk Management Official under Section 59(2) of the Clean Water
Act, 2006, as amended. Consider revising to limit ‘identified vulnerable areas’ to
wellhead protection areas and intake protection zones.
Item 4: The OP needs to define ‘existing’ in the context of the plan effective date as
these changes with respect to the three different plans.
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SCHEDULES:



As per our comments under natural heritage, there may be natural heritage and
natural hazards not identified on the schedules. The OP should include provisions
allowing for site specific identification and protection of these components.
We encourage the County to include a schedule or appendix or web link to online
mapping regarding conservation authorities regulation areas and associated
mapping.

NVCA staff appreciates the opportunity to comment on the draft OP at this stage of the
process. Please feel free to contact the undersigned should you have any questions on the
above comments.
Regards,

Chris Hibberd, MCIP, RPP
Director, Watershed Management Services
Copy:

Mr. Scott Taylor, County of Grey
Mr. Andy Sorenson, GSCA
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1078 Bruce Road 12, P.O. Box 150, Formosa ON Canada N0G 1W0
Tel 519-367-3040, Fax 519-367-3041, publicinfo@svca.on.ca, www.svca.on.ca

Sent via electronic mail only
March 23, 2018
Randy Scherzer
Director of Planning & Development, Grey County
595 9th Avenue East
Owen Sound, ON
N4K 3E3
Dear Mr. Scherzer:
RE:

Proposed Grey County Official Plan
November 2017 Draft Official Plan
Grey County

Saugeen Valley Conservation Authority (SVCA) staff has reviewed the proposed Official Plan based on our
policies and mandate relating to Plan Review. The proposed Official Plan is generally acceptable to SVCA staff.
These comments are specific to the SVCA’s jurisdictional area. Please refer to comments from other
Conservation Authorities (CA) for comments specific to their jurisdictions.
1. Pg. 89 Subsection 5) indicates that lots 56-59 Concession 2 E.G.R. Glenelg will have Two Zone policy
applicable to the floodplain mapped area. The geographic village of Neustadt also is within a Two
Zone policy area, as well as the rest of the Town of Durham. Secondary Schedules 3L and 3M do not
indicate the flood fringe overlays for these existing Two Zone floodplain policy areas (or for the
proposed area).
2. Pg. 89 Subsection 9) appears to allow for new development in the Hazard Designation. The Hazard
Designation should correspond with the floodplain/floodway, even in Two Zone policy areas.
Therefore, new development permissibility is not consistent with the provincial policy statement in the
Hazard in the opinion of SVCA staff as proposed.
3. Pg. 90 indicates inappropriate uses in the Hazard. These uses should not be allowed in the flood fringe
area of a Two Zone policy area, or the hazard it can be clarified. No new uses (other than park,
infrastructure and related) should be allowed in the Hazard in standard floodplain policy areas or two
zone floodplain policy areas.
4. Pg. 91 ‘Other wetlands’ are indicated on Schedule B it is proposed. SVCA staff suggest other wetlands
be ‘as identified by the CA’ and potentially not mapped. Areas that are not wetlands may be labeled
as other wetlands, and areas that are ‘other wetlands’ may be missed by this layer in the SVCA’s
experience.

Watershed Member Municipalities

Municipality of Arran-Elderslie, Municipality of Brockton, Township of Chatsworth, Municipality of Grey Highlands,
Town of Hanover, Township of Howick, Municipality of Morris-Turnberry, Municipality of South Bruce,
Township of Huron-Kinloss, Municipality of Kincardine, Town of Minto, Township of Wellington North,
Town of Saugeen Shores, Township of Southgate, Municipality of West Grey
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5. Pg. 91 section 6.5 indicates woodlands within 30 metres of each other are considered as one. This may
lead to most woodlands in Grey County being considered as larger woodlands via the connectivity.
Previous OP updates indicated a 20 metre separation would result in a woodland separation in Grey
County staff believe. SVCA staff are not opposed to the proposed policy, but note it might mean larger
woodlands being identified in Grey County, which can mean additional significant natural heritage
policies (significant wildlife habitat is in part large woodlands) are applicable, where typically 20 metre
plus woodland separations have been recognized in woodlands as separations.
6. Sections 7.1.4 and 7.1.5 should clarify secondary dwelling units or garden suites shall not be permitted
in the Hazard Designation, and may be allowed in the flood fringe overlay subject to CA review.
7. On Secondary Schedule Map 3j, the Hazard Designation is too large on the Bren Lea Estates
Subdivision. SVCA mapping recommended at this location had not been updated in this area to reflect
recent review and related detailed reports. The lots in place in this subdivision are bound by the
recommended hazard to the west, and south (property line information is available in subdivision file).
There is a setback indicated in the approved plans as well on the eastern boundary of the eastern lots
that would also warrant the Hazard designation.
All the plan review functions have been assessed with respect to this proposal, Authority staff believes this
new Official Plan appears to comply with most of relevant Provincial Policies pending the above clarifications.
We trust these comments are helpful. Should questions arise, please do not hesitate to contact this office.
Yours Sincerely,

Erik Downing
Manager, Environmental Planning & Regulations
Saugeen Conservation
ED/
c.c.:

Sue Patterson, Authority Member, SVCA, via email
Brian Gamble, Authority Member, SVCA, via email
Kevin Eccles, Authority Member, SVCA, via email
John Bell, Authority Member, SVCA, via email
Stewart Halliday, Authority Member, SVCA, via email
Barbara Dobreen, Authority Member, SVCA, via email

Township of Southgate

185667 Grey County Road 9, RR 1
Dundalk, ON N0C 1B0
Clinton Stredwick, Planner

Phone: 519-923-2110 x. 228
Toll Free: 1-888-560-6607
Fax: 519-923-9262
E-mail: cstredwick@southgate.ca

March 26, 2018
Randy Scherzer

Grey County Planning and Development
595 9th Avenue East
Owen Sound, ON N4K 3E3

Re: Proposed New County Official Plan.
Dear Mr. Scherzer,
I have had an opportunity to review the Draft Official Plan released by the County of
Grey. In addition to my comments in staff report PL2018-008 (attachment 1). I have the
following items of concern on behalf of the Township which I would like to bring to your
attention:
1. Cultivate Grey:
i. The Township has heard from the agriculture community about the Green
in Grey Natural Heritage linkages. Our concern is what will the future
dictate for these designations in 10 or 20 years when agriculture could be
really impacted. In the presentation made on March 16 at the County, we
heard it will not require an Official Plan Amendment to move these linkage
lines on the maps in the future. The Township’s suggestion is to move the
linkage lines now, so they are adjacent to natural areas like woodlot,
swamps, wetlands or watercourses where there is evidence of wildlife
travel. If we know it’s not correct today, we should change it.
ii.

The Township of Southgate has a concern related to on farm industrial
comments with the County referencing the draft OP to “Mennonites” and
the Ministry recommending a change to reference to people that “travel by
Horse & Buggy”. We suggested that this is a stereo type of members of
our community when a better reference would be “Rural Manufacturing”,
regardless of a person’s options or mode of transportation they may have
access to. We suggested that the future of agriculture is evolving and
small scale family farms in any community or ethnic background will need
options to do more value adding to commodities they produce or small
scale manufacturing to allow the owner to be close enough to manage
both the farming operation and the manufacturing businesses.

2. Develop Grey:
i. The Township has concerns with the current draft of the Hemson Grey
County Growth Study. The Township believes that the study significantly
understates Southgate’s future growth and needs to be revisited to reflect
the present projected growth of Draft Plan approved and future
developments in engineering and planning phase at the present time.
ii.

The Township has a concern related to the rail trail and Section 8.8.3 of
the OP policy. This policy would require future development to have regard
for the possible return of rail service and mitigation requirements of a 30
meter setback and berms and sound barrier fencing. Staff suggest that
this policy would sterilize valuable development lands for a 1 or 2% chance
that rail service will return to Grey County. This could make Southgate and
County owned lands in Dundalk undevelopable if the policy applies to all
zone classes. We suggested that if rail service does return and is
financially viable that the rail company should install sound mitigation
fencing adjacent to sensitive land use areas, if it is even necessary at that
time. If in 10 or 20 years the rail corridor transportation does return, it
would likely be an electric powered train producing minimal noise or
futuristically it may not even require tracks, using drone technology,
should be considerations.

iii.

The Township suggests adding a policy in the Official Plan that would allow
the review of dated industrial land designations that made sense in the
1960’s and 1970’s, but not today. At the present time these lands are
adjacent to present commercial and residential developed areas that will
likely create conflicts today, if developed for industrial use. We suggest
that a Comprehensive Review process of industrial lands is an onerous
process that should be scaled down to a Planning Justification Report when
the lands are being transferred someplace else with no net loss of
Industrial designated lands. This type of report would review vacant
industrial land uses in the downtown cores for re-designation because of
compatibility with present adjacent uses, especially when new industrial
lands can be zoned in more appropriate areas to create a net positive or
zero change of the amount of employment lands in a community.

3. Live Grey:
i. The Township generally supports the position on limiting land severances
in the rural area’s to protect agriculture as well as Aggregate Extraction.
Any increase to the current number of permitted severances in the Rural
area would not be support by Southgate which is a primarily agricultural
community that is also rich in Aggregate.

ii.

County staff indicated that the new OP has policy to allow the transition
from Granny suites with duration agreements to the permitted use of
secondary dwelling units in the rural area. The County should consider
policy to ensure a minimum property size of maybe 10 hectares before a
secondary dwelling is permitted in rural areas. This would prevent rural
subdivision intensification that if allowed could allow insufficient property
to locate septic treatment systems and the possibility of drinking water
well contamination.

4. Move Grey:
i. During the discussion on March 16 at the County Committee of the Whole,
Southgate Township raised concerns that County Road #9 and #14 were
not recognized as high volume traffic routes when roads like County Rd.
#2 from Badjeros to County Rd. #4 and County Rd. #9 from Badjeros to
County Rd. #24 are rated at a higher level. It was noted at that meeting
that weekend traffic studies have not been completed on County Rd. #14
to capture the increased weekend volumes this road experiences.
ii.

From a Township perspective, Policy should be included to allow for the
identification of areas that require traffic calming measures. The County
Rd. #9 & #14 corner, in Hopeville, in our opinion needs to be explored to
slow down traffic through the village, such as a round-about, for public
safety and to still keep traffic volumes flowing.

5. Natural Grey:
i. The Linkages mapping issue that were identified in Cultivate Grey above is
a real concern for our farmers and the Township would prefer to get the
mapping corrected now before it is approved.

If you require further information or clarification please contact the undersigned.
The Township of Southgate also requests Notice of the Decision of the County of Grey
on the Official Plan.
Sincerely,
Clinton Stredwick BES MCIP RPP
Municipal planner
Cc

Joanne Hyde, Clerk
Dave Milliner, CAO

Attachments:
1. SR PL2018-008

Township of Southgate

Phone: 519-923-2110
Toll Free: 1-888-560-6607
Fax: 519-923-9262
Web: www.southgate.ca

Administration Office

185667 Grey Road 9, RR 1
Dundalk, ON N0C 1B0

Staff Report PL2018-008

Title of Report: Recolour Grey County Official Plan review
Department: Clerks
Council Date: 07/02/2018
Recommendation:
Be it resolved that Council receive Staff Report PL2018-008 for information; and
That Council members provide written comments back to the planner to share with
County Staff before 4pm on February 15, 2018.
Background:
Recolour Grey is the name of the County of Grey initiative for updating its Official
plan. This process began in 2016 and a Draft Official Plan was presented to the
County of Grey COW on November 23, 2017. A link to the County website and
resources is provided below.
https://www.grey.ca/programs-initiatives/recolour-grey

The Draft Official Plan is being circulated for comments to the various Municipalities
within the County of Grey as well as the various commenting agencies including the
Province. A summary of the changes to the plan can be found in County Staff report
PDR-CW-47-17 (attachment #1).
Impacts on Southgate

Below are the highlights of the Official Plan that I believe will impact Southgate the
most.
It is important to note that this will be a new Official Plan and amendments to that
plan are not permitted for 2 years without the blessing of County Council to permit
a change. Therefore any issues with the plan will not be able to be resolved for a
minimum of two years. This will be the case if the Township of Southgate decides
with all of the changes in legislation to undertake a new Official Plan rather than
update the old one.

The growth numbers in tables 1, 2 and 3 are considerably lower than what we
anticipate and are seeing occurring within the Township. These numbers are being
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updated however, that updated forecast of growth has not been provided to the
Township but is expected within the next 3-4 weeks.

Within the Agricultural, Special Agricultural and Rural policies (cultivate grey) the
County has updated the policy to relax some of the MDS requirements as per new
MDS guidelines.

Rural and agricultural lot additions will be permitted and not required to meet lot
density provisions provided that they do not create a non-farm lot.

Another big addition is Table 5 which outlines examples of small scale on-farm
diversified uses. The definitions of Home occupation and Home Industry are not the
same as what is contemplated in the Zoning by-law. Our by-law or the County
policy may need to be clarified.

One of the biggest changes for Southgate is the addition of some policies within the
development criteria of the Agricultural and Rural policies.

Specifically the requirement to demonstrate that on-farm diversified uses meet
certain criteria. (3.2.2 and 3.4.2)
There is also a requirement for the Ministry of Climate Change D-6 Guidelines to be
applied to all new industrial uses within the Agricultural, Special Agricultural and
Rural land uses types. This may have significant impacts for those parts of the
community that set up on-farm diversified uses within Agricultural and Rural area.
Depending on how these uses are classified will affect the separation distance to
neighbouring sensitive receptors. For example if on-farm shop is classified as a
Class II Industrial use the minimum setback is only 70m which in my opinion is not
sufficient to address noise considerations. If however the on –farm shop is
considered a Class III Industrial use the minimum separation distance is
recommended to be 300m. At this distance it would be difficult to get one on any
farm as the spacing between farms (lot sizes) is insufficient to provide a separation
to the nearest residence. The application of this guideline will require further
discussion with the County and Province.
The Natural Grey policies have been updated to include the Green in Grey study as
well as updates to the Natural Reference Manual.
These policies could have a significant impact on growth and development within
the Township.
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The adjacent lands distance has been increased to 120m or most of the natural
heritage features such as Significant Woodland. This means that if a developer or
land owner is within 120m of a Significant Woodland or other Natural Heritage
feature, an EIS is required before development can proceed if at all.

Another consideration is that Core Areas and Linkages have been included as per
the Green in Grey Study. These areas are identified in a new schedule within the
Official Plan. It should be noted that Core areas and Linkages still permit
Agricultural uses and existing buildings and structures. New structures would
require some form of EIS in a core area. In Linkage areas, agricultural uses
including new buildings and structures are permitted outright.

Another significant change is the introduction of significant valley lands. This has
implications for parts of the Township such as the Beatty Saugeen Valley area. IF
approved the development would have to consider a 200m wide corridor.

There are also new protections for wildland fire areas. These areas must be
assessed and development must be directed away from these areas or the risks
associated with fire mitigated.

The live Grey Policies contain a number of policies that support affordable housing
including second unit policies and promotion of increased density targets.

The Move Grey Policies include break down of the County road system into three
areas. County Arterial, County Collector and County Local Road. Policies
surrounding these different road function have been prepared including a reduction
in the required road widening for County Local Roads and the inclusion of paved
shoulders.
Financial Implications:
Will require updates to our Official Plan and Zoning By-law which has been budgeted
for.
Concluding Comments:
Over all the changes are necessary as a result of changing Legislation however, there
needs to be some clarification with respect to some of the Policies particularly with
the Agricultural and Natural Heritage Policies. I would request that Council and staff
provide any concerns or comments to me before February 15th. I have a meeting
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schedule with the County of Grey to review Township comments and concerns on
February 16th, 2018.
Respectfully Submitted,
Original Signed By
Municipal Planner: __________________________
Clinton Stredwick, BES, MCIP, RPP
Original Signed By
Dept. Head: ________________
Joanne Hyde, Clerk

Original Signed By
CAO Approval: ________________
Dave Milliner, CAO

Attachment(s):
1. Grey County Staff report PDR-CW-47-17
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Committee Report
To:
From:
Meeting Date:
Subject:
Status:

Report PDR-CW-47-17

Warden Barfoot and Members of Grey County Council
County Planning Staff
November 23, 2017
Recolour Grey – Draft of New Official Plan

Recommendation

1. That a draft of the new County Official Plan be received; and
2. That staff be directed to circulate a draft of the new County Official Plan to the
Province, local municipalities and other agencies as prescribed under the
Planning Act; and
3. That a draft of the new County Official Plan be posted on the County website and
distributed to the contact list collected as part of the first and second round of
consultations for Recolour Grey; and
4. That following the 90 day period of sending a draft of the Official Plan to the
Province as per Section 17(17.1) of the Planning Act, that a Notice of Public
Meeting be issued in early 2018 in order to receive further comments and
feedback from the community.

Background

Recolour Grey, the update to the County Official Plan was initiated in May 2016. Throughout
the summer and fall of 2016, staff hosted workshops, attended a number of events throughout
the County, and attended community group meetings to talk about what should be considered in
the new official plan. On-line consultation and information sharing was also key to the County’s
on-going engagement on this project. Over the winter and early spring of this year, staff
collected all the comments received and began to analyze the results.
On May 11, 2017, the County released our Recolour Grey – ‘What We’ve Heard’ summary
report. The ‘What We’ve Heard’ report summarized the feedback received and divided the
comments into five main themes;
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Cultivate Grey,
Develop Grey,
Natural Grey,
Live Grey, and
Move Grey

PDR-CW-47-17
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Following the What We’ve Heard Report, a survey was posted on the County website asking the
community if we had heard their comments correctly, or if we missed anything. Some additional
responses were received from this survey.
Building off the feedback received, and the background studies completed to date, staff
prepared discussion papers for each of the five themes. The five discussion papers were
presented to Council in the summer of 2017 and were posted on the County website and shared
back out to the community for further comments and feedback. The discussion papers further
explored each of the sub-themes based on the ‘What We’ve Heard’ report, and based on Grey
County’s planning and economic context. Policy options were presented which not only
reflected feedback from the public, but also drew on the technical recommendations of the
studies and background reports completed by the County over the past few years. Changes in
Provincial legislation, policy, and guidelines were also key to a number of the policy options
presented in the discussion papers. A number of these policy options have formed the basis for
drafting the new County Official Plan.
In August and September of this year, Planning Staff held a total of nine workshops with one
being held in each local municipality as part of the 2nd round of consultation for Recolour Grey.
The purpose of the workshops was to determine from the community whether;
1. we captured the comments correctly from the 1st round of consultation as identified in the
‘What We’ve Heard Summary Report’, and
2. were we on the right track based on the policy considerations that have been highlighted
in the five Discussion Papers.
A workshop handout was provided to those attending the workshops which outlined a summary
of all the policy considerations identified in each of the Discussion Papers. A presentation was
provided at the beginning of the workshop to give an overview of; what an official plan is, how
an official plan may impact or benefit someone, explaining what Recolour Grey is, the process
taken to date, as well as providing a summary of the five Discussion Papers. Depending upon
the size of the crowd or the layout of the meeting room, we either had a large group discussion
about the policy considerations under each theme, or we did break-out sessions for each
theme.
We had approximately 200 people attend the workshops and the amount of comments we
received from those in attendance was excellent. The following is a link to a summary of the
comments received under each of the five themes which we have categorized into the various
subthemes - Recolour Grey Workshop Comment Summary
Following the workshops, staff began to prepare a draft of the new Official Plan as well as
updating the mapping layers contained in the schedules and appendices. The new Official Plan
has been drafted based on the comments we heard in the first and second rounds of community
consultation, and based on the background studies and technical reports prepared to date.
There were comments on certain matters where we have heard a diversity of opinions. For
example, we heard comments indicating that we should have more policies to protect the
natural environment and we also heard that we need less policies/restrictions for the natural
environment. For topics where we have heard a diverse range of opinions, it has been very
difficult if not impossible to address everyone’s comments and concerns. Staff have tried to
develop policies using a balanced approach and based on all the feedback received. Staff have
also taken direction from the Provincial Policy Statement and associated guidelines.
PDR-CW-47-17

Date: November 23, 2017
Staff Report PL2018-008
Page 6 of 19

A meeting was held on November 2nd, 2017 with local planners including planners from each of
the local municipalities, planners from the conservation authorities as well as the Niagara
Escarpment Commission. Health Unit staff were also in attendance for the meeting. The local
planners provided some initial feedback on the proposed draft policies and we have
incorporated that feedback into the draft policies.
We will be circulating a copy of the draft Official Plan to the Province, local municipalities and
other agencies and hope to have some further discussions and feedback on the draft policies
and mapping. Staff will also post a copy of the draft Official Plan on the County website and
notify all the contacts that we have gathered during the consultation process. We will also work
with County GIS staff to create an online mapping site so that people can see the current
Official Plan designation and mapping on their property and the proposed designation/mapping
for their property.
Following the 90 day period of sending a draft of the Official Plan, a Notice of Public Meeting
can then be issued. We anticipate holding the public meeting in mid-March which provides
almost four months for everyone to review the draft and offer comments and suggestions on
how we can improve the Plan.
To help further notify the public, we have included an article in the Made in Grey – Year in
Review document letting people know about the new draft Official Plan and asking people to
send us any comments. This Year in Review will be delivered to most mailboxes throughout the
County in early December and therefore we are hoping that this will create more awareness of
the new Official Plan and create further engagement with community members.
The following is a summary of some of the new policies being proposed in the new Official Plan
based on what we’ve heard from the community. The new Official Plan has kept the five main
themes as part of the framework for the new Official Plan and therefore below are some
highlights of the new policies being proposed within each of the themes:

Cultivate Grey – Policy Highlights

Cultivate Grey considers the rural, agricultural and resource areas outside of our towns, cities,
and villages. These areas make up the bulk of the land in Grey County and are important to
Grey’s residents, businesses, and visitors. The following are some of the highlights of the
proposed policies under Cultivate Grey:

Agricultural, Special Agricultural, and Rural Policies


Based on changes to the Provincial Minimum Distance Separation (MDS) formulae the
following updates are proposed;
•

MDS I does not apply to lot additions,

•

MDS I does not apply to agricultural-related uses,

•

MDS does apply to on-farm diversified uses,

•

Mennonite institutional uses are a Type A MDS factor, rather than the Type B for
other institutional uses,

•

MDS I only applies to surplus farm dwelling severances where the lot is being
severed from an existing barn,
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•

Buildings can be replaced in the event of a catastrophe, and

•

Guidance is given on when it may be appropriate to vary MDS.



Where an existing property straddles a settlement area boundary i.e. half in the
settlement area and half in Agricultural, the property can be split along the designation
line, provided both the severed and retained are buildable. Rural lot density, settlement
area buffers, and minimum farm lot sizes shall not apply in these situations.



Rural lot additions will not need to comply with the rural lot density provisions.



Agricultural lot additions can be considered provided certain criteria can be met, and a
new non-farm lot is not created.



Where an existing non-farm lot is looking to add land to a farm, it can be permitted
provided the remnant lot is as small as possible.

The following table outlines the proposed permitted uses in the Agricultural, Special Agricultural
and Rural land use types:
Agricultural Use

Agricultural-related Use

Small Scale On-farm Diversified Use

No maximum size limitation
beyond MDS and nutrient
management

No maximum size limitation
beyond any servicing needs

Must be small scale



Growing of all types of crops



Raising of all types of
livestock



Barns / manure storage



Pastureland



Feedlot



Fish farm or aquaculture



Mushroom farm



Christmas trees/nurseries



Greenhouses



Flour mill for local grain



Grain dryers and feed
storage for own farm’s use



Grain dryer / storage for
multiple local farmers



Feed storage i.e. bunkers /
silos



Farm equipment repair
shop



Washing, sorting, grading (of
farm’s own commodities
only)



Livestock assembly
yard, or stockyard for
local farmers



Machine shed (for own



Auction for local produce



Apple storage and
distribution centre (for
multiple farms use)



Farm gate sales or
farmers market primarily
selling locally grown
produce/goods



Agricultural research
centre



Winery, cidery, meadery
using mostly local fruit or
honey

PDR-CW-47-17



Home occupations (e.g.
professional office,
bookkeeper, land surveyor, art
studio, hairdresser, massage
therapist, daycare, veterinary
clinic, kennel, classes or
workshops)



Home industries (e.g. sawmill,
welding or woodworking shop,
manufacturing / fabrication,
seasonal storage of boats or
trailers, biomass pelletizer)



Café/small restaurant, cooking
classes, food store (e.g.
cheese, ice cream)



Agri-tourism and recreational
uses (e.g. farm vacation suite,
bed and breakfasts not
exceeding 3 rooms per let, hay
rides, petting zoo, farmthemed playground, horse trail
rides, corn maze, seasonal
events, horse/pony events,
wine tasting)
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farm’s use)




Cold storage (for own farm’s
use)
Indoor/outdoor riding
arenas/tracks
Minimum amount of
processing to make a
produce saleable (e.g.
evaporating maple sap, or
extracting honey)






or local livestock



Farm input supplier e.g.
seeds, feed, fertilizer,
etc.

Distillery or brewery partially
using some local farm inputs



Value-added uses (e.g.
processor, packager, cheese
factory, bakery)



Retail uses (e.g. farm market,
antique business, tack shop)



Food banks, second harvest,
or gleaning operations

Abattoir selling and
processing local meat
Food processing plant
for local produce (e.g.
cider-making, pitting,
canning, quick-freezing,
packing)



Marihuana production in
accordance with any
Federal/Provincial laws



Rural permitted uses would include the uses listed in the above table, but would also
contain some additional permitted uses as well.



Recreational uses and alternative dwelling types may be considered in Rural which are
not otherwise considered in the Agricultural or Special Agricultural designations,
including;
•

residential farm cooperatives,

•

agri-miniums,

•

small scale inns or motels, and

•

recreational or tourist-based rural clusters (e.g. cottages, yurts, or a similar form
of development under common ownership).

The above would all be subject to servicing analysis, MDS, and other development
criteria.


Trades businesses or workshops could also be considered in Rural.



As per the PPS, severances will now be permitted for agricultural-related uses, provided
the lots are of a minimum size to accommodate the business.



Severances will not be permitted for on-farm diversified uses.



Farm sizes in Agricultural will remain 40 hectares, however smaller lots can be
considered where the following criteria is met;
•

Agriculture shall be the proposed use of both the severed / retained lots,

•

A farm business plan is required for the severed and retained, including
demonstration that the severed / retained lots will be economically viable and
flexible to respond to economic change,
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•

Demonstration that existing lots are not available for the intended agricultural
use,

•

The suitability of both the severed / retained lots should be assessed based on;

•

•

the type and size of agricultural operations common in the area or to the
type of agricultural operation proposed, or

•

a demonstration that a new viable form of agriculture is suitable for the
area and lot sizes proposed,

Both the severed / retained lots shall comply with Provincial Minimum Distance
Separation Formulae.



Elimination of the ribbon development policy in Rural.



Based on being a largely Agricultural/Rural Plan, the bulk of the County’s existing Official
Plan exceptions are within the Cultivate Grey sections. Staff propose to deal with the
exceptions as follows;
•

Any exception which facilitated lot creation or a lot addition will be deleted, where
the consent application has already been finalized.

•

Any exception permitting an enlarged ‘small scale’ use, which is now within the
size permitted by the Plan will be deleted, unless there are site specific
circumstances/considerations that need to be kept.

•

Any exception for a unique business that no longer exists will be deleted (e.g.
running of the bulls in Southgate).

•

All other exceptions will be maintained, provided they still maintain the intent and
direction of County, Municipal, and Provincial planning documents.

Forestry Policies


The County is not looking at adding a ‘Forestry’ designation, but is looking at some
overall guiding policies on forestry. Some policies being considered are;
•

Recognition that forestry and agriculture are mutually compatible and treed
windbreaks are encouraged.

•

Reference to the County’s Forest Management By-law (or future successors
thereto).

•

Encouraging replanting with native species.

•

Promote forest management for public and private landowners in accordance
with good forest management practices, to maintain the overall health of
woodlots across the County.

•

Exemptions are provided for orchards, nurseries, nut farms, or Christmas tree
farms.
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Aggregate Resource Area and Mineral Resource Extraction Policies


Clarifying the Aggregate Resource Area (ARA) policies;
•

No new non-farm lot creation in the ARA

•

300 metre buffer applies to pits/quarries but not the ARA itself

•

Non-farm development on existing lots can be considered



Encouraging comprehensive rehabilitation where multiple pits or quarries are in close
proximity.



Encouraging maximum disturbed areas provisions for progressive rehabilitation.



Looking at cumulative effects and comprehensive analysis of new pits or quarries being
proposed in close proximity to one another.



Providing general guidance on haul routes avoiding settlement areas where practical
and feasible.



The County is looking at two new policies dealing with pits and quarries that may abut
one another, or may each abut a road.
•

In the case of adjacent pit or quarry operations, owned by different property
owners, the County will, wherever practical, encourage the removal of all
economically viable material between the pits or quarries. This may include
eliminating the property line setbacks between the operations. Such operations
are encouraged to utilize continuous and harmonious rehabilitation.

•

Where pit or quarry operations are separated by a County or Municipal road, the
feasibility of allowing the producers to temporarily re-route and then replace the
road at a lower elevation may be considered to enable operators to remove
viable material between the operations. An agreement may be needed to
address timing, re-construction, and compensation for the materials under the
road.

Develop Grey – Policy Highlights

Develop Grey focuses on our settlement areas, where the majority of population growth,
essential services, and businesses are located. To remain competitive in a global marketplace,
we need to show excellence when promoting Grey as a place for supportive business
development. The following are highlights of the proposed policies under Develop Grey:


Combined Tertiary Settlement Areas with Secondary Settlement Areas, now only have
Primary and Secondary Settlement Areas;



Generally the Settlement Area policies have remained the same, however there is more
wording in regards to healthy communities and active transportation;



Intensification targets;
•

15% for Hanover and Owen Sound
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•

10% for other Primary Settlement Areas

•

5% for Secondary Settlement Areas



Policies within the Inland Lakes and Shoreline Areas and Recreation Resort Areas have
remained unchanged;



Sunset Strip has become its own designation;



Permitted uses in the Sunset Strip will be similar to what has been contemplated within
recent Official Plan Amendments, i.e. retail warehouses, vehicle repair shops,
commercial operations beyond a certain size, etc.;



The business park north of Mount Forest has its own designation, Industrial Business
Park (West Grey);



The one-off Space Extensive Commercial and Industrial Areas will remain the same,
however both the Space Extensive Commercial and Industrial designations will be
combined into a single designation,



The Space Extensive Commercial and Industrial designation will continue to apply to
those areas previously designated and approved for such development. Permitted uses
to consider would be: transport terminals, dry manufacturing plants, body shop etc.;



Growing our Economy, we have created a larger economic section than in our previous
plan, which encourages economic development in order for our member municipalities to
prosper;



Most of the employment will still be directed towards Settlement Areas, however there
are policies based around countryside employment opportunities and home business
opportunities;



Countryside employment: The main employment generator in the rural areas will be
resource based industries such as agriculture, aggregate operations, forestry and onfarm diversified uses;



Home business: Grey County promotes the trend towards more home based businesses
and will facilitate new home business through planning policy.

Natural Grey – Policy Highlights

Natural Grey focuses on Grey County’s scenic and naturally beautiful environment. We are
lucky to live in such an environmentally rich area. With this, we need to maintain a delicate
balance of promoting and protecting these spaces. The following are some highlights of the
proposed policies under Natural Grey:


Natural heritage setbacks (adjacent lands) are changing based on the updates to the
Province’s Natural Heritage Reference Manual,



Change of names of some areas: Karst (from Special Policy Area), Other Wetlands
(from Other Identified Wetlands)
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Updated Significant Woodlands mapping, and added mapping for cores, linkages and
significant valleylands



Scoped Environmental Impact Study (EIS) requirements are provided for minor
developments



General recreation and tourism policies



General parks policies



Parkland dedication policy updates (Planning Act updates)



General climate change policies

Core Areas and Linkages
•

Inclusion of policies that relate to the Core Areas and linkages as introduced in Green in
Grey, which include permitted uses, stewardship policies, and exemptions within these
features.

•

Compatible recreation is defined and permitted within certain natural features.

•

Include cores and linkages mapping as a new schedule.

Significant Valleylands
•

Introduction of mapping of Significant Valleylands as identified through Green in Grey.
The County and Provincial Policy Statement already had Significant Valleylands policies,
but we had not previously mapped the features.

•

The criteria for significance and protection included the need for 200 metre wide
corridors.

•

Removed significant valleylands within settlement areas.

Wildland Fire
•

Development shall generally be directed to areas outside of lands that are unsafe for
development due to the presence of hazardous forest types for wildland fire.

•

Development may however be permitted in lands with hazardous forest types for
wildland fire where the risk is mitigated in accordance with the wildland fire assessment
and mitigation standards.

Fish Habitat
•

Healthy aquatic communities are generally a good indicator of environmental health. It
is the County’s intention to encourage improvement of productive capacity of this habitat.
The extent and significance of fish habitat shall be determined in consultation with the
Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry, the conservation authority having jurisdiction
over the area, and Fisheries and Oceans Canada.

•

Development and site alteration shall not be permitted in fish habitat except in
accordance with relevant provincial and federal requirements.
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•

No development shall be permitted within 30 metres of the banks of a stream, river, or
lake unless an Environmental Impact Study concludes setbacks may be reduced and/or
where it has been determined by the appropriate Conservation Authority these setbacks
may be reduced. Landowners are encouraged to forest the areas within 30 metres of
any stream to maintain and improve fish habitat, ecological function of the stream and to
increase natural connections.

Parks and Open Space and Climate Change


Parks and open spaces shall be utilized to increase tree canopy and woodland cover in
the County and assist in mitigating and adapting to climate change.



Ensure infrastructure is constructed, maintained and upgraded as necessary to be
sustainable and capable of mitigating impacts of climate change.



Green technologies and construction methods will be used whenever possible and
feasible to develop new, and replace old, civic infrastructure. Civic infrastructure will be
developed to be environmentally sustainable, assist with climate change adaptation, and
lessen environmental impact.



The County will prepare a climate change adaptation strategy to plan for resiliency,
adaptation, and mitigation actions.



Monitor the potential impacts of climate change to maintain the integrity and resiliency of
the Natural Heritage System and adjust management activities accordingly.



Consider the potential impacts of climate change that may result in an increase of the
risk associated with natural hazards.

Live Grey – Proposed Policy Highlights

Live Grey captures some of the key areas that influence living standards and quality of life in
Grey County. There are many factors that can lead to someone feeling included, healthy,
culturally interested and supported by their community. The following are some highlights of the
new policies being proposed under Live Grey:


Sharing the Healthy Development Checklist created in partnership with the Grey Bruce
Health Unit and developers to address healthy community design, including public health
and safety needs;



Providing housing opportunities to moderate and lower income households. The County
would like to achieve a minimum target of 30% of new housing, or units created by
conversion, to be affordable in each member municipality. Local municipalities will be
encouraged to set a minimum target similar to the County for affordable units;



The County will encourage local official plans to require a minimum of 30% of all new
total residential development within Primary Settlement Areas to be medium and high
density;



Direct new social housing units towards designated Primary Settlement Areas to ensure
residents live close to essential services and supports, promoting the flexibility and ease
in carrying out a healthy lifestyle;
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The County is generally permissive of second units provided development meets zoning
provisions outlined by the local municipalities. In settlement areas without full municipal
services, a review of well water records or septic system details, by the designated
authorities, may be necessary prior to granting a building permit;



County planning staff will consider low-density housing options for aging populations in
rural areas, provided servicing requirements can be met as outlined in Section 8.9.1 and
safe roadway access can be maintained year-round



Housing ownership affordability can be defined as housing where the purchase price is
at least 10 percent below the average purchase price of a resale unit in Grey County or
annual housing expenses do not exceed 30% of gross household income.



Encourage local municipalities to create a Parks and Recreation Master Plan to
introduce ways that the County can connect members of the community to recreational
activities and sports. This can help promote healthier communities.



Ensure cultural events and recreational activities are held in accessible venues or
environments.



Continue work towards creating a climate change action plan that will coordinate County
efforts to encourage resilient, sustainable development and mitigate climate change
effects within our communities. Encourage local municipalities to consider participation
in Partners for Climate Protection.



The County encourages local municipalities to implement public engagement strategies
for planning matters where they are the approval authority.

Move Grey – Policy Highlights

Move Grey considers how we move people, goods, information, and services into, out of and
through the County. It is critical we have transportation, services, and technology in place to
support the needs of those in Grey County. What follows are the policy highlights under Move
Grey:

General Transportation Policies
•

Complete Transportation System (CTS) and elements of the CTS

•

Prioritization should be given to pedestrians, transit, cyclists and the movement of goods
over those of single occupant vehicles

•

Emergency Detour Routes

•

Required number of accesses for new developments

•

Complete Streets policies

•

New development will be designed to integrate with the complete transportation system

Road Policies


Provincial Highway policies are similar to current Official Plan



County Roads
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•

Functional classification of County Roads – County Arterial, County Collector and
County Local Road

•

Accommodating a variety of transportation modes on County Roads

•

Right of way widths/road widening policies

•

Paved shoulders on most/all County Roads

•

Improving pedestrian safety for County Roads in settlement areas/built-up areas

•

Potential planned County Road corridors

•

Setbacks from County Roads

•

Connecting Links

Transit Policies


Develop a County-wide transit system



New development must include age-friendly and transit supportive design elements



Encourage growth and development, land use patterns, densities and mix of land uses
within settlement areas along existing or future transit corridors



Maintain and improve inter-community transit and transit links outside of Grey

Airports
•

Controlling development in the vicinity of airports to reduce the potential for land use
conflicts

•

Recognizing that Wiarton-Keppel Airport is federally regulated

•

Encourage opportunities to better utilize airports

Ports/Harbours/Marinas
•

Encouraging the retention and promotion of the Owen Sound Port and other harbours
and marinas

•

Encouraging further efforts to attract more ships to utilize the Owen Sound Port

•

Encourage continued operation of the other harbours and marinas

•

Planning for land uses in the vicinity of ports, harbours and marinas

Rail Corridors
•

Preserving the County CP Rail Trail

•

Utilizing County CP Rail Trail as a utility corridor

•

Encouraging the conversion of abandoned railway corridors for trails

Services
•

Primarily the same as the current Official Plan policies, including servicing hierarchy
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•

Remove the five lot limit and instead require servicing options study

•

Encouraging local municipality to work together to provide municipal sewer and water
services

•

Considering new innovative systems and servicing technology

•

New direction on stormwater management as it pertains to design and climate change

•

Most utility policies are similar to what exists in the current Official Plan

•

Support the provision of high quality telecommunications services throughout the County
– broadband/fibre and cellular service

•

Fibre or conduit for future fibre installations should be included in all new developments

•

When reconstructing County roads or the CP Rail Trail, the County will consider
installing fibre or conduit for future fibre in order to connect with the overall fibre network.
A fibre/conduit specification will be developed in consultation with SWIFT along with an
ownership model.

•

Discouraging lot creation for telecommunication towers

•

Encouraging municipalities to develop local telecommunication tower siting protocols

Other Technological Considerations
•

Charging stations

•

Future transportation options – drones, driverless vehicles, car-pooling and car-sharing,
shared economy, bike sharing

Managing our Waste
•

Encourage local municipalities to promote mandatory waste diversion programs

•

Encourage strategies that reduce potential waste

•

Encourage the consideration of new waste management technologies

•

Handling of food waste

•

Abandoned Landfill Sites have been classified into three categories based on the
Historic Landfill Study

•

•

Cleared Sites

•

D-4 Recommended to Clear Site

•

Previously Evaluated Sites

Encouraging local municipalities to complete a D-4 study for those sites still requiring a
D-4 to clear

Protecting Our Drinking Water
•

Commercial water taking policies – similar to what exists in the current Official Plan
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•

New policies to incorporate Sourcewater Protection Plan Policies

Mapping Changes

The following are mapping changes that have made to the schedules and appendices of the
new draft Official Plan:
•

Significant Woodlands being updated using 2015 Air Photos and other data sources

•

Combining Tertiary Settlement Areas into Secondary Settlement Areas

•

Cores and Linkages – Natural Heritage Systems Study Mapping

•

Updated Wellhead Protection Areas and Intake Protection Zones

•

Updated Hazard Lands data (using most current layers from CA’s)

•

Updated NEP data based on 2017 NEP

•

Adding Significant Valleylands

•

Functional Classification of Roads

•

Potential Planned County Road Corridors

•

Combined Space Extensive Commercial and Industrial

•

Updated Landfills Mapping – Historic Landfill Study

•

Most current provincial data – ANSI’s, PSW’s, Licensed Pits and Quarries, Other
Wetlands, etc.

Recolour Grey Timeline
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Financial/Staffing/Legal/Information Technology Considerations

A significant amount of staff resources has gone into Recolour Grey. The work has been a true
team effort with all planning staff being involved in the community engagement process as well
as developing the draft of the new Official Plan. The work has been truly rewarding and we
have learned a lot from the many conversations we have had with community members. We
look forward to further conversations with the community following the release of the draft of the
Official Plan.

Link to Strategic Goals/Priorities

One of the Strategic Initiatives identified in the Corporate Strategic Plan is to update the County
Official Plan and implement policies to meet needs over the next 20 years. The draft of the new
Official Plan has been designed to address this strategic initiative.

Attachments and Background Information
Draft New Official Plan

Draft Schedules A, B and C
Draft Appendices A, B, C and D
Draft Secondary Schedules

Additional Background Information

Recolour Grey Workshop Comment Summary Report
Recolour Grey Workshop Comment Summary
‘What We’ve Heard Summary Report’
Cultivate Grey Discussion Paper
Develop Grey Discussion Paper
Natural Grey Discussion Paper
Live Grey Discussion Paper
Move Grey Discussion Paper
Respectfully submitted by,
County Planning Staff
Director Sign Off:

Randy Scherzer
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April 23, 2018

Mr. Scott Taylor
Senior Planner
Grey County
595 9th Avenue East
N4K 3E3
Via email: scott.taylor@grey.ca
RE:

Grey County Official Plan Review – November 23, 2017 Draft
Implications for Electricity Generation Facilities and Transmission and
Distribution Systems

Fotenn Planning + Design, on behalf of Infrastructure Ontario (IO) and Hydro One
Networks Inc. (HONI), has reviewed the Grey County draft Official Plan, dated November
23, 2017. Infrastructure Ontario is the strategic manager of the provincial government’s
real property, which includes hydro corridor lands, and has a mandate of maintaining and
optimizing value of the portfolio.
This review of the Draft Official Plan takes direction from the Provincial Policy Statement
(PPS) (effective April 30, 2014) as it relates to electricity transmission and distribution
facilities. In particular, PPS Section 1.6 provides specific direction for municipalities to
maintain the primacy of hydro corridor lands for the transmission and distribution of
electricity throughout the province. The relevant PPS Sections include:
1.6.1 Infrastructure, electricity generation facilities and transmission and
distribution systems, and public service facilities shall be provided in a
coordinated, efficient and cost-effective manner that considers impacts from
climate change while accommodating projected needs.
Planning for infrastructure, electricity generation facilities and transmission and
distribution systems, and public service facilities shall be coordinated and
integrated with land use planning so that they are:
1

a) financially viable over their life cycle, which may be demonstrated through
asset management planning; and
b) available to meet current and projected needs.
1.6.8.3 Planning authorities shall not permit development in planned corridors
that could preclude or negatively affect the use of the corridor for the purpose(s)
for which it was identified.
New development proposed on adjacent lands to existing or planned corridors
and transportation facilities should be compatible with, and supportive of, the
long-term purposes of the corridor and should be designed to avoid, mitigate or
minimize negative impacts on and from the corridor and transportation facilities.
1.6.11.1 Planning authorities should provide opportunities for the development
of energy supply including electricity generation facilities and transmission and
distribution systems, to accommodate current and projected needs.
Concerns
1. Terminology
We request a consistent approach to defining hydro corridors and electricity infrastructure
facilities throughout the province. Accordingly, it is requested that the following language be
considered for use throughout the Official Plan, including in the definitions of “Infrastructure”
and “Utilities.”



All reference to corridors used for the transmission and distribution of electricity
should be referred to as “hydro corridors”
All references to electricity infrastructure and facilities should be referred to as
“electricity generation facilities and transmission and distribution systems.”

2. Section 10.5.1: Transportation & Utility Systems
Subsection (1) currently states that “electrical and other services will be placed underground
wherever possible.”

2

Requested Change

We request that this wording be amended to “Municipal electricity distribution
infrastructure and other services will be placed underground wherever possible, at the
cost of the development proponent.”
Infrastructure Ontario and HONI do not want to be responsible for the costs associated
with burying wires / cables for local electricity distribution providers. Please note that the
burial of wires for electricity transmission purposes is not feasible.
3. Section 8.9.3: Utilities

Subsection (11) states:
“Secondary uses within utility corridors should be considered where possible and wellsuited with surrounding land uses, and subject to the approval from the utility company.
Such secondary uses as agriculture, parks and open spaces, trails, community gardens,
other utilities, parking areas and outdoor storage are encouraged on utility corridor lands.
Corridors may also serve to provide separations between incompatible uses.”
Requested Change
We request that this policy be revised as follows:
“Secondary uses, such as active and passive recreation, agriculture, community gardens,
other utilities and uses such as parking lots and outdoor storage that are accessory to
adjacent land uses, are encouraged on hydro corridor lands, where compatible with
surrounding land uses. However, a proponent should be aware of the primacy of the
electricity transmission and distribution facilities and that secondary uses require
technical approval from Hydro One Networks Inc.”
The additional wording is requested to provide flexibility for future uses on hydro corridor
lands. The inclusion of this policy offers clarity with respect to the types of secondary uses
that are possible on hydro corridor lands, in accordance with the Provincial Secondary
Land Use Program. Having these policies in place will also streamline the number of

3

municipal planning approvals that a proponent must seek when they apply to HONI / IO
for a secondary use.

We would request that this letter be included as part of the record of submissions for the
Official Plan Review and that we be notified of any decisions regarding these matters.
Contact information is as follows:
Tate Kelly, MCIP RPP
Planner
Infrastructure Ontario
1 Dundas St. W., Suite 2000
Toronto, ON M5G 2L5
Tel: 416.327.1925
tate.kelly@infrastructureontario.ca

Jaime Posen, MCIP RPP
Senior Planner
Fotenn Planning + Design
223 McLeod Street
Ottawa, ON K2P 0Z8
Tel: 613.730.5709 x236
posen@fotenn.com

We thank Staff for considering our comments and recommendations. Please contact us if
you have any questions.
Sincerely,

Tate Kelly, MCIP RPP
Planner

cc.

Patrick Grace, IO
Enza Cancilla, HONI
Jaime Posen, Fotenn
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341 10th St. Hanover ON N4N 1P5
t 519.364.2780 | t 1.888.HANOVER | f 519.364.6456 | hanover.ca

February 15, 2018

Mr. Randy Scherzer
Director of Planning
Grey County
595 9th Avenue East
Owen Sound, ON
N4K 3E3
Re: Recolour Grey – Draft County Official Plan Comments
Dear Randy:
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft County Official Plan (the plan) and to be
able to meet with you and planning staff in person on February 16 to discuss our comments and
concerns.
In reviewing the draft plan, the Town of Hanover is concerned that there is an imbalance that
exists within the plan. It is apparent that the County places a premium on growth, specifically
growth in Primary Settlement Areas. This is reinforced by the policies contained in the
Provincial Policy Statement. While there are many sections in the plan that specifically mention
the importance of Primary Settlement Areas and their influence on job and wealth creation
within the County, virtually no definitive measures exist as to how Primary Settlement Areas will
be allowed to be maintained or enhanced. The plan, as it exists, serves to restrict growth to
within existing boundaries by not identifying specific measures to ensure growth areas are
allowed to grow. On the other hand, rural areas and green spaces seems to have many specific
protectionist clauses and rules.
As you are aware, Hanover is an important regional employer and service provider to both Grey
County and Bruce County. While Hanover currently has 8.2% of Grey County’s residential
population (2016 census), the Town’s share of the County’s jobs is 15.2%. Hanover is the
second largest employment provider within the County, next to Owen Sound, with a total of
6,688 jobs, an increase of 3.2% from 2014. All this while occupying only 0.217% of Grey
County’s land mass!
In order for Hanover to continue to grow and be a competitive urban settlement area within Grey
County and beyond (Bruce, Wellington, Huron, and Dufferin Counties), it is important to ensure
an adequate supply of land is available for all land needs at least to a 20 year planning horizon.
This land is required to ensure continued commercial and employment growth in both Hanover
and Grey County.
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With steady growth within our currently defined boundaries, Hanover will run out of developable
land in the foreseeable future. To maintain Hanover’s position as a regional employer and
service provider and ensure our future viability and vitality, future growth must be
accommodated outside of the current settlement boundary. In fact, we are already seeing the
negative implications of this land shortage. Over the years, many opportunities for industrial
and commercial growth have by-passed Hanover due to insufficient lands or excessively
expensive lands (due to short supply) available for such development. Examples include KMart, Home Depot, Canadian Tire (several attempts to develop prior to current location), WalMart (2 attempts prior to current location), Trillium Insurance, two auto parts plants (80-150
employees each), Days Inn, and Holiday Inn.
To assist the County in understanding our concerns with the draft plan, we have produced a
document with several sections extracted from the plan that relate to the importance the County
and PPS appears to place on Primary Settlement Areas. We have circulated this document to
members of Hanover’s council, management team, Planning Advisory Committee, Committee of
Adjustment, and Economic Development Committee for their review and comment. Attached is
a consolidation of those comments as they pertain to Hanover’s largest challenge, the lack of
developable land.
We trust you and the County’s planning team and County council will consider our comments
seriously. We also anticipate that a response will be forthcoming outlining that the County has
acknowledged and considered our comments, and further that, the County is prepared to work
with Hanover and other Primary Settlement Areas in finding a long term solution to this critical
issue.
We thank you in advance and look forward to continuing this discussion.
Sincerely,

Sue Paterson
Mayor
Phone: 519.364.2780 x 1230
Email: spaterson@hanover.ca
attachments
cc:

Hanover Council
Hanover Planning Advisory Committee
Hanover Committee of Adjustment
Hanover Economic Development Committee
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7

1.2

The plan is a guiding document for directing growth for the
next 20 years. It represents an important shift in shaping
Grey County towards a more balanced community
structure.

What are we shifting “from” and “towards”? ‘Balanced
community structure’ sounds like a great concept but
what is meant by “balanced” because this plan is clearly out
of balance and does not contain provisions for balance. Are
we referring to a balance of ex. residential, commercial,
agricultural, commercial & industrial within each member
municipality or within the context of the County as a whole?
If it is within the context of the County as a whole, then,
what will Hanover’s role be in the balanced community
structure? Given the role Hanover has played in the past
and likely in the future, we will remain a regional hub for
services, shopping, jobs and entertainment. We will also
remain attractive to families and individuals who want to
live close to those above-mentioned attributes. In the
absence of a proper plan for land needs, Hanover will not
be able to continue its historic role in the balanced
community structure.

9

1.4

Overview of Grey County
It is important that this plan responds to Grey County’s new
and changing context. This Plan is designed to address
and plan for what we will face in the years ahead.

Hanover’s land mass is 0.217% of the County’s. Owen
Sound’s is 0.532%. In comparison to all other Grey County
municipalities, the land mass of the 2 Primary Settlements
Areas is clearly out of balance with the rest of the County.
There is room for settlement areas to grow without
significantly impacting neighbouring communities.
There is no question that over the next 20 years (the period
covered by this new plan) our community demographics will
be materially different than they are today. Many of our
senior citizens will have moved on. Technology will change
the way we live, work and play. For sure, the population
count and cultural demographics will be radically different
than it is today. Our population will grow, but not by birth
rates, rather, by immigration –either international, within
Canada or both.
Hanover is anticipated to be out of developable /
employment land in the foreseeable future. We are going to
1|Page
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Text

Our Opportunities
5) How can we manage future growth and still protect
our farmland?
In order to protect our farmland, we need to direct most of
our development growth to our settlement areas. It will be
essential to ensure we promote compact growth that will
enable Grey’s communities to save money on infrastructure
costs and operating costs.

Comments
need room for housing, commercial and industrial needs.
This plan does not provide clear direction on how
settlement areas can be expanded.
Clearly Hanover is an important settlement area in the
County of Grey. We host the second largest population in
the County. Many seniors in the region sell their homes and
move to Hanover to be closer to services here. The
recreational, cultural and social options are important to the
people regionally. The farmers in our region depend on the
vital offerings Hanover has. Hanover’s land area could be
doubled (not suggesting it be doubled) and have negligible
impact on the County’s farmlands and green space.
Arguably, a plan to expand existing settlement areas (such
as Hanover) will play an important role in protecting our
valuable farmlands. Both sides are important. Farmers feed
urban areas and urban areas are the market for farm
products. There has to be a give and take on the farmland
issue, so that existing settlement areas can grow and
subsequently protect the farmlands.
The plan needs to be careful that it does not stifle growth
while promoting compact growth. Saving money on
infrastructure and operating costs is an issue for the
municipality, not the County.
This is an important section and Section 1.3.1 of the PPS is
clear. This suggests that Hanover is a prime target for
growth and the County needs to do more to promote
economic development and competitiveness in Hanover.
Hanover is an important settlement area and it requires
careful consideration. This plan, in fact, does little to
encourage or facilitate growth in settlement areas. The
County has done little to consult with Hanover in facilitating
this growth and how Hanover is expected to deal with it.

Managing Our Growth
How and where we grow is an important consideration for
this Plan.
This Plan continues to encourage the majority of growth
within our settlement areas.
The Provincial Policy Statement requires that the County,
in consultation with local municipalities;
• identify, coordinate and allocate population, housing
and employment projections for local municipalities;
• identify areas where growth will be directed;
We can plan for the growth that will happen or simply let it
• identify targets for intensification and redevelopment
within each local municipality including minimum targets happen organically. The County has an important role to
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that should be met before expansion of the boundaries
of settlement areas can be considered; and
• identify and provide policy direction for the local
municipalities on matters that cross municipal
boundaries.
What this means is that the County must determine how
much each local municipality will grow by and identify
where this growth should go.

play in helping member municipalities to see the big picture
and to get over petty political boundary spats. If our region
is to prosper we must remove the barriers to growth. The
County needs to say to the world that we have a plan that
is sensible for a County to have it all - we will have jobs and
a skilled workforce - we will have a good mix of housing to
meet the varying needs of our residents – we will have a
good supply of industrial, commercial and institutional lands
- we will have a plan for the preservation of our precious
farmlands - we will have member municipalities who have a
clear vision of their role in the broader plan - we will have
the guts to make difficult decisions that remove barriers to
what we are planning to do.

Growth Projections
The projections also help us determine whether additional
lands are required to be identified as a Settlement Area
Land Use Type to accommodate the projected growth and
what housing will be required to ensure people have a
place to live.

All the bullets in this area are important. The big question
should be: “if there were no barriers, what is the ideal role
Hanover would play in the future of Grey County? How
could we best position Hanover to play the role it needs to
play in the County’s balanced community structure?
Table 2 understates Hanover’s employment for 2016 by
498 jobs or 8%. There will be 100 additional jobs in
Hanover in 2018 alone based on a recent announcement.
As a result, the housing unit forecast has also been
underestimated. The land challenge has been
underestimated and it is already evident.

Growth Projections
Boundary adjustments to any Community Land Use Types
(designated growth areas) or the conversion of
employment areas can only be considered if a

It is time for us to have a serious conversation about
establishing “buffer zones” or “future expansion zones”. In
other words, lets establish a reasonable distance (beyond
existing boundaries) within which we will establish policies
and principles to make future growth far less painful than it
is today.
We agree. This requirement has been met. A
comprehensive review was completed in 2010 and a
commercial policy review in 2015. The commercial policy
review showing market support for additional retail and
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2.1

Text

Comments

comprehensive review is completed. A comprehensive
review looks at whether additional land is required to
accommodate the projected growth. If additional land is
required, it looks at all the lands surrounding the existing
Settlement Area Land Use Type to determine the best
location for future growth. There are a number of matters
that need to be considered as part of a comprehensive
review which are outlined under Section 4.4.2 of this Plan.
It will be important to continue to monitor growth patterns
and trends to make sure we have enough designated land
use types available to accommodate any new growth.

service commercial space in Hanover was derived from a
combination of population growth in Hanover, population
growth in the secondary study area, real growth in
expenditures, and recapture of outflow spending captures
by stores located outside of Hanover. Growth in the
Hanover trade area generates demand and opportunity for
additional retail and service commercial space in future
years. There is an opportunity for 309,000 sf of additional
retail and service commercial space in Hanover to the year
2036. An additional 45.2 hectares (111.8 acres) of land is
required in Hanover to accommodate the forecast demand
for commercial space to 2036.
We agree. Details are in Section 1.1.3.8 of the PPS.
Consider that Hanover currently has 257.7 acres of
developable commercial designated lands (excluding 10
acres of undevelopable designated land) as identified by
the Town Official Plan. With the expected demand for
developable commercial land, the commercial land
surplus/deficit is established. Based on the analysis,
Hanover had a deficit of 13.4 hectares (33.1 acres) of
commercial land in 2014. With the addition of the 25.25
hectares brought in by OPA 122, Hanover should have a
reasonable balance between the supply and demand of
designated commercial land to 2021. However, OPA 122
itself will not satisfy the longer term demand for commercial
designated land in Hanover. To anticipate the future
economic opportunities that will be generated by the
Hanover market, additional commercial land will be
required long before 2026. The longer term need for
commercial land beyond 2021 cannot be accommodated
within the current supply of designated commercial land.

Growth Projections
Growth projections are not considered a limitation by which
municipalities are constrained, and they may look to
expand their settlement boundaries, provided adequate
justification for doing so is accepted by the County.

The County’s growth projections and process by MGP has
not helped Hanover with the required boundary changes. A
much larger land mass is required so that Hanover can
prepare an adequate settlement area that will allow
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31

3.2.2.

Nothing within this Plan must be in conflict with the Nutrient
Management Act or with carrying out normal farm practices
on existing farm operations.
Growing Our Economy
While the Official Plan cannot itself create development or
job opportunities, it can have a positive attitude towards
sustainable development and ensure that sufficient lands
and supportive policies are in place to create an
investment-ready environment across the County.

57

4.1

58

4.2.5)

Economic Objectives:
Ensure available lands, services and zoning policies are in
place to attract a wide range of investment and businesses.

58

4.2.1.

59

4.2.2

Encouraging Economic Growth
1) The County will work with local municipalities to ensure
that the physical needs of businesses are addressed,
which include ensuring that:
c) Industrial areas are designed in a way so that future
development lands can support expansions, have access
to major transportation routes, and have full services
including gas, telecommunication and broadband.
Supply of Lands:
1) Grey County will ensure that sufficient land is designated
and available to accommodate an appropriate range and
mix of employment opportunities (including industrial,
commercial, and institutional uses) and that the supply is
adequate to meet future demand while ensuring a
competitive supply.

Comments
flexibility in infrastructure, uses, availability and cost of
lands, and to provide the lands needed to create a healthy
Official Plan.
Typographical error
We agree. Hanover is one of the County’s 2 primary
settlement areas. Although the OP cannot itself create
development or job opportunities, it does not have a
positive attitude towards sustainable development. In fact,
the plan’s attitude stifles growth as its policies are not
supportive of ensuring there are sufficient lands available
for development in Primary Settlement Areas, such as
Hanover.
We agree. Hanover has no land readily available only a few
properties along the northern boundary of Hanover that are
not on municipal water and sewer. Hanover has sufficient
capacity and is well positioned to expand its services well
outside its current boundaries, particularly to the east and
possibly to the north.
We agree. Hanover’s industrial area is fully serviced. What
it doesn’t have is the ability to expand because of the
various forms of opposition. If the County truly wants to
encourage economic growth, it would facilitate growth,
including having dispute resolution mechanisms in place.

This is Great! Section 1.2.1 of the PPS ensure that the
County has the authority to work with municipalities in
managing and/or promoting growth and development.
Adequate expansion to the east will promote economic
development and competitiveness, will be available for a
mix and range of uses, will provide suitably located and
sized parcels for development of future businesses, will
project and enhance the downtown area and main street for
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4.2.4

4.3
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Variety of Employment:
1) The County will encourage a variety of employment
opportunities in a variety of locations. Opportunities for
industrial, commercial, and recreational activities will be
supported in appropriate locations. The majority of
opportunities will occur in settlement areas where full
municipal services are available.
2) Land shall be set aside in community areas to provide
employment opportunities which will keep pace with
residential growth.
Settlement Area Land Use Types
The protection of existing investments in infrastructure by
maximizing their use, where possible, is desired. This is
why the polices of this Plan position settlement areas as
the focus of urban growth and encourage appropriate
development in all municipalities; that is development
which does not negatively impact on the natural resources
and is compatible with surrounding land uses.
The vitality of settlement areas is critical to the long-term
economic prosperity of our communities. Development
pressures and land use change will vary across the
County. It is in the interest of all communities to use land
and resources wisely, to promote efficient development
patterns, protect resources, promote green spaces, ensure
the effective use of infrastructure and public service
facilities and minimize unnecessary public expenditures.
In most cases, there is sufficient approved, planned and
potential unit supply and employment areas supply to
accommodate the growth projections without the need for
any settlement area boundary expansions. Settlement Area

Comments
existing and future businesses, will take into account the
future needs of the town, and will preserve land for current
and future needs. What is Grey County’s plan for ensuring
sufficient land is available in Hanover?
Not only is Hanover’s commercial and industrial land in
short supply, but its residential land will soon be as well.
There are currently 6 residential areas representing over
300 housing units. Pressure on available residential lands
are driving up lot prices resulting in fewer opportunities for
affordable housing.
Suggest amending the wording to “The majority of
opportunities will occur in primary settlement areas where
full municipal services are available.”
The County’s OP states “In most cases, there is sufficient
approved, planned and potential unit supply and
employment areas supply to accommodate the growth
projections without the need for any settlement area
boundary expansions.” Hanover is clearly the exception.
Hanover completed a Commercial Policy Review in 2015
that clearly indicated the need for additional commercial
land. The cost of this study was over $40,000. The Town’s
Comprehensive Review completed in 2010 was the product
of provincial staff and County interference that resulted with
both the Province and the County satisfied, but Hanover
Council and staff agreed that the IBI Report fell well short of
what lands are required to sustain a good settlement area
that has room for growth.
We need to get beyond saying that a comprehensive
review will be required prior to settlement area boundary
expansion. The OP should anticipate future growth and
pave the way for that growth to happen with as little red
tape as possible. Each time the OP is reviewed, the
existing boundaries should be reconsidered.
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4.4.

Text
policies nonetheless specify requirements for consideration
of boundary expansions should circumstances change.
A comprehensive review will be required prior to a
settlement area boundary expansion.
The majority of growth will be directed to settlement areas.
Development within settlement areas, will occur on full
municipal services, where available.
For the purposes of this Plan, the following settlement
areas have been identified:
• Primary and Secondary Settlement Areas;
a) Primary Settlement Areas – larger settlements with
full municipal servicing, and a wide range of uses,
services and amenities are intended to be the primary
target for residential and non-residential growth;
Table 7:Distribution of the County’s Settlement Areas
Primary Settlement Area
Hanover/West Grey (3j and 3k)

General Policies Affecting Settlement Area Land Use
Types
4) Local official plans and/or secondary plans should
allocate land use types or sufficient land area to
accommodate development potential for a minimum of ten
years to a maximum of 20 years.

Comments

Does Hanover need to complete another comprehensive
review to justify what we already know? Hanover would
agree to another comprehensive review but it would require
a new ‘terms of reference’ that would create the settlement
area Hanover and area requires. There needs to be a clear
path forward as to how Hanover’s growth and boundary
expansion will be managed.
Hanover meets the definition of “primary settlement area” in
every respect. How is the County ensuring growth is being
directed to settlement areas?
The County approved the Hanover/West Grey Secondary
Plan as an opportunity for urban development on lands
located adjacent to the designated Primary Settlement Area
of Hanover. It has been demonstrated that a sufficient
supply of land does not exist within Hanover to meet the
long-term (i.e. 20 year) demand for certain land use
activities, specifically commercial and open space.
This Secondary Plan has not generated any interest from
developers due to the multiple government approvals
required.
4) Hanover’s OP was approved by the County in 2016. It
contains all the policies required regarding the efficient
allocation of land, including a minimum 10 years supply of
land designated for residential development. No such
provision is in place for commercial lands as the
commercial review indicates Hanover is already in a deficit
position. The policies in Hanover’s OP and the need for
expanded boundaries are supported by our Comprehensive
Zoning By-law, Town of Hanover Strategic Plan, Economic
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Development Strategic Plan, Downtown Community
Improvement Plan, Parks, Recreation & Culture Master
Plan, among others.
Considering that 70% of the users of our services offered
(including jobs) are utilized by citizens who preside outside
of Hanover’s boundaries, it is reasonable to conclude that
Hanover’s boundary definitely need to be enlarged so that
more of these citizens can live inside our boundaries in an
affordable manner.

7) Development of land use patterns of an urban nature will
not be permitted in areas adjacent to a Settlement Area
land use type without the expansion of a settlement area
boundary. Expansion of a settlement area on partial
services and private services will be discouraged.
67

68-70

4.4.1

4.4.2

Intensification:
Table 8: Minimum Targets for Residential
Intensification
Minimum Targets for Residential Intensification
Municipality Primary Settlement Secondary
Area
Settlement Area
Hanover
15%
N/A
Settlement Area Expansions (Comprehensive
Reviews):
1) Settlement area boundary expansions must be permitted
only through an amendment to the County Official Plan, or
a County approved Secondary Plan that addresses the
following comprehensive review requirements:
a) demonstration that sufficient opportunities for growth are
not available through intensification, redevelopment and in
designated growth areas to accommodate projected needs
over the identified planning horizon;

7) Hanover is not only short of commercial land, but
residential as well. Pressure is mounting for development of
an urban nature to the east of Hanover. Hanover has been
approached by property owners to the west boundary and
they also would like to see Hanover expand their
boundaries to the west. We agree that a boundary
expansion is the best solution.
Based on understated employment forecasts, and hence,
household growth projections, for Hanover (see comments
for section 2.1), these residential intensification targets
should be even higher.
If the Town is to follow these policies, the development will
never materialize because there clearly is a larger interest
that is being ignored.
The PPS states that “settlement areas shall be the focus of
growth and their vitality and regeneration shall be
promoted.”
Section 1.2.4 of the PPS states “Where planning is
conducted by an upper-tier municipality, the upper-tier
municipality in consultation with lower-tier municipalities
shall identify and provide policy direction for the lower-tier
municipalities on matters that cross municipal boundaries.”
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b) the infrastructure and public service facilities which are
planned or available are suitable for the development over
the long term, are financially viable over their life cycle, and
protect public health and safety and the natural
environment;
c) expansion will be considered primarily in the Rural land
use type; and where it can be demonstrated that no
alternative exists, expansion into other land use types may
be permitted. No expansion will be permitted into Special
Agricultural areas. In the case of Agricultural areas, it must
be demonstrated that there are no reasonable alternatives
which would avoid prime agricultural areas, and no
alternatives exist on lower priority agricultural lands;
d) demonstration of the ability of the area to service the
proposed development area;
e) impacts on agricultural operations adjacent or close to
settlement area expansions are mitigated to the extent
feasible. It must be ensured that MDS is met;
f) impacts on licensed aggregate operations, and
Aggregate Resource Areas are mitigated to the extent
feasible;
g) impacts on the Natural Environment as defined in
Section 6 of this Plan are minimized;
h) that growth can be accommodated without unacceptable
impacts on the natural environment, surrounding land uses
and within the constraints imposed by servicing;
i) that cross jurisdictional issues are considered, where
cross jurisdictional is interpreted to mean neighbouring
municipalities both within Grey County, as well as
neighbouring counties.

Section 1.7 of the PPS Long-Term Economic Prosperity is
also clear. The criteria for support long-term economic
prosperity are most available in primary settlement areas.

2) Where settlement area boundary expansions are
needed to meet projected development needs as outlined
above, the decision on direction or location of settlement
area expansions must be based on:

A boundary expansion of the Town of Hanover is justified
as it would meet the comprehensive review provisions of
the County OP as well as the PPS. If Hanover has to
complete an additional comprehensive review and it again
indicates that a boundary expansion is justified/required
and that all the servicing requirements can be met, what
would be Hanover’s next steps? What will be the County’s
position in assisting Hanover in advancing its boundary
expansion needs?
The Ministry of Agriculture, Food & Rural Affairs has
identified the land that surrounds Hanover as a Class 3
Rating on the CLI Agricultural Capacity Mapping. As
proposed expansion areas to the east do not consist of
Class 1 Class 2 Prime Agricultural lands, and as no other
lands surrounding the Town of Hanover with a lower class
agricultural rating are available or appropriate for the future
growth of the Town, the expansion to the east is
appropriate.
When neighbours disagree, as seems to be the case, the
County needs to help so that sensible growth can continue.
As stated earlier, these ‘terms of references’ or reasons for
boundary adjustments are too narrow in scope to justify any
growth anywhere in the Province. They need to be rewritten
to allow for a proper settlement area to be created and for
good overall planning to happen within these new
boundaries. On the surface, it appears that Provincial and
County staff together with County Council want to stymie
settlement area expansions and growth.
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a) an analysis of servicing and transportation facilities,
ensuring the efficient use and expansion of servicing
infrastructure including sidewalks, trails and transit;
b) agricultural land quality, directing growth to areas of
lower land quality where feasible;
c) protecting natural features and ecological functions
within the natural heritage system;
d) avoiding hazardous lands and hazardous sites;
e) expansion into specialty crop lands is not permitted;
f) ensuring that aggregate and agricultural resource
development potential is not compromised by the
expansion; and
g) conservation of significant built heritage resources,
significant heritage landscapes and significant
archaeological resources, all in keeping with the policies of
this Plan.

70-71

4.5

3) Local municipalities will work with the County to manage
the land inventory within settlements across the County to
include sufficient land for residential, commercial, industrial,
institutional, and recreational growth for a period of up to 20
years, including opportunities for intensification,
redevelopment, and future growth areas. The timing and
availability of municipal water services and sanitary sewage
treatment capacity to service up to the 20 year growth
projection must be considered and may require phasing of
the development in accordance with service availability.
Primary Settlement Areas
Primary Settlement areas are settlement areas suitable for
high intensification targets, public transit services, and have
full municipal services. Municipalities with primary
settlement areas will, in their official plans, identify and plan
for intensification within these areas.
1) Primary Settlement Areas as identified in Table 7 and
shown on Schedule A of this Plan include existing major
urban settlement areas on full municipal services.
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2) Land Use policies and development standards in areas
designated Primary Settlement Areas will be in accordance
with local Official Plans and/or Secondary Plans.
3) This Official Plan promotes the development of Primary
Settlement Area land use types for a full range of
residential, commercial, industrial, recreational, and
institutional land uses. These areas will be the focus of the
majority of growth within the County. Lands may be
designated to accommodate the growth projected in Tables
1, 2, and 3 of this Plan.
4) Where there are existing partially serviced or nonserviced areas in Primary Settlement Areas, development
must proceed in accordance with approved local official
plans or official plan amendment policies.
5) For the City of Owen Sound and the Town of Hanover, it
is recommended that a minimum development density of
25 units per net hectare will be achieved for new
development. For all other Primary Settlement Areas, a
minimum development density of 20 units per net hectare
will be achieved for new development.
6) Intensification opportunities are strongly encouraged
within Primary Settlement Areas. Municipalities must
develop and adopt intensification strategies to ensure that
the Residential Intensification Targets identified in Section
4.4.1 of the Official Plan are met. Intensification strategies
in Primary Settlement Areas should consider:
a) brownfield redevelopment;
b) enabling ‘as-of-right’ permissions for second units in
dwellings in residential areas and residential over retail;
c) the development of vacant and/or underutilized lots
within previously developed areas; and
d) the expansion or conversion of existing buildings.
Existing Exceptions
3) Lands identified as Future Secondary Plan Area on
Schedule A – Map 3 and Secondary Schedule Map 3j and
described as Part Lots 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13 and 14,

Comments

3) The County OP reiterates that primary settlement areas
will be the focus of the majority of growth within the County;
however, they need to let it happen without putting road
blocks up that deter development.

5) A higher density provision for Hanover and a higher
residential intensity target suggests that the County is well
aware of the shortage of lands in Hanover.

6) Hanover’s OP contains all the intensification language
and land use policies required as per the County’s OP and
the PPS. Recently approved plans of subdivision achieve
the 25 units per hectare requirements.

The County approved the Hanover/West Grey Secondary
Plan again suggesting it is fully aware of the land shortage
issues being faced by Hanover.
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Concession 1 South of the Durham Road (SDR),
Geographic Township of Bentinck, Municipality of West
Grey shall be utilized primarily for uses existing as of the
date of adoption of Official Plan Amendment No. 80 to the
County of Grey Official Plan (March 3, 2009).
A secondary plan entitled “Hanover / West Grey Secondary
Plan” exists on the adjacent lands described as Part Lots 8,
9, 10,11, 12, 13 and 14, Concession 1 South of the
Durham Road (SDR), Geographic Township of Bentinck,
Municipality of West Grey, as shown on Schedule A – Map
3, Secondary Schedule Map 3j, Secondary Schedule Map
3k. The policies for this Secondary Plan are found in
section 11 of the Official Plan.
An expansion of this existing secondary plan onto lands
identified as Future Secondary Plan Area shall only be
permitted where it has been demonstrated that:
a) the lands designated for new development, by land use
type, shall not exceed the growth requirements of the Town
of Hanover and the existing “Hanover / West Grey
Secondary Plan” area for a 20 year planning horizon;
b) any lands to be added to the “Hanover / West Grey
Secondary Plan” shall not be designated or zoned for
development purposes;
c) a phasing plan has been established for new
development, including future road and infrastructure;
d) the subject lands can be serviced by municipal water
and municipal sewer services within the planning horizon;
e) the subject land uses cannot first be accommodated
within the Town of Hanover or the Hanover / West Grey
Secondary Plan through redevelopment or intensification of
their existing land supply;
f) impacts on agricultural operations adjacent or close to
the Future Secondary Plan Area are mitigated to the extent
possible, consistent with the Provincial Policy Statement;
and,

Comments

These special rules govern the only area Hanover has to
grow. The lack of developable lands within Hanover’s
boundaries serves to increase the value of lands to the east
which is counterproductive to further development.
Negotiating with our neighbours has not proven to be
productive. Growth will not be possible with these
conditions imposed. Perhaps that is why the County is
inserting them in the plan?
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104-105

7.1.1

106

7.1.3

Text
g) impacts on the Natural Environment are minimized,
consistent with the Provincial Policy Statement.
In determining the amount of land to be designated for
future development and included within the secondary plan
expansion area, the supply and growth in the Town of
Hanover shall be assessed. An update to the
Comprehensive Review conducted for the existing Hanover
/ West Grey Secondary Plan, or a new Comprehensive
Review, shall be required prior to the expansion of the
existing secondary plan area.
Notwithstanding the above, lands which are outside of the
Primary Settlement Area, Hanover / West Grey Secondary
Plan area or the Future Secondary Plan Area may be
considered for growth, provided a Comprehensive Review
has been completed and that the above-noted criteria have
been met through the secondary plan process.
Affordable Housing
The County supports…

Social and Special Needs Housing
Grey County is primarily responsible for supplying,
maintaining, and administering social and special needs
housing. There is a recognized need for the County to take
leadership in ensuring Social housing needs are met. The
County will actively look to:
• direct new social housing units towards designated
Primary Settlement Areas to ensure residents live close
to essential services and supports, promoting the
flexibility and ease in carrying out a healthy lifestyle;
• consider the different existing and future housing needs
of each local municipality separately, and recognize
that new social housing units should be targeted

Comments

A mix that includes affordable housing will not be built
unless our policies dictate that a certain percentage of
affordable housing units be built as part of new
developments. This will continue to be a challenge as land
shortages lead to increased land prices and developers
simply cannot afford to build affordable housing.
These guidelines describe Hanover and Hanover should be
considered a priority settlement area for new social housing
units. Grey County and economic developers in the region
are putting a heavy emphasis on newcomer attraction.
These will likely be immigrants. Immigrants will be settling
in our primary settlement areas mainly for the amenities we
provide and better opportunities for developing their own
cultural groups and resources. Hanover will be one of those
preferred locational choices, in addition to Owen Sound,
versus the rural areas.
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9.2

153-154

9.3

Text
towards certain municipalities, as assessed through
one or a combination of the following criteria:
a) those municipalities with the largest affordable
housing supply shortages;
b) those municipalities that already possess the
services and amenities necessary for supporting
residents of social and special housing units;
c) those municipalities with existing low ratios of social
housing units compared to the County average and;
d) those municipalities that are forecast to experience
the greatest amount of population and housing growth.
• increase the supply of social and special needs housing
units that are reflective of existing waiting list and trends
in new applications, with an appropriate mix of 1, 2, and
3 bedroom units, targeting seniors, young adults,
families, and single adults;
Following the Plan
8) The function of this Official Plan is to provide numerous
options for implementation and includes but is not limited
to:
b) The County Plan will function as the document to
provide joint planning among two or more municipalities, or
by the development of local secondary plans as an
amendment to this Plan;
Making Changes to the Plan
2) In considering a change to this Plan, the County will be
guided by the basic intent of this Plan and by provincial
policies along with:
d) The impact of the proposed change on the County’s and
local Municipalities’ ability to achieve the principles and
policies expressed in this Plan, the local official plan, or on
other County or municipal policies, programs and interests;

Comments

This is a nice statement but how does it function in reality?
The past has demonstrated that joint plans do not work with
two or more governments involved. The OP in itself will not
provide joint planning between municipalities without the
County facilitating such discussions.

We agree. As the plan stands, it needs to be changed now
to identify the impacts of not allowing Hanover to grow and
expand its boundaries.

3) It is intended that Council will regularly review this Plan
and its continuing validity in light of:
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9.4

170

9.18

Text
c) The need to maintain a supply of land for development in
various land use types to meet the needs of the County.
Monitoring the Plan
2) Data collection will have consideration for:
a) Land utilization including the supply of occupied and
vacant residential, commercial and industrial land (to be
done on an annual basis);
c) The range and market value of housing types, including
the percent of affordable housing measured in relation to
the benchmark set out in Section 7.1 of this Plan (to be
done on an annual basis);
i) The number of building permits issued per year by
municipalities and the number of lots created per year in
each municipality (to be done on an annual basis).
k) Development density within Primary Settlement Areas (to
be done on an annual basis in consultation with local
municipalities);
Definitions:
COMPREHENSIVE REVIEW for the purposes of
settlement area boundary expansion or employment area
re-designation, means an official plan review which is
initiated by the County or Local Municipality, or an official
plan amendment which is initiated or adopted by the
County or Local Municipality, which:
1) is based on a review of population and growth
projections and which reflect projections and allocations by
upper-tier municipalities and provincial plans, where
applicable; considers alternative directions for growth; and
determines how best to accommodate this growth while
protecting provincial interests;
2) utilizes opportunities to accommodate projected growth
through intensification and redevelopment;
3) confirms that the lands to be developed do not comprise
Special Agriculture lands designated on Schedule A of this
Plan;

Comments

The County OP defines “affordable housing” as the least
expensive of the following: housing where the purchase
price is at least 10% below the average purchase price of a
resale unit in Grey County or annual housing expenses do
not exceed 30% of gross household income.” There are 6
new housing developments on the go in Hanover
representing over 300 housing units. None of these units
can be considered “affordable housing.” The County and
local OP’s need to better define “affordable housing.”

Are the rules for comprehensive reviews consistent for all
municipalities? Three page reviews vs $40,000 studies?
See earlier comments for Comprehensive Reviews.
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172

9.18

205-210

11

Text
4) is integrated with planning for infrastructure and public
service facilities; and
5) considers cross-jurisdictional issues
Definitions:
EMPLOYMENT AREAS means those areas designated in
the County or Local official plans for clusters of business
and economic activities including, but not limited to,
manufacturing, warehousing, offices, and associated retail
and ancillary facilities.
Hanover/West Grey Secondary Plan
11.1 Purpose
The purpose of the Hanover / West Grey Secondary Plan is
to provide an opportunity for urban development on lands
located adjacent to the designated Primary Settlement
Area of Hanover. It has been demonstrated that a sufficient
supply of land does not exist within Hanover to meet the
long-term (i.e. 20 year) demand for certain land use
activities, specifically commercial and open space.

Comments

This definition defines Hanover.

This Secondary Plan is now 3 years old and has been
discussed with developers with no action taken place. The
primary reason is too many approvals being required and
the three government levels to be negotiated with. County
of Grey, Municipality of West Grey and Town of Hanover.

11.2 Objectives
The objectives of this Secondary Plan are as follows:
1) To provide for an adequate supply of land that cannot
otherwise be provided within the Primary Settlement Area
of Hanover in order to meet the long-term demand for
commercial land and open space land within the urban
centre.
2) To ensure that development within the Secondary Plan
area is consistent with the goals, objectives and policies of
the Town of Hanover Official Plan.
3) To ensure that new development within the Secondary
Plan area is serviced with municipal water and sanitary
sewers.
4) To ensure that new development within the Secondary
Plan area is serviced by a transportation system that
provides for the safe and efficient movement of vehicular
traffic within the Secondary Plan area and adjacent areas.
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11.3 Secondary Plan Boundaries
The outer boundary of the Secondary Plan is shown on
Schedule A Map 3 and Secondary Schedule Map 3j, both
as amended. Alterations to this exterior boundary will
require an amendment to the County of Grey Official Plan
supported by justification addressing the County of Grey
Official Plan policies of Sections 4.4.2 and 4.5.1(3) and the
Provincial Policy Statement.
11.4 Specific Land Use Designation Boundaries
The lands within the boundary of the Secondary Plan are
designated either ‘Highway Commercial’ or ‘Open Space’
on Secondary Schedule Map 3k. Alterations to the internal
boundaries between these land use types will require an
amendment to the County of Grey Official Plan, except
where such alteration represents a minor adjustment. An
amendment to the County Official Plan shall only be
considered where the alteration to the internal boundaries
can be justified.
11.5 Highway Commercial
1) Permitted Uses
The ‘Highway Commercial’ designation is intended to
provide opportunities for new commercial uses which are
not suited to locate within the downtown of Hanover due to
their size and/or nature, and which do not compete on a
functional basis with Hanover’s downtown.
Permitted uses shall include, but are not limited to:
automotive uses; restaurants; motels; hotels; bulk sales
establishments; garden centres; theatres; places of
entertainment; and, building supply outlets, grocery stores,
wholesale outlets, pharmacies, retail stores, or combination
thereof, provided such uses occupy a minimum of 929
square metres of floor area and agricultural uses existing at
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Text
the time of the approval of Official Plan Amendment 122
dated September 9, 2015.
2) General Policies
a) The lands designated ‘Highway Commercial’ shall be
zoned with a “h” (holding) suffix in the implementing
amendment to the Municipality of West Grey
Comprehensive Zoning By-law. The “h” suffix shall not be
removed until all servicing issues have been addressed
and a Site Plan Agreement has been registered on title. In
addition, where the proposed development involves a
building supply outlet, grocery store, pharmacy, retail store
or other store representing a combination thereof, and such
development occupies a floor area exceeding 2787 square
metres, the “h” suffix shall not be removed until a retail
market study justifying the need for the additional floor
space based on the type of the commercial use within the
Town of Hanover and this Secondary Plan Area has been
prepared to the satisfaction of the Municipality of West
Grey in consultation with the Town of Hanover. The “h’
suffix is not applicable to permitted agricultural uses.
b) Proposals for new development shall be subject to a Site
Plan Control Agreement involving the property owner and
the Municipality of West Grey.
c) The creation of new lots along the east side of Grey
Road 28 shall be strongly discouraged, and conversely,
land consolidation involving the existing lots along the east
side of Grey Road 28 shall be encouraged, in order to
promote the best and efficient use of the lands and safe
traffic patterns.
d) Lot creation, where permitted, shall be considered in
accordance with Section 9.12 Lot Creation of the County of
Grey Official Plan.
e) The utilization of mutual entrances will be required along
the east side of Grey Road 28. Development and redevelopment of these lands shall require the entrances to
be constructed in the locations shown on Schedule 3k. All

Comments

The County’s new policy seems to be no more mutual
entrances.
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Site Plan Agreements involving these lands shall require
the approval of the County of Grey Transportation Services
Department. Should land consolidation occur and/or other
situations arise where it is more desirable from the
County’s perspective to construct an entrance in a different
location than shown on Schedule 3k, such entrance may
be considered without an amendment to Schedule 3k
provided the entrance location and the entire Site Plan is
satisfactory to the County of Grey Transportation Services
Department.
f) It is the intent of this Secondary Plan for all development
along the west side of Grey Road 28 to gain its access
from an internal road in order to eliminate entrances onto
the County Road. Consideration for direct access onto
Grey Road 28 may be considered where there is no
internal road access and the entrance conforms to the
County of Grey Transportation Services Department
requirements.
g) All developments may be subjected to the completion of
a Traffic Impact Study and a subsequent peer review. All
road modifications as recommended in the Traffic Impact
Study shall be the responsibility of the developer.
h) The minimum standards for ‘Highway Commercial’
development pertaining to, among other things, lot area, lot
frontage, parking, lot coverage, outdoor storage, and open
space, shall be included in the Comprehensive Zoning Bylaw for the Municipality of West Grey.
i) Outdoor storage should be located to the rear of the main
building or in an area of the lot where such storage is
substantially screened from public view and where such
storage will have the least impact on the adjacent land
uses.
j) Outdoor lighting shall direct light away from adjacent
streets and properties.
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k) Adequate buffers between Highway Commercial
development and adjacent non-commercial uses shall be
provided in order to minimize potential land use conflicts.
l) Re-development of the existing developed lots shall be
subject to the policies of this Secondary Plan.
m) All relevant policies of the County of Grey Official Plan
shall apply to all land located within this Secondary Plan
area. In the event of a conflict between the County Official
Plan and this Secondary Plan, the most stringent policy
shall apply.
n) Notwithstanding section 11.5(1) and 11.5(2) to this Plan,
existing uses, which were legally established prior to the
approval of Official Plan Amendment # 122 dated
September 9, 2015, shall be permitted to continue to be
used for such purposes,. No expansions will be permitted
to livestock agricultural uses within these lands.
11.6 Open Space
1) Permitted Uses
The ‘Open Space’ designation is intended to provide
opportunities for active and recreation activities.
Permitted uses shall be various forms of public and private
open space including parks, playgrounds, picnic areas,
sports fields, tennis courts, community trails and other
recreational facilities and agricultural uses existing at the
time of the approval of Official Plan Amendment 122 dated
September 9, 2015.
2) General Policies
a) The establishment of open space activities shall be
encouraged to locate adjacent to elementary and
secondary school sites where possible.
b) The development of open space activities shall take into
consideration the Parks and Recreation Master Plan for the
Town of Hanover.
c) Proposals for new development may be subject to a Site
Plan Control Agreement.
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d) Notwithstanding section 11.6(1) and 11.6(2) to this Plan,
existing uses, which were legally established prior to the
adoption of Official Plan Amendment # 122, dated
September 9, 2015 shall be permitted to continue to be
used for such purposes. No expansions will be permitted to
livestock agricultural uses within these lands.
11.7 Municipal Servicing
1) All new development and re-development of land within
the Secondary Plan area shall be serviced with municipal
water and sanitary sewers.
2) Financial and other arrangements regarding the
extension of such services will be determined through
discussions involving the Municipality of West Grey and the
Town of Hanover. The details of such arrangements will
likely be carried forward into the individual Site Plan Control
Agreements involving the owners of the respective
properties.
3) Minor changes to the existing developed properties may
be permitted utilizing the existing private or partial services
until such time as the municipal services are available.
4) The required site plans for all new development and redevelopment of land shall include provisions for stormwater
management. The County of Grey Transportation Services
Department may be involved in the review of the site plan
and may be a party in the Site Plan Control Agreement.
5) The extension of municipal water and sanitary sewers
shall generally be in accordance with Secondary Schedule
Map 3k and to the satisfaction of the Town of Hanover and
Municipality of West Grey.
11.8 Transportation
1) The policies of Section 11.5(2) shall apply.
2) Sidewalks shall be required along one side of all new
roads where deemed appropriate by the Town of Hanover
and Municipality of West Grey.
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3) The visual impact of a development along a County
Road shall be addressed in order to promote beautification
along the main thoroughfares of Hanover and surrounding
area.
4) The construction of new municipal arterial/collector
roads crossing generally in the area of the easterly
Hanover-West Grey municipal boundary between the
northerly limit of Grey Road 4 and the southerly limit of
Knappville Road may be required. The alignment, design
and need for any new municipal arterial/collector roads
within those limits will be determined by a Class
Environmental Assessment Act and the goal of minimizing
any impact on existing agricultural operations shall be a
significant consideration. An amendment to his Plan will not
be required for the identification or construction of any new
municipal arterial/collector roads approved pursuant to the
Class Environmental Assessment.
11.9 Existing Land Uses
The Secondary Plan is intended to provide opportunities to
private land owners to develop their respective properties.
Notwithstanding the land use types shown on Secondary
Schedule Map 3k existing uses, which were legally
established prior to the approval of Official Plan
Amendment 122 dated September 9, 2015 shall be
permitted to continue to be used for such purposes.
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March 27, 2018
Mr. Randy Scherzer, MCIP RPP
Planning Director
County of Grey
595 9th Avenue East
Owen Sound, ON
N4K 3E3

Dear Mr. Scherzer:
RE:

Grey County Draft Official Plan
Royalton Homes
West Side County Rd 21, Pt Lt 17, Con 1

Thank you for meeting on this matter at your offices on February 6, 2018 to review the November 23,
2017 version of the “Recolour Grey Draft County Official Plan”. This is a follow up letter to that meeting
and the Public Meeting held March 27, 2018 and is submitted on behalf of our client Royalton Homes
Inc.
Location
The subject lands have about a 300m frontage along the west side of County Road 21 and comprise
about 21ha. The lands are located north of the Scandinave Spa lands and south of the 13th fairway of
the Monterra Golf Course.
Town of The Blue Mountains Official Plan
Schedule ‘A-5’ to the 2016 local Official Plan designates the lands as “Residential Recreational Area”
for the most part. A smaller area in the south-east quadrant is designated “Hazard”. See below.

Fig. 1, Local Official Plan, Land Use
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Appendix 1, Constraint Mapping, to the Local Official Plan identifies “Significant Woodland” and
“Stream/River” as constraint considerations on the subject lands. See Fig 2, below.

Fig. 2, Local Official Plan, Constraints
Our records show that in earlier versions of the drafts to the 2016 Local Official Plan, similar constraints
had been identified on the Windfall property, (development lands situated to south) and were
removed. I believe the rationale behind removal was that fact that the lands were draft approved
and zoned for development. However, lands immediately to the west (Second Nature development)
have a similar status as to that of Windfall, but the constraints remain (both areas shown in Fig. 2,
above).

County of Grey Official Plan (Office Consolidation)
Schedule A, Land Use Designations, Map 2 shows the subject lands as being within the “Recreational
Resort Area” designation. Appendix B, Constraint Mapping Map 2 identifies a “Significant Woodlands”
constraint on the subject lands (Fig. 3, below).

Fig. 3, Existing Official Plan Constraint Map 2

travis and associates inc.
7-275 first street collingwood ontario canada L9Y 1A8
v 705 446 9917 f 705 446 9918
travisinc.ca

planning management
development consultant
project managers

County of Grey Draft Official Plan
The current review of the County Official Plan resulted in a Draft issued in November 2017. Schedule
A, Land Use Types, Map 2 shows the subject lands as being located in the “Recreational Resort Area”
designation. The Draft Official Plan notes that this designation “applies to settlement areas …
consisting of a defined development area, specific recreational amenities, residential development
and serviced with full municipal services” (S.4.8).
In the Draft Official Plan, Appendix B, Constraint Mapping, Map 2 (see excerpt, Fig. 4, below) identifies
“Other Wetlands” and “Significant Woodlands”

Fig.4, Draft Official Plan Constraint Map 2

Comments
The local Official Plan, approved by the County in 2016, anticipates and encourages development of
the subject lands. Environmental Constraints in the approved local Official Plan identify “Significant
Woodlands” and “Stream/River” as potential constraints. It is understood that these potential
constraints will be examined and defined in detail as part of the development review process that the
Owner will undertake in the near future.
The subject lands are clearly situated in one of the County’s most desirable settlement areas, (and
probably one of the fastest growing areas). Both the existing Official Plan and the Draft Official Plan
provide policy direction acknowledging that the area within which the subject land lie is provided with
full municipal services and therefore should be a focus of growth.
The introduction of a new constraint “Other Wetland” in the County Draft Official Plan bears little
relationship to the existing constraint identified in the approved local Official Plan in terms of location
and extent. Section 6.4.2 to the Draft Official Plan does not make any clear policy distinction
between “Other Wetland” and “Wetlands”. This is not addressed in the Definitions section to the Draft
Official Plan.
We request that term “Other Wetland” be appropriately defined in the Draft Official Plan. In addition,
identification of this type of land use on the subject lands should at the most and at this scale, reflect
the location and extent of the “Stream/River” constraint area identified in the local Official Plan as
approved by the County in 2016.
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With regards to the “Significant Woodlands” constraint, we understand that others may be
commenting on the appropriateness of having such a constraint within any of the Settlement Areas.
We note that in this particular location, the County continues to identify such constraints on lands that
are already draft approved and zoned for development (noting Second Nature and Windfall as
particular examples). Such identification ignores the development approvals in place that enable
development. Consideration of removing this type of constrain identification is supported.

Thank you for the opportunity to review the draft Official Plan and to relay our preliminary comments.
We look forward to continued involvement in the draft Official Plan review process.
Yours Truly,

Travis & Associates
Colin Travis, MCIP RPP
Cc:

Royalton Homes Inc.

.
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March 27, 2018
Mr. Randy Scherzer, MCIP RPP
Planning Director
County of Grey
595 9th Avenue East
Owen Sound, ON
N4K 3E3

Dear Mr. Scherzer:
RE:

Grey County Draft Official Plan
Windfall Town of The Blue Mountains
Your File: 42T-2010-03

Thank you for meeting on this matter at your offices on February 6, 2018 to review the November 23,
2017 version of the “Recolour Grey Draft County Official Plan”. Please accept this letter as a response
to some parts of this document on behalf of Windfall GP Inc. (Windfall).
Background
Your files will show that Windfall is a comprehensively designed recreationally oriented residential
community in the Town of The Blue Mountains. The original approvals include County approval of
Local Official Plan Amendment No 27 on October 11, 2011 and, subdivision Draft Approval on
November 15, 2011. These approvals accounted for plans to develop 609 dwelling units over 6
phases. In addition to residential land uses, the approved plans provide for substantial public and
private open space uses, environmental protection areas and a variety of public car and trail right of
ways. The County has reviewed and approved three minor redline revisions to the approved Draft
Plan, the latest being on October 20, 2016.
Windfall is now well advanced with construction of Phase 2C and, have applications with the Town of
The Blue Mountains for Phase 3.

Comments on the Draft Official Plan
Overall, the continuation of essential land use policies that encourage and enable residential
development in the Blue Mountains is acknowledged. The provision of public services such as roads,
water and sewer are important elements in fundamental infrastructure requirements. The following are
some preliminary comments on the November 2017 Draft Official Plan;
1. In the current Official Plan the planning land use structure is identified according to “Land Use
Designations” (Section 2). The Draft Official Plan is proposing a departure in this nomenclature
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to introduce a new term, “Land Use Types”. The necessity for this change is unclear and the
introduction of same is concerning. As a land use tool, the County Official Plan would ideally
continue with policy tool terms that align with standard land use planning reference protocols.
For example, the Niagara Escarpment Plan uses the term “Designations” and Local Official
Plans use the term “Designations”. The existing County Official Plan uses the term Designation”.
In the Draft Official Plan, Section 10 refers to “Land Use Types” while Section 11 refers to “Land
Use Designations”. In the preparation of Planning Reports and in referring to land uses, it is
preferable to retain current, standardized nomenclature for land use policy documents such
as Official Plans. Without a review of the supporting evidence, the introduction of new
terminology for the same tool is unnecessary and potentially confusing to the general public.
2. The subject lands are within the proposed Land Use Type “Recreational Resort Area” in
Schedule A, Land Use Types, Map 2. This “designation” is the same as the “Recreational Resort
Area” land use in the existing Official Plan, Schedule A, Land Use Designations, Map 2.
3. Section 4.8 to the Draft Official Plan more or less repeat the “Recreational Resort Area” policies
provided in Section 2.6.7 in the current Official Plan. In this case, no concerns are raised.
4. Section 8.4 provides policies supporting the “Active Transportation” land use planning
principles. The approved Windfall subdivision plan provides ample opportunity for pedestrian
movement, trail connectivity and cycling infrastructure. Application of the same design
approaches and connectivity opportunities with adjacent developments is supported by
Windfall.
5. Appendix B, Constraint Mapping, Map 2 in the Draft Official Plan identifies “Other Wetlands”
and “Significant Woodlands” as constraints on the westerly sector of the subject lands. We ask
that these constraints be removed on the basis that there are no wetlands or woodlands in the
west sector. As established under “Background”, above, the subject lands have established
approvals for residential subdivision development and such development predominates the
west sector. The approvals granted by the County were based on accepted and peer
reviewed environmental studies. As a long term planning land use tool, it is important that the
draft Appendix B, Constraint Mapping, Map 2 in the draft Official Plan be updated to reflect
the approved land use and fact that there is no “other Wetland” or “significant Woodlands” in
the west sector.
Thank you for the opportunity to review the draft Official Plan and to relay our preliminary comments.
We look forward to continued involvement in the draft Official Plan review process.
Yours Truly,

Travis & Associates
Colin Travis, MCIP RPP
Cc:

Ryan McGonigle, Windfall
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HEMSON
C o n s u l t i n g L t d.
30 St. Patrick Street, Suite 1000, Toronto, Ontario, Canada M5T 3A3
Facsimile (416) 595-7144 Telephone (416) 593-5090
e-mail: hemson@hemson.com

MEMORANDUM
To:

Scott Taylor, County of Grey

From:

Russell Mathew and Lara Nelson

Date:

December 21, 2017

Re:

Grey County Growth Management Strategy – Forecast and Land
Supply Review and Update

Hemson Consulting Ltd. has undertaken a review and update to the population,
household and employment forecasts and land supply inventory which provided inputs
to the Grey County Growth Management Strategy (GMS) prepared for the County
in 2015. The review and update was necessary in order to address the 2016 Census and
recent development activity, to confirm the results of the 2015 forecasts and to extend
the forecasts to a 2038 horizon which now represents a twenty-year planning period
for updating the Grey County Official Plan. This memorandum provides the results of
the review which concluded the following:


Based on the Census results, Grey had somewhat fewer residents than were
projected for 2016, the County met its housing forecast within a nominal
difference, and fell somewhat short in total employment; there was some
variation at the member municipal level.



Some updates were made to the forecast model, which resulted in moderately
higher levels of population and housing at a 2036 horizon than was previously
forecast; and somewhat lower employment.



An updated land supply inventory continues to indicate a sufficient amount of
designated supply to meet residential growth expectations at a County-wide
level.



It is recommended that the County use the updated forecasts for 2018 to 2038
as a basis for updating the official plan through the Recolour Grey process.
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The County should continue to monitor growth within Grey closely and to
undertake another forecast review at such time of the next broader official plan
review, or following the next Census year of 2021.

Background

Hemson Consulting Ltd. prepared the 2015 Grey County Growth Management
Strategy (GMS) as input to updating the Grey County Official Plan. The GMS update
included population, housing and employment forecasts from 2011 to 2041, with
emphasis on the 2016 to 2036 timeframe as this represented a twenty-year land use
planning basis for updating the official plan. Local allocations of forecast growth to
lower-tier municipalities in Grey and associated land needs analyses were also
prepared. The County has since initiated the Official Plan Review, Recolour Grey but
has yet to adopt an amendment to include the growth projections prepared as part of
the GMS study. Given the passage time since the GMS forecasts were prepared, new
information has become available regarding the growth outlook in Grey, notably
results of the 2016 Census. The County has now retained Hemson to undertake a
review and any necessary updates to the GMS forecasts in order to ensure the County
includes the most recently available information and most current understanding of
the demographic and economic outlook in Grey when updating the official plan. The
current GMS update included:


updating the base data and forecast model to incorporate current information
from Statistics Canada, notably from the 2016 Census and Annual
Demographic Estimates;



updated building permit and development application information from
Statistics Canada, the County and local municipalities in Grey;



consultation with County and local municipal staff, to identify any anticipated
shifts in development patterns or development pipeline information that may
not be clear through the available data;



review and update of the County land supply information to assess any changes
that have occurred since the 2015 GMS update was prepared;



review and update to the County’s population, housing and employment
forecasts from a 2016 base to 2041; and,
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interpolation of the forecasts for the 2018 – 2038 period as this now represents
the revised twenty-year planning period for updating the Grey County Official
Plan.

2016 Census Results

The 2016 Census results for population and households indicate that Grey has
experienced somewhat of an upswing in residential growth in the last five years,
relative to the very modest growth which occurred during the prior Census period from
2006 to 2011. The County added nearly 1,300 residents and more than 1,500
households over the 2011 to 2016 period.
Historical Population Growth, 1986 ‐ 2016
County of Grey
Compound
Census
Growth
Annual Growth
Population
1986
74,760
‐
‐
1991
84,070
9,310
2.4%
1996
87,630
3,560
0.8%
2001
89,090
1,460
0.3%
2006
92,415
3,325
0.7%
2011
92,585
170
0.0%
2016
93,860
1,275
0.3%

Historical Households Growth, 1986 ‐ 2016
County of Grey
Occupied
Annual Growth
Growth
Households
Rate
1986
27,285
‐
‐
1991
31,325
4,040
2.8%
1996
33,715
2,390
1.5%
2001
35,330
1,615
0.9%
2006
37,165
1,835
1.0%
2011
38,025
860
0.5%
2016
39,565
1,540
0.8%
Source: Statistics Canada.

Housing growth has continued to out-pace growth in population in Grey which means
a decline in the average household size or persons per unit (PPU). This relationship
between population and housing is the result of the continued aging of the population
in the County. The change in the PPU since 2001 is shown in the following table.
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2001
2006
2011
2016

Historical Persons Per Unit, 2001 ‐ 2016
County of Grey
Household
Occupied
PPU
Population
Households
87,565
35,330
90,065
37,165
90,270
38,025
91,685
39,565

DRAFT - For County Staff Review

2.48
2.42
2.37
2.32

Source: Hemson Consulting based on Statistics Canada information. Note: PPU is based on the total
household population (excluding non-household population, primarily institutional residents) and
occupied households.

A review was also undertaken of the available 2016 Census results for employment
which indicate that Grey experienced a continued decline in employment at the
county-wide level over the last Census period. At the time of this writing, only total
place of work employment data is available; more detailed information on employment
by type will be reviewed at such time that the Special Run employment data by
NAICS1 codes becomes available in January 2018.

2001
2006
2011
2016

1

Historical Employment, 2001‐ 2016
County of Grey
Place of Work
Annual Growth
Growth
Employment
Rate
39,505
‐
‐
42,895
3,390
1.7%
42,020
(875)
‐0.4%
40,520
(1,500)
‐0.7%

North American Industry Classification
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Change in population, housing and employment over the most recent Census period
was variable among Grey’s local municipalities, as shown in the tables which follow.

Municipality
Blue Mountains
Chatsworth
Georgian Bluffs
Grey Highlands
Hanover
Meaford
Owen Sound
Southgate
West Grey
County of Grey

Historical Census Population Growth, 2001 ‐ 2016
Grey County by Local Municipality
2001
2006
2011
2016
6,120
6,830
6,450
7,030
6,280
6,390
6,440
6,630
10,130
10,510
10,400
10,480
9,200
9,480
9,520
9,800
6,870
7,150
7,490
7,690
10,380
10,950
11,100
10,990
21,460
21,750
21,690
21,340
6,910
7,170
7,190
7,350
11,740
12,190
12,290
12,520
89,090
92,420
92,570
93,830

2001‐06
710
110
380
280
280
570
290
260
450
3,330

2006‐11
(380)
50
(110)
40
340
150
(60)
20
100
150

2011‐16
580
190
80
280
200
(110)
(350)
160
230
1,260

Municipality
Blue Mountains
Chatsworth
Georgian Bluffs
Grey Highlands
Hanover
Meaford
Owen Sound
Southgate
West Grey
County of Grey

Historical Occupied Household Growth, 2001 ‐ 2016
Grey County by Local Municipality
2001
2006
2011
2016
2,585
2,935
2,845
3,280
2,225
2,370
2,465
2,555
3,730
4,030
4,090
4,265
3,555
3,690
3,745
3,900
2,905
3,035
3,170
3,335
4,190
4,435
4,635
4,820
9,200
9,384
9,600
9,630
2,425
2,565
2,625
2,710
4,505
4,720
4,870
5,080
35,320
37,164
38,045
39,575

2001‐06
350
145
300
135
130
245
184
140
215
1,844

2006‐11
(90)
95
60
55
135
200
216
60
150
881

2011‐16
435
90
175
155
165
185
30
85
210
1,530

2001‐06
1,110
170
120
(30)
340
550
1,360
(260)
‐
3,360

2006‐11
(300)
80
110
(60)
390
(350)
(490)
410
(630)
(840)

2011‐16

Blue Mountains
Chatsworth
Georgian Bluffs
Grey Highlands
Hanover
Meaford
Owen Sound
Southgate
West Grey
County of Grey

Historical Employment Growth, 2001 ‐ 2016
County of Grey by Local Municipality
2001
2006
2011
2016
3,190
4,300
4,000
4,040
1,400
1,570
1,650
1,630
2,780
2,900
3,010
2,900
3,870
3,840
3,780
3,650
5,270
5,610
6,000
5,740
3,130
3,680
3,330
3,210
14,260
15,620
15,130
14,350
1,820
1,560
1,970
1,930
3,780
3,780
3,150
3,080
39,500
42,860
42,020
40,520

3.

40
(20)
(110)
(130)
(260)
(120)
(780)
(40)
(70)
(1,500)

Forecast Comparison

The 2016 Census results for housing, population and employment by local
municipality in Grey were compared against the GMS forecasts for 2016 in order to
assess the degree to which growth in Grey is on track with the forecasts. This
comparison is shown in the following tables. It is noted that the forecast of population
is of total population including Census net undercoverage.
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Comparison: Total Population Forecast and Census Result, 2016
County of Grey by Local Municipality
Municipality
Blue Mountains
Chatsworth
Georgian Bluffs
Grey Highlands
Hanover
Meaford
Owen Sound
Southgate
West Grey
County of Grey

2016 Forecast

2016 Census Result

7,010
6,700
11,090
10,040
7,800
11,530
22,250
7,560
12,920
96,900

Difference

7,190
6,790
10,730
10,040
7,870
11,250
21,850
7,530
12,820
96,070

180
90
(360)
0
70
(280)
(400)
(30)
(100)
(830)

*Forecast is of Total Population Including Census Net Undercoverage.

Comparison: Occupied Households Forecast and Census Result, 2016
County of Grey by Local Municipality
Municipality
Blue Mountains
Chatsworth
Georgian Bluffs
Grey Highlands
Hanover
Meaford
Owen Sound
Southgate
West Grey
County of Grey

2016 Forecast

2016 Census Result

3,060
2,550
4,330
3,920
3,270
4,780
9,750
2,740
5,080
39,480

3,280
2,560
4,270
3,900
3,340
4,820
9,630
2,710
5,080
39,590

Difference
220
10
(60)
‐20
70
40
(120)
(30)
0
110

The results indicate that Grey had 830 fewer residents and 110 more households
county-wide, according to the Census, than was projected for 2016. At a county-wide
level, this difference suggests that Grey is well on track to meet the longer-term growth
expectations, particularly given the observed growth relative to the 2006 to 2011
period. At the local municipal level, the results were more variable although most were
within a small margin suggesting the forecasts remain sound.
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Comparison: Total Employment Forecast and Census Result, 2016
County of Grey by Local Municipality
Municiaplity
2016 Forecast
2016 Census Result
Difference
Blue Mountains
4,170
4,040
(130)
Chatsworth
1,710
1,630
(80)
Georgian Bluffs
3,170
2,900
(270)
Grey Highlands
3,940
3,650
(290)
Hanover
6,190
5,740
(450)
Meaford
3,420
3,210
(210)
Owen Sound
15,500
14,350
(1,150)
Southgate
2,070
1,930
(140)
West Grey
3,300
3,080
(220)
43,470
45,520
2,050
County of Grey

The Counties fell short of projected total employment for 2016 overall, comprised of
variable results at the local municipal level.
4.

Recent Development Activity

The GMS forecast update included consideration of recent development activity
within local municipalities, based on building permit data and consultation with
County and local municipal staff regarding pending and known development
applications or interests that may affect development patterns in the County.
Historical building permit information has been updated to October 2017, shown
below.
Historic Residential Building Permits
County of Grey by Local Municipality
Number of Residential Buildling Permits
Share of County Total
Municipality
2006‐2010 2011‐2014 2015‐2017 2006‐2010 2011‐2014 2015‐2017
Blue Mountains
779
251
561
29%
22%
35%
Chatsworth
179
65
88
7%
6%
6%
Georgian Bluffs
218
178
122
8%
15%
8%
Grey Highlands
214
125
116
8%
11%
7%
Hanover
230
64
95
8%
6%
6%
Meaford
308
90
181
11%
8%
11%
Owen Sound
361
122
133
13%
11%
8%
Southgate
194
87
173
7%
8%
11%
West Grey
238
171
127
9%
15%
8%
County of Grey
2,721
1,153
1,596
100%
100%
100%
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Information regarding pending development applications or potential shifts in
development patterns in the County was also considered based on consultation with
County and local municipal staff. In this regard, it is noted that there has been a
sizeable increase in residential development approvals and pending applications in the
Township of Southgate, and to a lesser extent the Municipality of Grey Highlands. A
trend towards increased residential interest is considered in large part due to demand
for housing for commuters to the north GTAH to job opportunities in employment
centres such as Peel Region. The community of Southgate in particular, has been
experiencing markedly higher residential growth recently, relative to historic trends.
While the extent to which this trend will continue over the long-term is unknown, it
is important to acknowledge and account for when updating the GMS growth outlook
so that the County is appropriately planning for growth, such that market trends and
policy objectives for growth management and the development of complete
communities are balanced.
5.

Land Supply Inventory Review

A review and update to the land supply inventory prepared as input to the 2015
GMS was also undertaken in order to identify any changes that have occurred and to
confirm the sufficiency of designated supply to accommodate anticipated growth.
2017 Vacant Land Supply
(Updated from GMS 2015 as per Municipal Comments)
County of Grey by Local Municipality
Total Vacant Land Supply (ha)
Municipality
GMS 2015 Change Update 2017
Blue Mountains
692
‐
692
Chatsworth
78
‐
78
Georgian Bluffs
482
(176)
306
Grey Highlands
382
‐
382
Hanover
175
(25)
150
Meaford
270
(21)
249
Owen Sound
361
(49)
312
Southgate
119
(6)
112
West Grey
96
‐
96
County of Grey
2,655
(277)
2,377
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2017 Vacant Land Supply (Updated from GMS 2015 as per Municipal Comments)
County of Grey by Local Municipality
Residential Vacant Land Supply Commercial Vacant Land
Industrial Vacant Land
(ha)
Supply (ha)
Supply (ha)
GMS
Update
GMS
Update
GMS
Update
Change
Change
Change
2015
2017
2015
2017
2015
2017
658
‐
658
5
‐
5
29
‐
29
77
‐
77
‐
0
‐
‐
‐
0
477
(201)
276
5
6
11
‐
19
19
260
‐
260
105
‐
105
17
‐
17
105
(19)
86
19
7
26
51
(13)
38
248
(21)
227
3
0
3
20
(0)
20
200
(38)
162
36
0
36
125
(11)
114
95
(6)
89
7
‐
7
16
‐
16
94
‐
94
1
‐
1
1
‐
1
2,214
(285)
1,929
180
13
194
260
(5)
255

Note: Updated land supply based on comments received from Local Municipal Staff.
No input on the land supply was provided from the Town of the Blue Mountains, Township of Chatsworth, Municipality of Grey Highlands
or the Municipality of West Grey.

Based on municipal updates received, there are roughly 275 ha less of urban designated
land in Grey than was identified in 2015. Overall, there are still nearly 2,000 ha of
vacant designated lands for residential development, nearly 200 commercially
designated ha, and just over 250 ha of vacant industrial lands. At the County-wide
level, this should be more than sufficient to accommodate the growth outlook in Grey,
with some variation at the local municipal level.
6.

Forecast Updates

The forecast model and assumptions were updated to incorporate data from the 2016
Census and Annual Demographic Estimates, including population by age and sex,
occupied households, housing by unit type, mobility and migration. As well, recent
building permit data and local municipal staff insight to potential shifts in
development patterns or forthcoming applications were taken into consideration in
updating the growth outlook.
Net in-migration to the County was higher than forecast for the 2011 to 2016 period
by an average of roughly 85 persons per year over the five-year period. This, coupled
with the higher levels of population and housing growth relative to the prior Census
period, has resulted in the forecast results indicating a somewhat higher residential
growth outlook to 2041 than was forecast prior, notwithstanding that the County fell
marginally short of the forecast at 2016. The higher population growth outlook also
positively affects the growth outlook for employment in two ways. Firstly, a higher
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population results in more population-related jobs, growth in which occurs primarily
in response to a resident population. Secondly, a higher population means a greater
labour force pool and more workers, which also has a positive effect on employment
prospects over the longer term.
Updated forecasts total population, households and employment have been prepared
by five-year intervals corresponding with Census years. Overall, the outlook is for
approximately 450 more residents, 550 more households and 1,000 fewer jobs at 2036
County-wide than was anticipated under the 2015 forecasts. There have also been
some shifts undertaken to the local growth allocations, based on the updated Census
and local municipal information received. The results are shown below.
Local Municipal Shares of County‐wide Forecast Housing Growth, 2016‐2036
County of Grey by Local Municipality
Municipality
Blue Mountains
Chatsworth
Georgian Bluffs
Grey Highlands
Hanover
Meaford
Owen Sound
Southgate
West Grey
County of Grey

Blue Mountains
Chatsworth
Georgian Bluffs
Grey Highlands
Hanover
Meaford
Owen Sound
Southgate
West Grey
County of Grey

2015 GMS

2017 Update
16%
5%
12%
12%
7%
13%
17%
8%
11%
100%

Forecast HouseholdsGrowth, 2016 ‐ 2041
County of Grey by Local Municipality
2016
2021
2031
3,280
3,550
4,000
2,555
2,620
2,720
4,265
4,440
4,710
3,900
4,140
4,510
3,335
3,440
3,640
4,820
5,000
5,290
9,630
9,840
10,260
2,710
2,960
3,330
5,080
5,270
5,570
39,575
41,260
44,030

HEMSON

16%
4%
10%
14%
7%
11%
15%
14%
11%
100%

2036
4,150
2,750
4,790
4,620
3,710
5,380
10,420
3,430
5,650
44,900

2041
4,270
2,780
4,860
4,720
3,740
5,450
10,530
3,530
5,730
45,610

2016‐2036
870
195
525
720
375
560
790
720
570
5,325
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Chatsworth
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County of Grey

Blue Mountains
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Owen Sound
Southgate
West Grey
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Forecast Total Population (Including Census Net Undercoverage), 2016 ‐ 2041
County of Grey by Local Municipality
2016
2021
2031
2036
7,190
7,840
8,790
9,160
6,790
6,770
7,020
7,130
10,730
11,110
11,760
12,030
10,040
10,360
11,280
11,550
7,870
7,970
8,370
8,570
11,250
11,620
12,300
12,590
21,850
22,170
23,150
23,660
9,480
7,530
8,090
9,120
12,820
13,140
13,880
14,170
96,070
99,070
105,670
108,340

Forecast Total Employment Growth, 2016 ‐ 2041
County of Grey by Local Municipality
2016
2021
2031
2036
4,040
4,220
4,370
4,470
1,630
1,660
1,700
1,740
2,900
3,020
3,110
3,190
3,650
3,800
3,910
4,020
5,740
5,910
5,950
6,100
3,210
3,320
3,410
3,490
14,350
14,750
14,870
15,230
1,930
2,070
2,210
2,290
3,080
3,200
3,300
3,400
40,520
41,950
42,830
43,930

2041
9,440
7,230
12,250
11,810
8,690
12,810
24,010
9,800
14,430
110,470

2016‐2036
1,970
340
1,300
1,510
700
1,340
1,810
1,950
1,350
12,270

2041
4,590
1,800
3,300
4,190
6,350
3,580
15,780
2,380
3,520
45,490

2016‐2036
430
110
290
370
360
280
880
360
320
3,400

A review and update to the employment outlook by land-use based employment
categories may be prepared at such that the 2016 employment by NAICS special run
data becomes available.
7.

2018-2038 Forecasts for Updating Grey County Official Plan

The 2017 GMS forecast update results have also been interpolated for the mid-Census
years 2018 and 2038 in order to provide an updated twenty-year growth outlook basis
for planning for growth and land needs in the County, consistent with Provincial
policy direction in this regard. The results are provided below.
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Forecast Household Growth, 2018‐ 2038
County of Grey by Local Municipality
Total Households
Municipality
Blue Mountains
Chatsworth
Georgian Bluffs
Grey Highlands
Hanover
Meaford
Owen Sound
Southgate
West Grey
County of Grey

2018
3,320
2,570
4,290
3,930
3,350
4,850
9,660
2,740
5,110
39,820

2038
4,190
2,770
4,810
4,660
3,730
5,400
10,460
3,470
5,690
45,180

Forecast Total Population Growth, 2018‐ 2038
County of Grey by Local Municipality
Total Population
Municipality
Blue Mountains
Chatsworth
Georgian Bluffs
Grey Highlands
Hanover
Meaford
Owen Sound
Southgate
West Grey
County of Grey

2018
7,280
6,790
10,790
10,090
7,880
11,310
21,900
7,620
12,870
96,530

2038
9,280
7,170
12,110
11,650
8,610
12,670
23,800
9,600
14,270
109,160

Forecast Employment Growth, 2018‐ 2038
County of Grey by Local Municipality
Total Employment
Municipality
Blue Mountains
Chatsworth
Georgian Bluffs
Grey Highlands
Hanover
Meaford
Owen Sound
Southgate
West Grey
County of Grey

2018
4,670
1,340
3,210
4,130
4,940
3,160
14,540
1,630
3,120
40,740

2038
5,090
1,480
3,500
4,520
5,400
3,450
15,900
1,780
3,400
44,520

HEMSON

2016‐2038
Compound
Net Change
Annual Growth
870
1.2%
200
0.4%
520
0.6%
730
0.9%
380
0.5%
550
0.5%
800
0.4%
730
1.2%
580
0.5%
5,360
0.6%

2016‐2038
Compound
Net Change
Annual Growth
2,000
1.2%
380
0.3%
1,320
0.6%
1,560
0.7%
730
0.4%
1,360
0.6%
1,900
0.4%
1,980
1.2%
1,400
0.5%
12,630
0.6%

2016‐2038
Compound
Net Change
Annual Growth
Rate
420
0.4%
140
0.5%
290
0.4%
390
0.5%
460
0.4%
290
0.4%
1,360
0.4%
150
0.4%
280
0.4%
3,780
0.4%
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Conclusions and Recommendations

A review and updates to the Grey County long-range forecasts of population, housing
and employment and land supply inventory were undertaken to incorporate the results
of the 2016 Census and other information that has become available since the last
forecast update in 2015. The study has concluded the following.


The County was somewhat ahead of its 2016 projections for housing and
population at 2016 and fell short of its employment forecast. There was some
variation in this regard at the local municipal level.



An updated land supply inventory was prepared based local municipal staff
input provided. The results indicate nearly 300 fewer ha of vacant urban
designated lands in the County than in 2015. At a county-wide level, the
supply is sufficient to meet projected growth in Grey to 2038.



The updated forecasts indicate somewhat higher population and housing in the
County at 2036 than was previously forecast. The outlook for employment is
somewhat lower than had been previously anticipated although the outlook is
still for growth.



The County is anticipated to add 12,630 residents, 5,360 households, and
3,780 jobs over the 2018 to 2038 planning horizon.

It is recommended that the County incorporate the updated 2018 to 2038 forecasts
presented herein through the Recolour Grey official plan update.
The County should continue to continue to closely monitor growth and development
in Grey and undertake another forecast review at some point following the 2021
Census.
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Blue Mountains
Chatsworth
Georgian Bluffs
Grey Highlands
Hanover
Meaford
Owen Sound
Southgate
West Grey
County of Grey

Blue Mountains
Chatsworth
Georgian Bluffs
Grey Highlands
Hanover
Meaford
Owen Sound
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West Grey
County of Grey
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2016 Forecast
3,060
2,550
4,330
3,920
3,270
4,780
9,750
2,740
5,080
39,480

Occupied Households Growth Comparison
County of Grey by Local Municipality
2016 Census 2016 Difference 2041 Previous
2041 Current
2041 Difference 2016‐41 Previous 2016‐41 Current
3,280
220
3,970
4,270
300
910
990
2,560
10
2,810
2,780
(30)
260
220
4,270
(60)
4,970
4,860
(110)
640
590
3,900
(20)
4,590
4,720
130
670
820
3,340
70
3,650
3,740
90
380
400
4,820
40
5,510
5,450
(60)
730
630
9,630
(120)
10,740
10,530
(210)
990
900
2,710
(30)
3,160
3,530
370
420
820
5,080
‐
5,690
5,730
40
610
650
39,590
110
45,090
45,610
520
6,020
5,610

Share of County‐wide 16‐41 growth
2015 Study 2017 Update
16%
16%
5%
4%
11%
10%
12%
14%
7%
7%
13%
10%
18%
15%
7%
14%
11%
11%
100%
100%

2016 Forecast
7,010
6,700
11,090
10,040
7,800
11,530
22,250
7,560
12,920
96,900

Total Population Growth Comparison
County of Grey by Local Municipality
2016 Census 2016 Difference 2041 Previous
2041 Current
2041 Difference 2016‐41 Previous 2016‐41 Current
7,190
180
8,910
9,440
530
1,900
2,250
6,790
90
7,330
7,230
(100)
630
440
10,730
(360)
12,630
12,250
(380)
1,540
1,520
10,040
‐
11,560
11,810
250
1,520
1,770
7,870
70
8,690
8,690
‐
890
820
11,250
(280)
13,150
12,810
(340)
1,620
1,560
21,850
(400)
24,460
24,010
(450)
2,210
2,160
7,530
(30)
8,670
9,800
1,130
1,110
2,270
12,820
(100)
14,300
14,430
130
1,380
1,610
96,070
(830)
109,700
110,470
770
12,800
14,400

Share of County‐wide 16‐41 growth
2015 Study 2017 Update
13%
16%
4%
3%
10%
11%
10%
12%
6%
6%
11%
11%
14%
15%
8%
16%
9%
11%
86%
100%
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341 10th St. Hanover ON N4N 1P5
t 519.364.2780 | t 1.888.HANOVER | f 519.364.6456 | hanover.ca

Mr. Scott Taylor
Senior Planner
Grey County
595 9th Avenue East
Owen Sound, ON N4K 3E3
By email: Scott.Taylor@Grey.ca
Dear Scott:
Comments Re: Grey County Growth Management Strategy – Forecast and Land Supply
Review and Update
Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the draft Grey County Growth
Management Strategy – Forecast and Land Supply Review and Update as produced by
Hemson Consulting Ltd. on January 31, 2018.
Overall, the report is comprehensive and well done. Our comments primarily revolve around the
information provided – or not provided – for Hanover and how they affect the overall report and
its implications on the county’s draft official plan. As you can appreciate, presenting accurate
information for our community, and the unique situation it is in, is important to presenting
accurate information for the entire county.
Our comments are presented in four main areas: Macro vs Micro Analysis; Employment
Forecast; Household Forecast; and Land Supply Inventory. The attached spreadsheet is to be
used in conjunction with our comments on Land Supply Inventory. As some of the information
on the sheet is internal at this point, please do not share any of the specifics.
Based on our review of the Hemson report and an analysis of Hanover’s situation, required
revisions to the report will have implications for the county’s draft official plan. We would
appreciate the opportunity to discuss these further with you.
We sincerely trust that our comments will be given due consideration and that the draft official
plan reflect Hanover’s unique situation.
Respectfully,

Brian Tocheri
CAO/Clerk
CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER & CLERK

Town of Hanover
Comments Re: Grey County Growth Management Strategy – Forecast and Land Supply
Review and Update
1. Macro vs Micro Analysis
The Hemson Consulting Ltd. study looked at population, household and employment forecasts
and land supply inventory and interpolated results at a County-wide level. No consideration was
given to the unique situations that exist within individual municipalities. With respect to land
supply inventory, page 10 states, “At the County-wide level, this should be more than sufficient
to accommodate the growth outlook in Grey, with some variation at the local municipal level.”
All of these reported interpretations obscure the unique situation in Hanover and the challenges
it faces with a limited supply of developable land.
2. Employment Forecast
Hemson used employment information from the 2016 Census. The table on page 8. shows an
2016 employment forecast of 6,190 and the 2016 census result of 4,870 jobs in Hanover. The
table on page 11. shows employment of 5,740 jobs in 2016.
In 2017, the OMAFRA and Economic Modeling Specialists International (Emsi) produced an
Economy Overview for Hanover. The data was generated from StatCan’s National Symmetric
Input-Output table, National Household Survey commuting flows, Canadian Business Patterns,
and several Emsi in-house data sets. Emsi lists the number of jobs by industry. In 2016, there
were 6,688 jobs in Hanover. This represents an increase of 3.2% and 210 jobs.
Other significant job creating opportunities occurring in Hanover include:
•
•
•

Gateway Casinos just announced an expansion to their facility in Hanover. They
estimate another 100 jobs during 2019.
Exceldor Foods’ new turkey product line is creating 60 new jobs with the potential for 90.
There were 69 Hanover jobs posted online in December 2017 as reported by the Four
County Labour Market Planning Board in its Hiring Trends Report. This is down from 93
in September 2017 suggesting 24 jobs were filled.

3. Household Forecast
The 2016 census shows 3,340 households in Hanover (the Hemson report is using 3,335
households). Only Blue Mountains had a larger increase than Hanover from the 2016 forecast.
The Hemson report projects Hanover’s households will grow to 3,440 households (3.1% or 105
households) by 2021 and 3,640 by 2031.
MPAC shows 3,592 households in Hanover for 2018. These are numbers we know to be
accurate. Hanover is already at the number of households Hemson has projected will not be
attained until 2031.

Residential building permit data since 2011 indicate that Hanover will continue to have a steady
increase in the number of households. Since 2011, 95 single detached and 165 multi-res units
have been constructed. Over the past 4 years, an average of 26 units are being built per year.
If this growth continues as we expect, Hanover will have 4,059 households by 2036, not 3,710
as forecast by Hemson.
4. Land Supply Inventory
Hemson reports that in 2017 Hanover had 150 hectares of vacant land. This consists of 86
residential, 26 commercial and 38 hectares of industrial land. The 150 hectares of vacant
development land was apparently acquired in consultation with Town of Hanover staff.
A Commercial Policy Review completed by Malone Given Parsons Ltd. in 2015, indicates that
Hanover only has 14 hectares of vacant designated commercial lands. However, the net
unconstrained and developable vacant designated land supply is only 10 hectares.
Furthermore, most of these land parcels are of small site sizes, i.e., less than 2 hectares each.
In order to present as accurate of information as possible, we have undertaken a
comprehensive review of all commercial, industrial, institutional, Hydro One, future development
and residential lands within the corporate boundaries of Hanover. These are shown on the
attached spreadsheet as Total Acreage, Total Developable Acreage, and Total Available Lands.
As of March 2018, Hanover has 542.68 acres (219.7 ha) of vacant land. Of this, 191.88 acres
(77.7 ha) are Hydro One transmission corridor lands. As a result, the net vacant lands are really
350.8 acres (142.02 ha) which is close to the 150 hectares reported by Hemson.
Upon further examination of the remaining 350.8 acres of vacant land, 75.25 is not developable
due to various reasons (hazard lands, topography, soils, proximity to municipal boundaries
(farm land), etc.). This leaves 275.55 acres (111.6 ha) of developable land in Hanover.
Of the remaining 275.55 acres (111.6 ha) of developable land, 224.2 acres (90.8 ha) has been
developed since 2015, is in various stages of development, is being considered for development
(negotiations underway, proposals being developed, etc.), is farmland, or is not being
considered for development by the owner.
This leaves the Town of Hanover with 51.33 acres (20.78 ha) of available lands for
development. This will be depleted well before the 20 year planning horizon the county’s official
plan.
Town of Hanover
Comments Re: Grey County Growth Management Strategy – Forecast and Land Supply
Review and Update
1. Macro vs Micro Analysis
The Hemson Consulting Ltd. study looked at population, household and employment forecasts
and land supply inventory and interpolated results at a County-wide level. No consideration was
given to the unique situations that exist within individual municipalities. With respect to land
supply inventory, page 10 states, “At the County-wide level, this should be more than sufficient

to accommodate the growth outlook in Grey, with some variation at the local municipal level.”
All of these reported interpretations obscure the unique situation in Hanover and the challenges
it faces with a limited supply of developable land.
2. Employment Forecast
Hemson used employment information from the 2016 Census. The table on page 8. shows an
2016 employment forecast of 6,190 and the 2016 census result of 4,870 jobs in Hanover. The
table on page 11. shows employment of 5,740 jobs in 2016.
In 2017, the OMAFRA and Economic Modeling Specialists International (Emsi) produced an
Economy Overview for Hanover. The data was generated from StatCan’s National Symmetric
Input-Output table, National Household Survey commuting flows, Canadian Business Patterns,
and several Emsi in-house data sets. Emsi lists the number of jobs by industry. In 2016, there
were 6,688 jobs in Hanover. This represents an increase of 3.2% and 210 jobs.
Other significant job creating opportunities occurring in Hanover include:
•
•
•

Gateway Casinos just announced an expansion to their facility in Hanover. They
estimate another 100 jobs during 2019.
Exceldor Foods’ new turkey product line is creating 60 new jobs with the potential for 90.
There were 69 Hanover jobs posted online in December 2017 as reported by the Four
County Labour Market Planning Board in its Hiring Trends Report. This is down from 93
in September 2017 suggesting 24 jobs were filled.

3. Household Forecast
The 2016 census shows 3,340 households in Hanover (the Hemson report is using 3,335
households). Only Blue Mountains had a larger increase than Hanover from the 2016 forecast.
The Hemson report projects Hanover’s households will grow to 3,440 households (3.1% or 105
households) by 2021 and 3,640 by 2031.
MPAC shows 3,592 households in Hanover for 2018. These are numbers we know to be
accurate. Hanover is already at the number of households Hemson has projected will not be
attained until 2031.
Residential building permit data since 2011 indicate that Hanover will continue to have a steady
increase in the number of households. Since 2011, 95 single detached and 165 multi-res units
have been constructed. Over the past 4 years, an average of 26 units are being built per year.
If this growth continues as we expect, Hanover will have 4,059 households by 2036, not 3,710
as forecast by Hemson.
4. Land Supply Inventory
Hemson reports that in 2017 Hanover had 150 hectares of vacant land. This consists of 86
residential, 26 commercial and 38 hectares of industrial land. The 150 hectares of vacant
development land was apparently acquired in consultation with Town of Hanover staff.
A Commercial Policy Review completed by Malone Given Parsons Ltd. in 2015, indicates that
Hanover only has 14 hectares of vacant designated commercial lands. However, the net

unconstrained and developable vacant designated land supply is only 10 hectares.
Furthermore, most of these land parcels are of small site sizes, i.e., less than 2 hectares each.
In order to present as accurate of information as possible, we have undertaken a
comprehensive review of all commercial, industrial, institutional, Hydro One, future development
and residential lands within the corporate boundaries of Hanover. These are shown on the
attached spreadsheet as Total Acreage, Total Developable Acreage, and Total Available Lands.
As of March 2018, Hanover has 542.68 acres (219.7 ha) of vacant land. Of this, 191.88 acres
(77.7 ha) are Hydro One transmission corridor lands. As a result, the net vacant lands are really
350.8 acres (142.02 ha) which is close to the 150 hectares reported by Hemson.
Upon further examination of the remaining 350.8 acres of vacant land, 75.25 is not developable
due to various reasons (hazard lands, topography, soils, proximity to municipal boundaries
(farm land), etc.). This leaves 275.55 acres (111.6 ha) of developable land in Hanover.
Of the remaining 275.55 acres (111.6 ha) of developable land, 224.2 acres (90.8 ha) has been
developed since 2015, is in various stages of development, is being considered for development
(negotiations underway, proposals being developed, etc.), is farmland, or is not being
considered for development by the owner.
This leaves the Town of Hanover with 51.33 acres (20.78 ha) of available lands for
development. This will be depleted well before the 20 year planning horizon the county’s official
plan.

\-t

Municipality of Meaford
f 1 T¡'crt'ìrrlrlge Street
þ{eir*nrlr:l t-lt\,

1'1rest

N+L LAI

51!r- 53 B- 10bû

March 2nd, 2018

County of Grey
Planning & Development Department
595 gth Ave East
Owen Sound Ontario N4K 3E3

RE: Grey Gounty Growth Management Strategy
Review & Update

-

Forecast & Land Supply

Please accept the following Staff comments regarding the draft Forecast & Land
Supply Review & Update provided for review.
Staff have examined the revised forecast for Household, Population and
Employment growth against the 2016 census results provided, as well as the
forecasts provided within the initial Growth Management Strategy (2008).
Staff acknowledge that based upon a variety of factors including an unmet 2016
population forecast; additional data regarding Meaford's historical actual growth
share within the County, and increased development interest/applications in other
areas of the County, the proposed share of County growth allocated to the
Municipality of Meaford over the planning horizon is forecast to be approximately
11o/o vs. the 13% identified within the 2008 Strategy.

Accordingly, this results in decreased forecasts in Household, Population &
Employment for the Municipality of Meaford. Comparing 2031 figures from each
Strategy, Staff understand the decrease in these forecasts to be approximately
5.5o/o, 8.9% & 5.3o/o, respectively, which, after extrapolation to the interim, noncensus 2038 year result in forecasts as follows:

Households
Population
Emplovment

2018
4850
11240
3440

2038
5430
12470
3830

Net Change
580
1230
390

Staff would note that the Employment forecast within the tables on Page 13 of the
Draft Update Document, which is reflected in the table above, is curious to Staff in
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that it appears to exceed even the adjusted 2041 forecast (3580 positions) that was
listed on Page 11 of the document. Staff question if this represents an error, or if
there are additional factors affecting the forecast. Comments are requested
from Hemson, in this regard.
With respect to the decreased share of County growth forecasted for the
Municipality, Staff would acknowledge that the 11% share allocated is consistent
with the historical actual share that the Municipality has achieved. Staff are
cognizant that based upon designated/serviced land availability and the range of
development projects presently in consultation/early application stages, there is the
potential to exceed the household growth forecasts quite substantially over the 20
year planning horizon, though of course this will be largely market-dependent. A
number of projects on some of these same sites were also nearing application in
200718, and were pulled back in response to broader economic factors. While the
supply-side shortage and substantial upswing in both sales and average sales prices
over the last 12-24 months is promising in relation to spurring new development,
Staff recognize that it may be beneficial to take a bit of a wait-and-see approach to
determine if the recent conditions will persist. Staff agree with Hemson's
recommendation that the County & local municipalities should continue to
closely monitor growth and development and undertake another forecast
review following the 2021 Census. Staff would add that it would be helpful to
complete an updated local-level land demand assessment (in addition to
supply) at that time as well.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this update, I look forward to obtaining
confirmation regarding the Employment forecast numbers, as requested above.
Sincerely,

Liz B
, MCIP, RPP
Senior Planner
Municipality of Meaford
21 Trowbridge Street West, Meaford
519 538-1060 ext. 1120 | lbuckton@meaford.ca
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December 7, 2017
Scott Taylor
Senior Planner
County of Grey
595 9th Ave. E., Owen Sound, ON
N4K 3E3
Dear Scott:
RE:

County of Grey Growth Management Considerations

This correspondence has been prepared to provide information related to the recent and current levels
of development activity by Flato Developments in the Township of Southgate, and specifically in the
Settlement Area of Dundalk.
The purpose of this correspondence is to request that the County of Grey and Hemson Consulting use
the information contained in this correspondence to adjust the methodology used in the current Growth
Management Strategy Update, from that used in 2015.
In preparing this correspondence, the methodology of the 2015 Growth Management Strategy Update
that was prepared by Hemson Consulting has been reviewed.
Section III, A, of the 2015 Growth Management Strategy Update establishes the forecast methodology
and identifies that the population projections at the County level are based on the standard cohortsurvival forecast model.
The 2015 Study recognizes that:


In-migration is a “Key Forecast Assumption.”



That many young adults leave the County to seek educational opportunities.



That in-migration will more than compensate for the loss of young adults who leave the area for
educational opportunities.



That in-migration will result in more demand for housing in Grey County.



The population forecast model calculates future forecasts by taking the current population
within age groups, deducting death rates and then adding net migration.



In the first full paragraph on Page 22, the Report specifically states that “Assumptions about
future levels of migration are an important determinant of the forecast.”
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It would appear that the methodology used in the 2015 Study is appropriate. In the 2017 Study, it is
stressed that future levels of in-migration are anticipated to play a pivotal role in the population increase
that will occur in Dundalk. The result of high in-migration in Dundalk will be the need to designated
additional residential lands in Dundalk.
In projecting population, the 2015 Study used three scenarios. The low, reference and high growth
scenario. The key distinction between the scenarios is the level of projected net migration.
The Report does not detail how in-migration rates were calculated.
This correspondence does not request that one scenario be chosen over the other, but rather requests
that projections of in-migration be based on factors such as registered lots, draft approved lots and
recent unit sales, as it is projected that the new supply of housing in Dundalk will drive in-migration. The
recent rates of unit sales in Dundalk provide the evidence to support this projection as the majority of
purchasers are from outside the County.
In-Migration Levels in Dundalk
The following information will demonstrate:


In-migration in Southgate (Dundalk) will be much higher than anticipated by the 2015 Report.



Housing supply in Dundalk is driving in-migration.



Additional land will be required in Dundalk to accommodate the increased rates of in-migration.

Since the 2015 Report was prepared, the following has occurred in Dundalk by Flato developments:


70 lots have been registered



An additional 767 lots have been draft approved



A total of 837 lots have been draft approved and registered



62 home sales in December 2015



39 home sales in December 2016



28 home sales in October of 2017



73 home sales in November 2017



A Total of 202 homes sales between December 2015 and November 2017.

These changes will:

2



have a significant impact on the rates of growth in the Settlement Area;



result in the consumption of designation land in the Settlement Area within the Planning
Horizon; and,



necessitate the need for additional land to be designated.

Local Growth Allocations
The 2015 Hemson Study provides growth allocations based on a variety of factors including: planning
policy, historic growth, market demand, consultation with local municipal and industry stakeholders and
the capacity to accommodate growth from both a land supply and servicing perspective.
Based on the amount of approved lots and recent sales, it may be appropriate for a higher percentage of
growth to be allocated to the Township of Southgate. This would be another factor in the need to
designate additional lands for Residential purposes in the Dundalk Settlement Area.
Table 27 of the 2015 Study provides a Housing Unit forecast to 2036 and 2041. The Table forecasts a
requirement for an additional 370 housing units in Southgate Township to 2036. In accordance with the
sales information in Dundalk, in the two years since the 2015 Study was completed, there have been
sales of 202 units, this represents 54 percent of the 20 year housing forecast/allocation for the Township
of Southgate being consumed in two years in one Settlement Area.
Based the additional 837 registered and draft approved lots, and the developers desire to construct 100
units per year (this is consistent with the sales values over the last 2 years), a total of 800-837 units are
anticipate to be constructed by 2026.
These growth rates will result in a significant increase in net migration to the Township of Southgate and
it is requested that as a part of the 2017 Study, the County and Hemson recognize these higher rates of
net migration by providing additional housing allocation to Southgate Township and by providing the
opportunity for the designation of additional residential land in the community of Dundalk though a
Settlement Area expansion.

Yours truly,

MHBC

Jamie Robinson, BES, MCIP, RPP
Partner
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