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Department/Function:
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Chair:

Mayor Scott Warnock

Meeting Date:

May 16th, 2018

Report No.:

PD-2018-24

Report Title:

PD-2018-24 Official Plan and Zoning ByLaw Summary Report Public Meeting

RECOMMENDATION:
That Staff Report No. PD-2018-24 for the Official Plan and Zoning
By-law Summary Report prepared by GSP Group, Planning
Consultants for the Township of Tay be received for information.
INTRODUCTION/BACKGROUND
The Township initiated the review of the Official Plan and the Zoning Bylaw in September 2012, with the intent of updating the planning policies
and regulations of the Township in order to meet the Provincial Policies
and Plans and matters of provincial interest.
The Official Plan is a statement of the Township’s goals, objectives and
policies used to guide future growth, land use and development within the
Township of Tay for the next 20 years. The Zoning By-law regulates land
use and establishes minimum standards for the development of
properties, buildings and structures.
The Official Plan was adopted by Council on July 8th, 1998 and was
approved by the Ministry of Municipal Affairs on February 23rd, 1999.
The General Zoning By-law was passed by Council on November 9th,
2000. The Official Plan and Zoning By-law review will comprehensively
update or replace the current Official Plan and Zoning By-law.
The Township held two public open houses on April 5, 2016 and the public
meeting on April 27, 2016. All three sessions were well attended which
provided the opportunity for Staff and the consultants to hear and provide
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feedback on the proposed documents. Since, the first draft of the Official
Plan and Zoning Bylaw documents there has been significant policy
updates at the Province level which has resulted in the draft documents
to be updated as to conform with the new Provincial policies. In addition
to changes at the Provincial level, The County of Simcoe Official Plan has
now been fully approved by the Ontario Municipal Board, and as such the
draft Official Plan and Zoning By-law needed to be updated to conform.
ANALYSIS
Since the Township’s last Official Plan and Zoning By-law update the
following Plans and Provincial initiatives have been prepared:
1.
Severn Sound Sustainability Plan (2009).
2.
Evaluation of Natural Heritage Conditions Study prepared by the
Severn Sound Environmental Association for the Township of Tay in
August 2010.
3.
Source Protection Plan for South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe Source
Protection Region.
4.
County of Simcoe Official Plan.
5.
Provincial Policy Statement 2014.
6.
Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe, 2017
7.
Planning Act
8.
Bill 140, Strong Communities through Affordable Housing Act
9.
Green Energy Act.
10. Bill 204 Promoting Affordable Housing Act, 2016
The report by GSP Group is attached to this report for Council’s
information, which outlines the major policy changes and comments
made at the two open houses, the public meeting and afterwards to date.
FINANCIAL/BUDGET IMPACT
This project is within budget.
SUMMARY/NEXT STEPS
The following steps have been completed to date:
1.
GSP preparing the Draft Zoning By-law and Official Plan and the
draft maps for each document
2.
GSP will then report back to Planning and Development Committee
in September
3.
Circulation/Review Period
4.
Open Houses held on April 5, 2016 and Public Meeting April 27,
2016
5.
Discussion Paper/Consultation Summary
6.
Report to Planning and Development Committee
Council
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7.
8.
9.
10.
11.

Review Draft Zoning By-law and Official Plan
Revised maps for both documents
Report to Planning and Development Committee
Public Agency Notification
Statutory Open House

The following are the next steps in the review and adoption of the new
Official Plan and Zoning By-law:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Second Public Meeting – May 16, 2018
County Circulation and Review and Comments/Response
Final Revisions to draft Official Plan and draft Zoning By-law
Council Adoption of draft Official Plan and Enactment of Zoning Bylaw
Notice of Adoption of new Official Plan
County Approval of Official Plan and Notice of Decision

Prepared and Recommended By:

Date: May 10, 2018

Steven Farquharson, B.URPL, MCIP, RPP
Director of Planning and Development
Reviewed by,

Date: May 10, 2018

Robert J. Lamb, CEcD, Ec.D.
Chief Administrative Officer

1.

Attachment #1- Official Plan and Zoning By-law Summary Report by
GSP Group May 2018
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Township of Tay

Official Plan and Zoning By-law
Summary Report
May 2018

1. Introduction
The Township of Tay initiated a review of its Official Plan and Zoning By-law to address the
provincial compliance requirements of the Planning Act and Places to Grow Act and to prepare
an updated local land use, planning policy and regulatory framework to guide growth and
development to the year 2031. The current Official Plan was originally adopted by Township
Council in 1998 and gained Ministerial approval in February of 1999. The Township’s current
General Zoning By-law (By-law No. 2000-57, as amended) was passed by Council in November
2000. The existing Official Plan and Zoning By-law have been subject to several amendments.
The provincial and upper tier planning framework has evolved through changes to and the
introduction of new provincial legislation, plans and policies and a new County of Simcoe Official
Plan. The planning directives of the Province and the County, the current planning context, and a
summary of the findings of the review of the current Official Plan and Zoning By-law are
summarized in the Township of Tay Official plan and Zoning By-law Review Background, Issues
and Options Report (January 2015). Building on this review and background research, a new draft
Township Official Plan and Zoning By-law have been prepared to address these changes and to
address conformity requirements with current policies and legislation.
The new draft Official Plan and Zoning By-law were presented to the community and Council in
April 2016 including a statutory public open house and public meeting, and the documents have
been made available for review on the Township website for more than 2 years. Our previous
summary report dated April 2016 as presented to Council at that time outlined key changes
introduced by the new draft documents and supporting rationale based on the review of the
Township’s 1999 Official Plan and Zoning By-law 2000-57 in the current planning context,
Provincial planning framework and a new County Official Plan. The report also summarized input
received to that point in the process through the April 2016 public open house, written submissions
and circulation comments, and outlined the next steps in the process. A copy of the April 2016
Summary Report is appended to this report.
In May 2016 a new draft Growth Plan was released by the Province, introducing new and updated
policy directions for municipalities in the Greater Golden Horseshoe. Additionally, components of
the new County Official Plan such as the Greenlands policies were still under appeal at that time.
Amendments to the Planning Act introduced by the Smart Growth for our Communities Act, 2015,
came into force on July 1, 2016. Additional written submissions were received following the April
2016 consultation including public comments and agency circulation comments.
As primary objectives of the Official Plan and Zoning By-law Review are to address the Provincial
and County Official Plan conformity requirements and to facilitate community and agency/
stakeholder input to the Township’s planning documents, finalization of the Township’s new
Official Plan (and Zoning By-law) for Council adoption was deferred to allow time to consider the
emerging legislative and policy changes at the Provincial level and the final approval of the County
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Official Plan as well as the input received from agencies and the public. This has also allowed
Township Planning staff an opportunity to work with the documents in draft form in the context of
development proposals and other local planning matters to test, refine and improve the new draft
Official Plan and Zoning By-law where necessary.
The County Official Plan received final approval in December 2016. The new Growth Plan
became effective on July 1, 2017 and the Province has released new regional agricultural and
natural heritage mapping and a series of guideline documents to support the Growth Plan
implementation. The new mapping became effective in February 2018 and identifies both an
Agricultural Land Base and a Natural Heritage System for the entire Greater Golden Horseshoe
including Simcoe County and the Township of Tay. This mapping information and related Growth
Plan policies impact the new Township Official Plan. Opportunities to refine this mapping and
some other aspects of achieving conformity with the new 2017 Growth Plan can only be
addressed through a Municipal Comprehensive Review (MCR) at the County level. The County
has initiated the MCR process to plan for and allocate forecast population and employment growth
and related targets to each local municipality to the year 2041. In the interim, the planning horizon
of the Township’s Official Plan continues to be limited to the year 2031 as per the County Official
Plan.
Further amendments to the Planning Act have also come into effect more recently, including the
changes introduced by the Building Better Communities and Conserving Watersheds Act, 2017
(Bill 139) effective April 3, 2018. New regulations (O. Reg. 232/18) have also recently been issued
under the Planning Act as amended by the Promoting Affordable Housing Act, 2016, creating new
tools for municipalities referred to as inclusionary zoning.
Sections 2 and 3 of this report summarize the revisions to the new draft Official Plan and Zoning
By-law, respectively, since the drafts were presented through the statutory consultation held in
April 2016. Many of the edits relate to comments received on the draft documents, and a full
summary of these comments and related revisions and/or responses is appended to this report.

2. Draft Official Plan
The new draft Official Plan is proposed to replace the Township’s current 1999 Official Plan. Key
from from the review of the 1999 Official Plan and direction of the new draft new Official Plan are
summarized in the April 2016 Summary Report. The changes in the May 2018 revised draft
Official Plan are summarized following:
Basis and Purpose of the Official Plan
•
•

Updated with reference to the new 2017 Growth Plan requirements and to acknowledge
that certain policies require a County MCR to fully implement the new Growth Plan.
Updated references to County Official Plan as approved in 2016.
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Goals
•
•
•

Added reference to sustainable local food system in Resource Management Goals as it
pertains to agricultural lands;
Added reference to transportation options, accessibility and well-linked community
services in the Public Health and Safety Goals
Added reference to possibility of future transit systems in Transportation Goals.

Settlement Areas and Growth Management Policies
•
•
•
•

•
•

•
•
•

Updated settlement area expansion policies based on new Growth Plan policies and
requirement for a County MCR.
Removed references to “lands for urban uses” as per new Growth Plan.
Clarified references to targets and planned distribution of future growth.
Clarified that intensification is intended to be “compatible” with the scale and character of
the communities rather than “in keeping with”, and overall design direction in Community
Design and Revitalization policies with reference to development that is designed to
“respect, complement or enhance” the traditional character of the communities and
promote a sense of place.
Additional policy direction for active transportation (walking, cycling) in Community Design
and Revitalization policies.
Additional direction to elaborate purpose and scope of design guidelines that may be
developed and adopted in the future, added reference to design guidelines in waterfront
policies.
Clarified that new lot creation is not permitted for accessory dwellings units.
Updated employment land conversion policies as per new 2017 Growth Plan.
Clarified the intent of promoting public access to the waterfront does not mean that private
lands are open or accessible to the public.

Natural Heritage System
•
•
•

•

•
•

Updated policies and terminology to match new 2017 Growth Plan, e.g. key natural
heritage features, key hydrologic features.
Clarified wetlands classifications and policies.
Added policies to conform with the Growth Plan Natural Heritage System policies and with
reference to new Provincial Natural Heritage System mapping included in Appendix B to
the new draft Official Plan.
Updated policies for significant woodlands to clarify source and definition of “significant”
with reference to Evaluation of Natural Heritage Conditions Study delineation of significant
woodlands.
Added policy for potential future Township-wide Forestry Management Plan.
Added policy to require/clarify that the scope and terms of reference for an Environmental
Impact Study (EIS) are to be determined through pre-application consultation.
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Resource Management Policies
•
•

•
•
•

Added reference to new Provincial Agricultural Land Base mapping included in Appendix
A to the new draft Official Plan.
Added policy for avoidance/mitigation/minimization of impacts related to interface of
agricultural and non-agricultural uses outside of settlement areas as per new Growth Plan,
2017.
Added reference to watershed planning as per new Growth Plan, 2017.
Updated / revised Sourcewater Protection policies based on County and SSEA review
comments.
Revised and added to mineral aggregate operations policies as per new Growth Plan,
2017 in relation to the Natural Heritage System, agricultural impact assessment, and site
rehabilitation.

Public Health and Safety Policies
•
•
•

•

Added reference to dynamic beach hazards in safe access policies.
Added climate change adaptation/mitigation policy.
Changed EIS references to Environmental Site Assessment and Hazards Assessment
where appropriate in the context of policies for avoiding and evaluating human-made
hazards and natural hazards.
Updated Waste Disposal Assessment Area policies as per County Official Plan.

Cultural Heritage Policies
•

Added reference to Ministry of Culture, Tourism and Sport screening criteria for
archaeological assessments.

Infrastructure and Public Service Facilities Policies
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Added policy for excess soil management.
Updated policies for infrastructure approved under and Environmental Assessment in the
Greenlands designation.
Added references to defined term “quality and quantity of water” in stormwater
management policies to align with new Growth Plan, 2017.
Clarified policies for land dedicated to the Township for stormwater management facilities
and parkland dedication requirements.
Added reference to development of stormwater master plans as per new Growth Plan,
2017.
Added reference to potential future consideration of a Community Energy Plan.
Updated policies for electricity generation and transmission and distribution systems and
corridors based on comments from Hydro One Networks.
Revised policy to clarify that an amendment to the Official Plan is required for proposed
new waste disposal sites.
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Transportation Policies
•
•
•
•
•

Added references to transportation demand management and possibility of future transit
systems.
Clarified that lot creation permissions along private condominium roads.
Added policy allowing for consideration for off-street parking to be provided on a separate
lot from the use.
Added policy enabling the Township to require dedication of land for future transit rightsof-way.
Clarified that a Traffic Impact Study may be required by the Ministry of Transportation, the
County and/or the Township.

Commercial Designations
•
•

Core commercial policies direct parking to rear of buildings and/or screening of parking
areas to promote pedestrian scale and access along the street.
Added boat storage as permitted use in Marine Commercial designation.

Surplus Farm Dwelling Policy
•

Revised and clarified lot creation policies in Agricultural and Rural designations for surplus
farm dwelling severances to address application of Minimum Distance Separation (MDS
I) as per new MDS Document, clarify application of minimum lot area and zoning
requirements and to add flexibility to the definition of a farm consolidation.

Open Space Designation
•

Added policy to clarify permissions for private open space and amenity areas accessory
to residential, commercial and employment uses.

Greenlands Designation
•

Clarified application of Greenlands designation and overlay where Greenlands and
another land use designation applies.

Special Policy Area
•

Added special policy areas to recognize existing uses and functions of the Sainte-Marie
Among the Hurons site and to carry forward the policies for Methodist Island

Parkland Dedication
•

Updated policies as per amended Planning Act to require a Parks Plan in order to use the
alternative dedication rate.
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Other General Changes
•

•

•
•

Minor wording changes have been made where necessary to clarify policy references to
the Natural Heritage System policies, water resources policies and public health and
safety policies of the new draft Official Plan.
Updated glossary and adjusted terminology to be consistent with terms defined or used in
the PPS and new Growth Plan, e.g. reference to Natural Heritage System and “negative
impacts” and “adverse effects”, “wastewater systems”, “delineated built boundary”, “public
service facilities”.
Harmonized duplicate/redundant terms (e.g. second units, accessory dwelling units).
Fixed section numbering in 4.2.2 (now 4.2.3).

Map Schedules
•
•

Incorporated/consolidated Official Plan Amendments including adjustment to Victoria
Harbour settlement area boundary
Format/colour/labelling and legend changes to improve readability and based on
comments received.

Appendices
•

•

Appendix A has been added to illustrate the Provincial mapping of the Agricultural Land
Base as it applies to the Township. Under the Growth Plan, this mapping is required to be
used to determine the location and extent of designated prime agricultural areas and for
applying the related policies of the PPS and the Growth Plan applicable these areas. This
mapping can only be refined through the County MCR process. Until that time, the new
draft Official Plan proposes to incorporate the mapping as an appendix that is not officially
part of the document so that it may be refined in accordance with any refinements made
to the mapping through the County MCR, without the need to formally amend the Official
Plan, and in light of concerns about the accuracy of the mapping.
Similarly, Appendix B has been added to illustrate the Provincial Natural Heritage System.

3. Draft Zoning By-law
A new draft Zoning By-law is proposed to repeal and replace the Township’s current General
Zoning By-law No. 2000-57 and all amendments thereto. The new Zoning By-law is not in effect
until it is enacted by Township Council and the new Official Plan is approved by the County, and
is subject to notification and appeal provisions under the Planning Act. The April 2016 Summary
Report outlined key findings from the review of the General Zoning By-law 2000-57 and the format
and content of the new draft Zoning By-law. The changes in the May 2018 revised draft Zoning
By-law are summarized following:
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•

•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Updated terminology regarding electricity generation facilities and transmission and
distribution systems and setback requirements for pipelines as per comments from Hydro
One Networks;
Added definition and permitted uses for “Independent Retirement Home”;
Carried forward Camper Trailer and Travel Trailer definitions from current Zoning By-law;
Clarified limitations of what may be provided within accessory buildings or structures so
they are not used as habitable dwellings except where an accessory dwelling unit is
permitted in an accessory building;
Added maximum size limit regulation of 100 square metres for Type 3 accessory buildings
in Agricultural zones;
Re-formatted, updated and revised provisions for residential accessory buildings and
structures;
Additional/expanded regulations for boathouses;
Clarified that access to an accessory dwelling unit in a townhouse may be through a
common/shared entrance;
Clarified application of fencing regulations;
Revised/updated home occupation provisions;
Revised regulations for private garages to add flexibility;
Updated kennel provisions/regulations;
Added commercial school to permitted uses in C1, C2, C3 and C5 zones;
Added medical marihuana production facility as permitted use in M1 and M3 zones;
Updated Schedule “A” Zoning By-law maps with site-specific zones carried forward from
By-law 2000-57 and to reflect recent amendments approved by the Township.

A new set of zoning maps has been prepared using a consistent scale and format for the entire
Township, and are included in Schedule “A” to the new draft Zoning By-law. The final Zoning Bylaw will also include the current, in effect version of the Minimum Distance Separation (MDS)
Guidelines as Schedule “B”.

4. Consultation Summary
In accordance with the Planning Act, a public meeting was held by Township Council at the outset
of the Official Plan and Zoning By-law Review to obtain input regarding revisions to the Official
Plan that may be required. Comments received at that meeting are summarized in the
Background, Issues and Options Report.
A public open house was held on April 5, 2016, to provide an opportunity for the community to
obtain information regarding the new draft Official Plan and Zoning By-law, ask questions of
Township staff and the consultants, and to provide feedback. A public meeting of Council was
held on April 27, 2016 to present an overview of the draft Official Plan and Zoning By-law and to
receive comments from the public.
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A summary of the comments received and related changes/considerations for the draft Official
Plan is appended. In some cases, revisions to the draft Official Plan and/or Zoning By-law are
recommended and have been made to address the comments received, and in some cases a
response is provided.

5. Next Steps
The Official Plan and Zoning By-law Review project will be finalized as follows:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Second Public Meeting – May 16, 2018
County Circulation and Review and Comments/Response
Final Revisions to draft Official Plan and draft Zoning By-law
Council Adoption of draft Official Plan and Enactment of Zoning By-law
Notice of Adoption of new Official Plan
County Approval of Official Plan and Notice of Decision

The timing of items (2) to (4) above will depend on the timing of County review comments and
scope of related revisions to the draft Official Plan and Zoning By-law. The new Zoning By-law
does not come into effect until the new Official Plan is approved by the County and is in effect,
and both the Official Plan and Zoning By-law are subject to related appeal provisions under the
Planning Act. The County has recommended that the new Zoning By-law should not be enacted
by the Township until the County has approved the Township’s new Official Plan. A further public
meeting and/or open house regarding the Zoning By-law may be appropriate prior to final
enactment depending on further comments received and when the new Official Plan comes into
effect and any related modifications.
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Township of Tay
Official Plan and Zoning By-law
Summary of Public Comments and Response
OP Section

Comment

Response

Email from Brian Willis., dated October 26, 2016.

Zoning By-law

Dear Steve
As per our meeting on Oct 17, 2016, I am
asking Tay Township to return my properties,
Lot 40, 41, 42, 44, 45, 46, 47 and Parcels: A,
B,C,D,E, on Methodist Island, from EP
zoning and return back to SRH zone.
This is so I could complete the critical path of
relotting and engineering to make these lots
conform to the official plan.
You have reviewed what I am proposing and
we will proceed with the plan as you have
laid out. Much of the EP zoned property is
above the 1 to 100 year high water mark.
These properties are in a fully protected bay,
and will conform
Thank you for your help in this matter.
Please contact me if you require additional
information.

Methodist Island is designated Shoreline Residential
in the draft Official Plan. A Special Policy Area (SPA
2) has been added to carry forward the special
policies of the existing OP regarding assessment of
potential flooding / wave uprush.
Zone RS (Shoreline Residential) with holding (H)
provision.

Email from Perry Ritchie, Re/Max Georgian Bay Realty Ltd., dated October 18, 2016.
Hi, Steve further to our conversation re: the
vacant lot on Henry St, in Waverley having a
commercial zoning on it to allow motor
vehicle repair and certification, this property
has the size and the location, almost 1 acre
in size, and located right in the north west
corner of Hwy 93 and HWY 27 access off
Hwy 27 onto Henry St provides good egress
and regress of accessing the property. There
is a gas station/convenience store and
restaurant across from the subject property
and there are other commercial zoning in the
village of Waverley I would ask Planning staff
and Council of the day take a serious look at
rezoning this property to a commercial
zoning, it would increase your tax base as
well for the municipality, Thank You Perry
Ritchie Re/Max Georgian Bay Realty Ltd,
Elmvale.

Recommend considering Settlement Commercial
designation and commercial C2 zoning for this
property and possibly southwest and northeast
corners of the same intersection. Township staff to
confirm.

Inquiry as summarized in email from S. Farquharson dated October 4, 2016.
I have had a couple inquire about 2391
Rumney Road and 1387 Gervais Road. Both
are zoned Rural under the current ZBL while
under the new one they will be Agricultural.
Table 14 requires 40 hectares of land which
these sites don't have. They are talking about
putting a pool up or an addition onto the
house. When I was in the City of Barrie, if a
lot did not meet the min standards and
someone wanted to do an addition onto their
house they needed a variance. Can you
GSP Group Inc. – May 2018

This is covered by section 3.4 (c) of the draft Zoning
By-law which addresses building and structure
permissions on undersized lots.
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OP Section

Comment
please clarify if this is the case. We have a
lot of small rural lots and I don't want to run
into this issue over and over with smaller
rural lots. Is there a general clause that
would allow expansion of these uses.

Response

Inquiry as summarized in email from S. Farquharson dated September 29, 2016.
The SSEA Evaluation of Natural Heritage Conditions
Study identifies a significant woodland over 2
hectares in area on this property and it is also picked
up by the same boundary in the County Greenlands
mapping. Some of the woodland area extends onto
properties to the west. We mapped the woodland as
per the SSEA and County Greenlands mapping data
which are consistent, and the satellite photos also
show the wooded areas of the property. Significant
We have a pending application for a Seniors
woodlands are subject to related policies and study
development at 400 Newton Street. We are
requirements as per the PPS. The SSEA study
requiring them to do an EIS just to scope out
provides some additional evaluation of the
what the developable limits are. They want to
woodlands in the northerly part of the Township.
know what information was used to establish
The SSEA also identifies steep slopes on portions of
this as Greenland's. Can you please let me
this property as shown in the light red colour on the
know and I will send them the information.
map excerpt attached. I believe this is based on
contours / elevation mapping done by the SSEA but
they could confirm the source. Some of the steep
slope areas coincide with the woodland but some
portions outside the woodland boundary are also
identified as potentially hazardous slopes. A
slope/hazards assessment and topo survey should
refine this mapping at the site level to determine
developable area and appropriate buffering.
Comments from G. French as summarized in emails dated April 7, 2016 and May 10, 2016.
I have four or five clients, all full time farmers
in Tay township, whose concern relates to
the surplus farm dwelling policy.
The policy as drafted will do nothing for them
(and, as I read it, will do nothing for anyone).
They are looking for a workable policy along
the lines of the policies set out in the PPS,
the county policy and as presently in
force in Springwater, Tiny and Oro-Medonte.

Revised surplus farm dwelling policy recommended
to require:
a.

b.

If you wish, I could draft the policy they are
looking for.
I am still working on this, but thought it best
to send you my working version for
consideration. I hope to improve it.
I do want to point out that, while I am glad to
provide suggestions and naturally would
need a draft for OMB use, it would be best if
the policy were finally drafted by the same
person or persons who do the whole plan.
These plans do differ in approach and style
and it is best that the style be consistent, and
GSP Group Inc. – May 2018

c.

d.

e.

the new lot shall be limited to a minimum size
needed to accommodate the use and required
private individual on-site services and any
existing accessory buildings and structures;
compliance with MDS I shall be required for the
existing dwelling to be severed only in the case
where the dwelling is located on the same lot as
an existing livestock facility or anaerobic
digester prior to the consent and after the
consent the dwelling would be on a lot separate
from that same existing livestock facility or
anaerobic digester, in accordance with the MDS
Document;
the zoning of the consolidated farm parcel shall
be amended in the Zoning By-law to only permit
agricultural uses and no new residence use
shall be permitted;
the minimum lot area for the consolidated farm
parcel shall be established through the required
amendment to the Zoning By-law; and,
for the purposes of this policy, a farm
consolidation shall mean the acquisition of one
or more additional farm parcels to be operated
as one farm operation.
2

OP Section

Comment
that anything I suggest be reconciled with
other aspect of the plan.

Response

I have considered the history of this type of
policy in Tiny and in Springwater. In general,
I find that the wording and the practice in
Tiny as by far the better example and if you
feel a need to consult with a planner with
some experience, I suggest Mr. Persaud.
The experience in Springwater has been
long and tortuous and the difficulties are by
no means over. The wording of the
Springwater policy continues to cause
problems.
In places I have added noted. these are not
proposed to be part of the plan, but simply to
illustrate or explain an issue.
I would be glad to meet with you to review
this.
General Policies and Objectives
(It is usual to set out the intentions and
priorities to be achieved. You have these in
the draft, but the following are suggested as
additions:)
1. To allow the expansion and consolidation
of farm operations, in recognition of the need
to allow such expansion in order that the
farm operations continue to remain viable,
but at the same time to conserve the stock of
rural housing in the municipality.
2. To encourage the preservation and
conservation of heritage resources which
contribute to the rural landscape.
Consent Policy
1. It is recognized that active, bona fide
farmers often acquire and have acquired
additional farm property to enhance and
maintain the viability of their farm operations,
and that these properties generally fall within
the Agricultural, Aggregate Extractive and
Open Space designations.
(Note: the policy that follows should be
available for active farms, regardless of
which designation the property comes under.
With respect to aggregate lands in particular,
application of the policy does not prejudice
the future use of the land for aggregate
extraction, as no development, in its real
sense, is taking place)
2. In many cases, the addition farm property
acquired for farming use includes a
residence or residences which are surplus to
the needs of the farmer acquiring the
property.
3. The severance of such residence or
residences may be permitted, provided:
GSP Group Inc. – May 2018

3

OP Section

Comment
a) The lands acquired or to be acquired to
be acquired as additional farm property have
an area of at least 18 hectares (44.4 acres).
b) The maximum size of the residential lot
is 1 hectare (2.47 acres) unless a larger lot
size can be justified on the basis of the
natural features of the property, design
considerations or the location of buildings
and services for those buildings.
c) Maximum Distance Separation formula
is met, with respect to livestock facilities on
the additional farm property acquired.
d) The residential lot is zoned, as a
condition of severance, to prohibit
agricultural uses.
e) The agricultural lot is zoned, as a
condition of severance, to prohibit residential
uses.
(Notes: a) The provision in the draft limiting
such policies to farmers who reside in Tay is
surely not lawful. In addition, a number of
existing farm operations already straddle the
municipal boundaries.
b) Springwater began with a lot
requirement of about 40 hectares, but
gradually abandoned it. Tiny always used the
sensible area suggested here. In your
present draft, you have some reference to
original lot size. This is of no use, for in Tay
this was 200 acres (apart from the 2nd
concession and broken lots) and there are
few if any existing holdings consisting of an
original complete 200 acre lot. Farms were
typically 100 acres, but there were a number
of 50 acre farms. However, using 100 or 50
acres is also a problem, as the original
survey resulted in lot size varying by as
much as 15% high or low, and a number of
farms have slightly reduced acreages as a
result of road widening, school or church
dedication, utility corridors, or other reasons
which should not result in disqualification.
c) There has been a lot of hand wringing
over MDS, but the current move to cash
cropping and the very significant reduction in
animal husbandry has made this largely a
moot point. If a farmer does have a livestock
operation, it will most often be on his home
farm, where he lives. However, things may
change. It might be possible to include in the
rezoning some provision for this, but I believe
that most municipalities provide for this by
requiring a special zoning for intensive farm
operations.
d) With respect to the configuration of the
residential lot, in practice what is done is a
rectangle is created, with consideration for
natural boundaries and existing fences,
which circumscribes the buildings, the well
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Response
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OP Section

Comment
and the septic system, leaving the necessary
yard setbacks.
e) It might be necessary to address or
revise lot size minimums, if you want these in
your OP. It is common to require about 40
hectares as a minimum lot size for
agricultural uses. This is because,
historically, farms were usually 100 acres.
This remains reasonable, although for
different reasons - there needs to be a
minimum, no one really believes that a 40
hectare farm is likely to be viable, but it is a
reasonable unit size, below which there is a
risk that non-farmers might be tempted to
own the land and take it out of farm use.
However, such a minimum size can't be
applied to the land remaining in agricultural
use after a surplus farm dwelling severance,
as these land holdings are not intended to, in
themselves, support a farm operation.
f) It is essential that the surplus farm
dwelling policy apply to farm operations,
even if the OP designation is not (or is not
entirely) Agricultural. It is not unusual for
farm to include open space, EP or aggregate
potential lands, but if it is nevertheless an
existing farm, there is no reason not to apply
the policy. This might require a reference to
be added in your OP to the sections dealing
with those designations.

Response

Letter from Kennedy Self dated June 17, 2016.
We represent Dr. Daniel Gibbs who owns
land immediately adjacent to the easterly
settlement boundary of Victoria Harbour in
the vicinity of Robins Point Road and
Osborne Road. Further to our recent
discussions with yourself we are pleased to
submit our comments with respect to the
Proposed Official Plan for the Township of
Tay.
Dr. Daniel Gibbs is the owner of
approximately 110 acres immediately
abutting the easterly limits of the Victoria
Harbour settlement area. The lands consist
of predominantly a large woodlot that has
been severed in half by the development of
the Township road allowance, now paved
road, for Osborne Road which has effectively
disturbed a large swath of the woodlot.
Osborne Road extends from the settlement
area out to Robins Point Road. Existing
development surrounding the woodlot
consists of the fully serviced lots fronting on
both sides of Robins Point Road.
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The land is to be designated as Greenlands as per
the County Official Plan. The OP policies also limit
Residential development in the rural area, and new
lot creation for residential uses is not permitted on
rural lands.
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OP Section

Comment
Dr. Gibbs is extremely concerned with the
proposed designation for his entire
ownership. The proposed Official Plan
designates his ownership as part of the Rural
Area as indicted on Schedule A, attached.
This is further designated as Greenlands on
Schedule B-1 Land Use Plan, attached. This
designation is further refined on Schedule D1 Natural Heritage System and Rural Areas,
attached. The subject lands are identified as
a Significant Woodland with portions, over 2
ha., being identified with what appears to be
an unidentified Wetland Feature.

Response

The Proposed Simcoe County Official Plan
designates the subject lands as Greenlands.
The policies of the proposed Tay Township
Official Plan that are applicable are
contained in Section 3.5 Natural Heritage
Policies. Of particular note is Policy 3.5.1 c)
“Development and Site alteration shall not
permitted in the following natural features
and adjacent lands, unless it is demonstrated
through an Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS) prepared in accordance with
Subsection 3.5.2 that there will be no
negative impacts on the natural features of
their ecological functions:
iii. In significant woodlands, as identified on
Schedule “D” to this Plan, or on adjacent
lands within 120 metres of significant
woodlands:”
As well Policy 3.5.1 d) would be applicable
which states:
“In unevaluated wetlands that are smaller
than 2.0 hectares, as identified on Schedule
“D” to this Plan, development and site
alteration may be permitted where it is
demonstrated through an EIS that the
wetland is not within another component of
the natural heritage system and is not an
important linkage area, or that there will be
no negative impacts on the natural features
and their ecological functions.”
Finally Policy 3.5.2 would appear to apply:
“3.5.2 Environmental Impact Statements
(EIS)
a) Where the policies of this Plan require that
an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) be
prepared, such an EIS shall be prepared in
accordance with the requirements of the
County Official Plan and such additional
requirements as may be determined by the
Township in consultation with Severn Sound
Environmental Association and any other
agency(ies) having interest in the natural
heritage feature(s) or area(s) identified within
or on adjacent lands to the subject property.”
GSP Group Inc. – May 2018
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OP Section

Comment

Response

Based on these policies and the investigative
engineering we have completed to date we
expect that it is possible to provide for
residential dwellings along the section of
Osborne Road on full municipal services
pending the conclusion of an EIS as per the
proposed Tay Official Plan and the proposed
Simcoe County Official Plan.
Therefore we ask that our lands be held from
consideration as part of the recommendation
report for the proposed Tay Official Plan and
that an opportunity be afforded to finalize
such preliminary engineering work to achieve
same. This would be quite similar in our
opinion as to the lot pattern on Osborne
Road to the immediate west of our lands
(Attached Schedule B-3 Tay Official Plan). In
that instance such lots were created while
preserving the remnants of the same woodlot
which extends onto our lands.
Thank you for the opportunity to participate in
the development and evolution of the new
Official plan for the Township of Tay.
We look forward to more dialogue as you
prepare you final recommendation for
consideration by Council.

Inquiry re Methodist Island as summarized in email from T. Huguenin dated June 15, 2016.

The following item came up today in the
course of dealing with a question from the
public. The west side of Methodist Island is in
a Special Study Area under the current OP
and zoned EP-2 under the current ZB, so
those lots on the west side cannot be built
on. We don’t see any of the current policy
and/or regulations in the new draft
documents. Please explain.
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Under Policy Area No. 1, the following are required
for any development proposal on the western portion
of Methodist Island:
a) A coastal review;
b) Fish habitat review;
c) Soils and site servicing study;
d) Landscaping recommendations for nature
and type of planting; and,
e) A planning review recommending permanent
access for sewage systems maintenance
and operation, form and content of
development agreements, and content of site
plan control agreements.
PA1 was not carried forward in the new Official Plan
because these requirements are captured by the
general development policies and Shoreline
Residential designation policies and development
criteria. Specifically, refer to the Waterfront Policies
in s. 3.4, the Natural Hazards policies in s. 3.7.1, the
Water and Sewage Infrastructure policies in s. 3.9.2,
the General Residential Policies in s. 4.1.1, the Rural
Residential and Shoreline Residential Policies in s.
4.1.3, and the Complete Application Requirements in
s. 5.12 of the new draft OP.

7

OP Section

Comment

Response
In the new draft OP the island is designated
Shoreline Residential. To carry forward and
summarize the policy direction and requirements
from existing OP PA1, the draft OP has been revised
to designate these lands as Special Policy Area 2
setting out the study requirements.
In the current ZBL, the west side of Methodist Island
is zoned EP-2 (although there is no corresponding
EP designation in the current OP and PA1 says the
area will be subject to a holding zone), and the
balance of the island is zoned LSR-1.
In the new ZBL the Shoreline Residential with
holding provision RS (H) Zone is proposed on the
draft maps for the west side of the island and RS
Zone for the east side.

Comments from J. Prahl as summarized in letter received June 9, 2016.
As discussed on the phone, my wife and I
have recently purchased 5952 & 5948
Forgets Road are very much looking forward
to moving to this wonderful location in the
Township of Tay. The current owners have
authorized us to provide comments on the
Township’s new Official Plan and Zoning Bylaw as we do not take possession of the
property until June 30th , 2016. An
authorization letter, signed by Luanne Bell,
was hand delivered to the Township office on
June 8th .
Although the property is shown municipally
as 5952 and 5948 Forgets Road, the two
assessed parcels are in fact one parcel
under single ownership. Our future home is
located on the parcel addressed as 5952 and
the shop, which is accessory to the
residential dwelling, is addressed as 5948.
We will be resolving this mix up with MPAC
directly and will follow-up with the Township
to confirm that the single address for this
property should be 5952 Forgets Road.

Confirm.

We congratulate the Township in preparing
new planning documents in what has been a
challenging planning landscape in Simcoe
County. While our comments will be focused
on our new property, we believe the
Township will be well served by the thorough
and comprehensive planning policies and
regulations that are set out in the new Official
Plan and Zoning By-law.

GSP Group Inc. – May 2018
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OP Section

Official Plan,
Schedule A

Comment
Based on Schedule B Land Use Plan for
Rural Area, it would appear that our new
home falls within the area designated
Agricultural. It would appear that this area of
the Township, based on most normative
agricultural lands assessment systems (e.g.,
LEAR) would be much too small and isolated
to be identified as being significant
agricultural lands or part of an agricultural
resource base. We understand that the
Township has chosen to go with a single
category system for its rural areas and,
subject to appropriate flexibility and zoning, a
single category system can manage both
rural and agricultural lands adequately.
Agricultural policies are set out in Section 4
of the new OP and cover 6 pages. Policies
say that the intent is to identify and protect
prime agricultural areas for long-term use for
agriculture, direct non-agricultural uses to
other designations, promote intensification of
agricultural uses, among other objectives.
Single detached dwellings on existing lots of
record, subject to compliance with MDS
formulae, would conform to the new Official
Plan. Our property at 5952 Forgets Road,
being an existing lot of record with a longstanding residential dwelling, would be
deemed to conform to the new Official Plan.
It would be appreciated if you could
confirm our reading of the new Official
Plan in this regard.

Official Plan,
Schedule D

Reviewing Schedule D - Natural Heritage
Plan Rural Area, it looks like our new home
is not identified as part of the Natural
Heritage System and, as such, would not
support any features or functions of the NHS
as defined by the PPS, County Official Plan
or your new Official Plan that would need
assessment or protection. It would be
appreciated if you could confirm our
reading of the new Official Plan in this
regard.

Confirm.

Official Plan
Schedule E

On Schedule E Water Resources it would
appear that our home is in the Significant
Ground Water Recharge Area, which makes
sense as the south side of the Marsh would
be underlain with deep deposits of granular
material typical of the broader Wye Marsh
peripheral area. It would be appreciated if
you could confirm our reading of the new
Official Plan in this regard.

Confirm.
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Response

Confirm.
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OP Section

Official Plan

Comment
Based on the above and our review of the
new Official Plan, we believe the continued
use of our property as a rural residential use
on a small rural lot, along with the normal
range of structures and uses accessory to
the rural residential use, would be permitted
and conform to the new Official Plan. It
would be appreciated if you could confirm
that the continued residential use of 5952
Forgets Road will fully conform with the
new Official Plan for the Township of Tay.

Response

Confirm.

It would appear that our new home is
proposed to be zoned as Agricutural “A”, as
shown on map 3B of the draft Zoning By-law.
It would also appear that the lands beside
our home and across the road also fall within
the “A” Zone. It would be appreciated if
you could confirm our reading of the new
Zoning By-law in this regard.
It would also be appreciated if you could
confirm what the two “A-*(H)” zone
exceptions are (shown to the east of our
property on the north side of Forgets Road)
and what the holding symbol is for, as shown
on map 3B.
Zoning By-law

My wife and I are planning to raise our two
children at our new home. The property,
being a rural residential lot nestled against
the south side of the Wye Marsh and in close
proximity to the urban communities of north
Simcoe, provides us with the opportunities to
use and develop it in keeping with its
location, and to accommodate a normal
range of rural residential activities. We
would appreciate if you could confirm
that our new property and home would
fully comply with the new draft Zoning
By-law for the Township of Tay and that a
normal range of rural residential uses and
activities would be permitted.

Confirm.

We very much appreciate your assistance
and guidance as we learn more about the
Township, its progressive planning program
and the new OP and Zoning By-law, as it
relates to our new property. We would
appreciate being kept in the loop regarding
the further consideration and approval of
these documents and would ask to receive
all notices with respect to additional public
meetings and/or the adoption or passing of
the new OP and Zoning By-law.

GSP Group Inc. – May 2018
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OP Section

Comment

Response

Comments from MHBC Planning on behalf of Skyline International – letter dated May 31, 2016
Please accept the following as comments on
behalf of Skyline International respecting the
draft Tay OP dated March 2016 (v.3) and the
Township proposed comprehensive Zoning
By-law dated March 2016.
These comments are further to our oral
presentation at the public meeting on April
27, 2016.
As the Township is aware, Skyline
International owns a large acreage of land
within Port McNicoll located east of First
Avenue, South of Talbot and east of Triple
Bay road on the shores of Georgian Bay.
Skyline also owns a parcel of land located on
Talbot Street and Triple Bay Road (the Jones
Farm). This parcel is legally described as
Part of Block A, Registered Plan 612, and
part of Block A, Registered Plan 580,
Township of Tay.

Official Plan –
Greenlands
Policies

Official Plan –
Greenlands
Mapping

As the Township is aware, Skyline has been
working diligently with the Township on
developing its landholdings on Georgian Bay.
Numerous reports and studies have been
authored for these lands both on a master
plan basis and on a site specific basis. A
draft plan (Cargill Pier) as well as three
zoning bylaws (rail cars – By-law 2015-106;
Yacht Club – By-law 2011-60; and
Keewatin/Park – By-law 2015-17) have been
approved for the site. The Cargill Pier
rezoning is also ready for Council
consideration. Council has also endorsed a
master plan design the site (Resolution No.2
- 2009). Skyline also owns a parcel of land at
Highway 12 and Jones Avenue which
currently hosts a “Highway/Service/Tourist
Commercial” land use designation (OPA 31)
As presented at the public meeting, it is
requested that the proposed Official Plan and
Zoning By-law recognize these existing
approvals and initiatives.
The County of Simcoe “Greenland” policies
have been updated. It is requested that the
Tay policies be amended to conform with
these policies.
It is requested that the Greenlands
designation be removed from the Skyline
land holdings. We cannot reconcile where
some of the Greenlands designation
originates from. It is suggested that we can
work with the Township to determine what, if
any, Greenland designation is appropriate on
the Skyline landholdings.

GSP Group Inc. – May 2018

Revisions to draft Zoning By-law are needed to
incorporate these amendments, By-law 2011-60.
Letter refers to By-law 2015-17, we do not have
record of this by-law.
By-law 2015-106 – rail cars storage Temporary Use
should not be included in draft new Zoning By-law,
given expiry date of October 28, 2017.
Need clarification/discussion on expectations and
direction for new Official Plan based on Council
Resolution No. 2-2009 re Skyline master plan design.
Our understanding is the master plan was supported
in principle as the basis for Skyline’s applications, the
resolution does not indicate that the plan is to be
used as the basis for the new OP and ZBL initiated
by the Township.
New draft Official Plan incorporates land use
designation changes introduced by OPA 31,
designation re-named as “Rural Commercial”.
The final County Greenlands policies have been
reviewed and related changes have been made in
the revised draft OP.
Based on the available mapping information provided
by the County and SSEA, there are features required
to be protected as per PPS and Growth Plan,
including PSWs/coastal wetlands and significant
woodlands. These are also designated in the County
Official Plan. Unevaluated wetlands should be
evaluated through an EIS to determine significance
and recommend protected areas, buffers, and
developable areas.
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OP Section

Official Plan –
Schedule C-2

Comment
It is requested that Schedule C-2
(Residential Density and Servicing Plan) be
amended to conform to the Skyline Master
Plan. This would include provision for mixeduse areas along the Harbour Town area. As
an alternative, the Settlement Commercial
designation should permit mixed-use
buildings as of right.

Response
The draft OP permits mixed use buildings in the Core
Areas, as per the current OP policy 4.2.1.4,
“residential uses within the core areas shall be
provided in conjunction with a main commercial use.”
Development of a Secondary Plan should be
considered.

Official Plan –
Schedule B-1

The land use designation on Schedule B-1
for lots 16, 17 & 18 Concession IV & V
should be “Rural” and not “Agricultural”. The
County of Simcoe has designated these
lands as Rural.

Agricultural designation proposed as per PPS, as the
land is predominantly CLI Classes 1, 2 and 3. As per
County OP, a local OP may be more restrictive. The
new Growth Plan Agricultural System maps these
lands as NHS and prime agricultural area.

Official Plan –
Map
Schedules

It is requested that the Municipal Boundary
on the schedules be amended to follow the
shoreline or, alternatively, that Skyline be
provided with the base information for the
boundary provided and justification be
provided by the Township for the use of an
alternative boundary.

The Municipal Boundary has been mapped along the
shoreline except where assessment parcels extend
into Georgian Bay in which case the Municipal
Boundary is shown to encompass the limits of those
parcels. Ontario GeoBase mapping of lower tier
municipal boundaries shows the Township of Tay
boundary extends a variable distance into Georgian
Bay.

It is requested that additional language be
added to strengthen and emphasize the
planned function of the settlement area of
Port McNicoll.

This is well established through the goals and
policies of the draft OP related to settlement areas
and growth management, housing, economic
development, waterfront, natural heritage, etc. and
within the policies for each applicable land use
designation. Additional wording could be considered
if provided, if it can be clearly demonstrated that this
would improve/enhance/clarify the OP and
application of the Growth Management policies and
is in keeping with the intent of the Plan. How would
this differ from the current policies for complete
community, housing, economic development,
waterfront, tourism, parks and open space, etc.?
Development of a Secondary Plan may be
appropriate.

It is requested that reference to “population”
within the growth management related
policies be amended to “permanent
population”.

Reference to “census” population added in s. 3.1.2
(a) in reference to 2031 growth forecast.

It is requested that reference to growth,
related to population, identify that the
population numbers provided are “forecasts”.
Specifically section 3.1.2 (a)

This section already includes the word “forecasts” in
reference to population and employment growth.
Additional reference can be added in the second
sentence although it already states the year, 2031.

Official Plan –
Growth
Management
Policies

Official Plan s.
3.1.2

There are various policies which in Section
3.1.2 which provide for allowing development
in excess of the population and employment
forecasts. Many of these policies exceed the
policies of the Growth Plan and/or County
Official Plan and it is suggested that they are
either covered elsewhere in the OP or are
not applicable as a policy related to the intent
of growth forecasts. Comments respecting
this include:

GSP Group Inc. – May 2018
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OP Section

Comment

Response

• It is recommended that Section 3.1.2 (e) be
amended to remove the “lands for urban use”
qualifier of ii. Based on our review of the land
use schedules for the 4 settlement areas,
ALL of the lands are defined as “lands for
urban use”. It is suggested that this qualifier
provides opportunity for confusion.

Reference to “lands for urban use” removed as this
term is not used in the 2017 Growth Plan and the
County program for additional allocation of growth to
the year 2031 has expired.

• It is requested that the phasing policies of
3.1.2 (e) (ii) be removed

• It is requested that the word “location” be
removed from 3.1.2 (e) (iii). It is assumed
that this is a typo

Official Plan s.
3.1.3 (b) (ii)

Official Plan s.
3.1.5 –
Intensification
Strategy

Why would the development contemplated under this
policy not be subject to the phasing policies? No
change. This is intended to ensure alignment of
growth and infrastructure, transportation and orderly
development.
Reference to “location” is correct. The location
targets are set out in s. 3.1.2 (b) – i.e. 80% urban
settlement areas, 20% within built boundary, etc.
Added the word “distribution” as this relates to the
targets for the distribution of growth among urban
and community settlement areas and the rural area,
added section reference to 3.1.2. (b)..

• It is requested that “complete community”
policy, the “public servicing policy” and the
“growth management policy” of 3.1.2 (e) (iv)
(v) & (vii) be removed

Why would the development contemplated under this
policy not be subject to these policies? Development
should contribute to complete community whether it
is within the growth forecasts or in excess of what is
needed based on the forecasts.

• It is suggested that policy 3.1.2 (e) (vii) be
removed (settlement expansion) as it is
redundant given the precursor to the policy
identifies that it is for “existing” urban
settlement areas only

It is redundant but makes it clear and should remain
as is. No change.

Section 3.1.3 (b) (ii) provides for policies
which direct growth to the urban settlement
areas but “minimizes to the natural
environment”. The policy is not clear.

Revised to read “… minimized negative impacts and
adverse effects to the natural environment;”

It is requested that the policies of 3.1.5 (a) be
revised such that the policies promotes
“compatibility” with the existing communities
rather than a reference to the scale and
character of existing communities. As written,
the policies do not comply with the County
policies and, it is submitted, that
intensification, in of itself, would be difficult to
keep with the “scale” of an existing
community and meet the Province’s and
County’s intensification target for the
Township.
It is requested that the draft approved areas
of Cargil Pier and the Harbourtown area be
provided with higher densities than are
articulated for low and medium density
development.
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The County OP directs that “…local municipalities
shall promote and facilitate intensification and…
identify the type and scale of development
appropriate for the intensification areas, identify
means to mitigate the effects of intensification… on
stable residential areas including consideration of
transitional densities…”.
Scale and character is an appropriate reference (i.e.
low rise, ground-related housing), some re-wording
may help to clarify intent. Reworded to
“…compatible with the scale and character of the
existing communities and in keeping with the
applicable land use designation and policies of this
Plan.”
Requested confirmation of existing draft approvals
and proposed densities.
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OP Section

Comment
The Built Boundary Intensification evaluation
policies of Section 3.1.5 (f) (ii) as it relates to
“complete communities” should be deleted.
The planned function of Designated
Greenfield areas is to provide for complete
communities as per the Growth Plan. The
Intensification areas is to provide for a mix of
land uses and a mix of housing.

Official Plan –
s. 3.1.7 –
Phasing

The evaluation policies for phasing of
Section 3.1.7 (b) are requested to be
amended as they either pertain to phasing
policies for a singular development or, it is
suggested, are not appropriate. Specifically
the following are requested to be deleted:
• I) – the supply of vacant land in the land
use category,
• ii) – need based on absorption rates of
previous phases,
• iii) – the multiple dwelling unit policy
• iv) – the portion of the policy which speaks
to the availability of community facilities,
• v) – contiguous development being required

The requirement to develop neighbourhood
facilities should not be required to be done
sequentially with road and servicing
infrastructure as identified in 3.1.7 (c).

Official Plan s.
3.1.8 –
Community
Design

Official Plan s.
3.3 –
Economic

The requirement to include phasing
provisions in each subdivision agreement in
Section 3.1.7 (f) should be changed to “may”.
This allows Council the discretion to
determine if phasing is required; at times, it is
not.
It is requested that the character policies of
3.1.8 (b) (i) be changed from “…designed in
keeping with the traditional character of the
settlement areas…” to be “…designed to be
respectful of the traditional character…”.
It is suggested that if it is the Township’s
intent to preserve the traditional character of
the settlement areas that this can be done in
a way that does not mandate the potential
“repeat” of existing built form or architecture.
That maintaining the character can be
achieved in various ways.
It is suggested that the word “development”
in “Economic development” throughout this
section as well as others is not meant to be
italicized.
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Response
The concept of complete community development is
not restricted to Designated Greenfield Areas - see
Growth Plan s. 1.2.2, s. 2.1 and s. 2.2.2 (h). This
concept must also be considered and applied more
broadly to the settlement areas and the Township as
a whole. Intensification areas also have a role in
contributing to complete community development
(e.g. providing range and mix of housing types,
mixed use, commercial services, institutional uses
and public services, transportation choice, etc.).
See County OP s. 3.2.12 (e), 3.2.13, 3.2.14, 3.5.14,
3.5.15, 3.5.16.
Clause (i) and (iii) are based on the PPS direction re
20 year supply of urban land, 10 year supply of land
for housing, 3 year supply of land in draft approved
plans and/or zoned for intensification, and Growth
Plan direction re ensuring greenfield and
intensification targets can be achieved;
Clause (ii) - if there is lack of evidence of market
demand or absorption there are risks associated with
building the infrastructure and services, etc. for
additional phases. This should be monitored and
considered – as per County OP s. 3.5.15 (d);
Clause (iv) – this should refer to infrastructure and
public service facilities – as per County OP s. 3.2.12
(e), 3.2.14, 3.5.15(a), 3.5.16;
Clause (v) – this is to ensure logical and orderly
progression of development (i.e. not with large gaps
in between phases/developments) – as per County
OP s. 3.5.14.
Changed to public service facilities.

Agree. Changed “will” to “may”, and should be as
determined by the Township.

Reworded to “be respectful of, complement or
enhance”.

Removed italics.

14

OP Section
Development
Policies

Comment
It is recommended that the natural heritage
policies of 3.3.1 (e) be removed as they differ
from the Natural Heritage policies of the
Plan. It is suggested that if there is a link
between tourism and natural heritage
features, that reference to the Natural
Heritage section of the Plan be made.
It is requested that policy 3.4 (b) (i) be
removed as it is unknown how to achieve the
enhancement of “the aesthetic quality of the
waterfront” as is required by the policy.

Official Plan s.
3.4 –
Waterfront
Policies

Official Plan s.
3.5 – Natural
Heritage
System

It is suggested that the policies of 3.4 (d) &
(e) where in it is identified in (d) that “a mix of
open spaces and facilities should be
provided (in waterfront areas) which balance
both the public’s demands and…” and in (e)
that “…the shoreline should be, wherever
possible, clearly identified as open to public
access” should be linked to the parkland
dedication policies. In of itself, the policies
imply that the waterfront should be public
however, this policy should not be construed
as being outside of the jurisdiction of the
Township under the Planning Act.

Response

Kept the policy and added reference to s. 3.5.

This language is used in the existing OP and is
recommended to be carried forward in the new OP
as established criteria for waterfront development.
The other criteria of this section and community
design policies of the Plan assist with interpretation
and application of this policy. Added reference to
design guidelines that may be developed and
adopted.
The policy is not so construed, and need not be
linked to the parkland dedication policies. There are
other tools that municipalities can use to acquire land
(e.g. required dedication of rights-of-way for
pedestrian and bicycle pathways, infrastructure
corridors, land purchase, easements, conservation
easements, partnerships, agreements, expropriation,
etc.).
Added sentence to Clause (f) to clarify that this does
not infer that private lands are open and accessible
to the public.

It is recommended that policy 3.4 (h) (iii) be
clarified as it is believed that MNRF approval
is not required in all cases. Perhaps the
policy should add the phrase “where
required”.

This is carried forward from the existing OP. Added
“where required” to subclause iii.

The County’s natural heritage policies have
been amended. It is recommended that the
Township policies be reviewed in the context
of these policies. Skyline reserves the right to
comment further on the updated policies.

The final County Greenlands and natural heritage
system policies have been reviewed as well as 2017
Growth Plan NHS policies, and the draft OP has
been revised accordingly.

3.5.1 (a) (viii) identifies, in part, that Linkage
areas identified by the SSEA form part of the
natural heritage system. It is requested that
this be removed as the SSEA, when
identifying features, is not subject to a
Planning Act process as are the other
jurisdictions listed. It is respectfully
suggested that the Township can utilized
information from various sources to
determine what, if any, natural heritage
features should apply to its planning policies.

Added the words “may be in consultation with the
SSEA as determined by the Township”. The
Evaluation of Natural Heritage Conditions Study was
prepared for the Township by the SSEA in 2010 and
is specifically identified in the Terms of Reference for
the Official Plan and Zoning By-law project as the
basis for updates to environmental land use
designations (along with PPS and County OP).

Several natural heritage features have been
identified on the Skyline lands. We request
that the background information that was
used to form the mapping of these areas be
provided.

Mapping provided by the County and SSEA (as
developed for the Township as part of the Evaluation
of Natural Heritage Conditions Study).

GSP Group Inc. – May 2018
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Policy 3.5.1 (e) hosts the steep slope
policies. Several steep slopes have been
identified on the Skyline lands. We request
the background information which identified
these slopes.

Official Plan –
Schedule E

A portion of the Skyline lands in Port
McNicoll appear to have been identified on
Schedule E as being within the Intake
Protection Zone 3 (IPZ-3). However, the
colour used to identify the limits of the IPZ -3
is very similar to the colour of the Bay.
Revised label colouring would assist with
interpretation of Schedule E.
A clarification of what constitutes a water
resource as referenced in Section 3.6.2 d),
should be provided.
Policy 3.7.2 (c) requires an Environmental
Impact Statement to determine the presence
or absence of human-made hazards (in
some circumstances). Is this a reference to
the correct study? Section 3.5.2 provides that
when an EIS is required, that they be
undertaken in accordance with the
requirements of the County (among others).
The County’s requirements for an EIS are
based around studying the potential effects
on natural heritage features, not manmade
hazards.

Official Plan s.
3.7.2

It is requested that the “appropriate
mitigation and monitoring measures will be
undertaken” policy of 3.7.2 (d) (ii) be
amended to identify “if required”. This is
requested as a D-4 Study may identify that
nothing is required.
It is suggested that clarity is required
respecting the mapping of a Waste Disposal
Area. Policy 3.7.2 (d) (ii) states that, subject
to a D-4 study, the underlying designation
may be permitted.
Policy (e) states that an OPA is required to
alter the mapping on Schedule B of a Waste
Disposal Area. Policy (g) states that if
MOECC approves the deletion of a Waste
Disposal Area, an OPA is not required to
delete it from Schedule “B”. Are the policies
to reflect the difference between “alteration”
and “removal”?
It is suggested that policy (i) (iii) requires an
RSC if the ESA determines that the site is
contaminated. The policy could be
interpreted that an RSC is required even if
the ESA does not find any contamination.

GSP Group Inc. – May 2018

Response
As above – this is from the Evaluation of Natural
Heritage Conditions Study.

Modified map colours to improve readability.

See s. 3.6.2 a) (i) to (iv).

Reference to EIS changed to environmental site
assessment and/or hazards assessment.

Added “where required”.

Policy (d) deals with development proposals within
the D-4 Assessment Areas while (e), (f) and (g) deal
with Township, County and MOECC roles and
procedures for modifying (by amendment) or deleting
(no amendment required if MOECC approves
deleting) the D-4 Assessment Areas from the OP.
The wording is derived from policies in s. 4.9.9 to
4.9.17 of the County OP.
No changes.
If no contamination is found and an ESA has been
completed an RSC should be available.
No change.
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Policy 3.9.3 (b) requires existing drainage
patterns to be maintained. Clarification is
requested as many appropriate development
applications recommend rerouting drainage,
for example, to a municipal road or storm
system.

Official Plan s.
4.1.1

Official Plan s.
4.1.2 –
Settlement
Residential

Added wording to clarify drainage to be directed to
an approved outlet subject to the provision of
required quantity and quality controls.

Policy 3.9.3 (d) (i) should clarify that any
trails or open space amenities for
stormponds be provided as part of a
parkland dedication.

Recommend that SWM ponds and related land
requirements are not considered part of parkland
dedication. Related amenities such as trails should
only considered as part of parkland dedication if the
SWM block is enlarged to encompass such
amenities and will be dedicated to the Township, and
if the land for the trails is not otherwise required as
part a right-of-way for roads or pedestrian or cycling
pathways (see Planning Act s. 51(25)(b)). Added
wording to this effect in s. 3.9.3 (d) (ii).

It is requested that policy 3.10.1 (d) be
changed to require an OPA to change the
classification of any road within the
Township.

Recommend policy should be left as is. Generally
this is done as an outcome of a Transportation
Master Plan or study and/or a requirement of the
Province or County, which typically include public
input opportunities.

Policy 4.1.1 (a) (General Residential
Policies) identifies that Schedule “B” provides
for the identification of the “need” for
residential development and that it is
satisfied. It is recommended that the
reference should be to Schedule “C”.

Schedule “B” is the correct reference as the land use
Schedule which shows the Settlement Residential
designation. Schedule “C” shows the density
designations within the Settlement Residential
designation.

Policy 4.1.1 (d) (vii) identifies that prior to the
Township approving new residential
development the Township shall be satisfied
(among other matters) that the development
will not negatively impact areas of natural
heritage. It is requested that this policy be
revised to refer back to the Natural Heritage
policies as “not negatively impact” is not the
“test” or “policy” which is exclusively
articulated in the Natural Heritage section of
the OP. Also see Employment policies of
Section 4.3.2. (c) (viii)

Clarified reference to natural heritage system
policies, the intent is that those policies shall
addressed.

Policy 4.1.2 - density chart – & 4.1.2 (d) - the
residential densities for medium and high
density should be increased. The Township
has provided approvals at Cargill Pier that
exceed these densities and the built form
was deemed acceptable. It is requested that
high density residential be permitted on the
Harbour Town and Cargill Pier lands as of
right.

Requested information regarding existing draft
approvals and proposed densities. Additional density
could be permitted through zoning pursuant to s.
5.4.2.

Policy 4.1.2 (h) (i) – cul-de-sacs – it is
recommended that another reason for
permitting cul-de-sacs relates to
transportation requirements.

“Transportation requirements” is broad – added
“where permitted by the Township”.

Official Plan s.
3.9.3

Official Plan s.
3.10.1

Response

GSP Group Inc. – May 2018
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Response

Policy 4.1.2 (h) (iii) – building setbacks – it is
requested that the “similar and consistent”
setback language be removed. Design of
multi-storey buildings are often required to
provide differing setbacks in order to provide
for street level plazas, arcades and other
architectural treatments.

This policy is for residential areas where established
building lines should be maintained and there should
be some uniformity to the street setback in groundrelated residential developments. Added the word
“generally” to allow greater flexibility / discretion by
the Township.

Policy 4.1.2 (h) (iv) – it is requested that the
garage projection policy only apply to those
garages where the garage occupies more
than 50% of the lot width.

This is a design concern for a garage of any width.
The use of the word “generally” allows some
flexibility / discretion by the Township. Some minor
re-wording to clarify.

Policy 4.1.2 (h) (vii) – building height – this
should not be limited to 3 stories or 11
metres. This should be increased to a
minimum of 5 stores with no indication of the
meters. Homes can easily, and appropriately
be over 3 stories let alone walk up
apartments. Also, the metres would dictate
architectural roof lines, and would reduce the
opportunity for ground floor commercial
within mixed-use buildings.

This is for Settlement Residential not mixed use. As
per the intent of the community design policies, the
height standard is respectful of the low-rise, groundrelated housing scale and character of the existing
community. A procedure is also provided for relief
from the height limit, and the draft Zoning By-law
establishes how height is measured so there is
flexibility in roof lines. Adequate fire protection may
also be an issue for taller buildings. If these issues
can be addressed for a specific development,
additional building height could be permitted through
zoning pursuant to section 5.4.2.

Policy 4.1.2 (o) (iii) – EIS requirements – the
policy should not dictate that “natural
features and areas to be conserved” but
rather should provide that the policies of the
NH system be applied and/or the
recommendations of the EIS be provided for.

Added reference to NHS policies and “where
required” in regards to areas to be conserved and
mitigation measures.

Official Plan s.
4.1.4

Policy 4.1.4 (a) – these policies should also
identify “plan of condominium” as a means
for lot creation

This has been added.

Official Plan
Schedule B-2

The Commercial designations on Schedule
B-2 do not reflect the master plan for the
Skyline land holdings. It is requested that it
be amended.

Official Plan s.
4.2

It is requested that the commercial areas of
the Skyline landholding be amended to
provide for mixed-used buildings.

Commercial off-site parking policies are
requested.
Official Plan s.
4.2.2
Official Plan s.
4.2.2

Need clarification/discussion on expectations and
direction for new Official Plan based on Council
Resolution No. 2-2009 re Skyline master plan design.
Our understanding is the master plan was supported
in principle as the basis for Skyline’s applications, the
resolution does not indicate that the plan is to be
used as the basis for the new OP and ZBL initiated
by the Township.
A policy has been added in s. 3.10.12 to clarify that
off-site parking may be permitted in the Zoning Bylaw. The zoning provisions and/or an agreement
should tie the lands for parking to the lands for the
use that generates the parking requirement. Parking
maximums may be needed.

Policy 4.2.2 (c) It is requested that the Yacht
Club be identified as a specific permitted use

Specific permitted uses are established and defined
in the Zoning By-law.

Policy 4.2.2 (j) – building height- it is
suggested that the height provided (3 stores;
11 metres) is too low for urban development,
especially development which hosts ground
floor commercial. It is recommended that 6
stories (and no meterage) be provided.

As per the intent of the community design policies,
the height standard is respectful of the scale and
character of the existing community. A procedure is
also provided for relief from the height limit, and
additional building height could be permitted through
zoning pursuant to section 5.4.2.

GSP Group Inc. – May 2018
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It is requested that the EIS policies of 4.2.2
(m) (ii) be removed.

Response
This policy recognizes existing commercial
designations established in the current OP,
notwithstanding new mapping information that
supports/requires a Greenlands designation. In these
cases an overlay approach is used so that the
environmental features and significance can be
evaluated in greater detail through an EIS and limits
of development established without an OPA. If this
policy is removed the land will be mapped as
Greenlands and an OPA would be required to redesignate the land to commercial if supported by an
EIS and other information as required to support an
OPA.

Policy 4.2.4 Marine Commercial – it is
requested that on-land marina storage be
identified as a permitted use.

Official Plan s.
4.2.4

It is requested that the outside storage
policies of 4.2.4 (h) (marine commercial) be
amended to identify that “where possible and
practical” storage is directed behind
buildings. It is submitted that the very nature
of marine commercial storage would make it
difficult to direct all storage behind buildings;
there may in fact be a great deal of storage
(especially in the off season) and little to no
buildings on site. Also, from a design
perspective, screening stored boats, for
example, behind hotels would not be ideal.

Added to the permitted uses to include outside
storage on land for boats and other watercraft and
ancillary equipment in conjunction with marine
commercial uses.

Official Plan s.
4.7.2

The policies permit both public and private
open spaces in many cases. Section 4.7.2
(g) (i) however, permits ONLY public parks
and trails within the Residential & Settlement
Commercial designations. It is recommended
that Private open space also be permitted.

Revised to permit on-site private amenity spaces in
these designations, but not as a stand-alone principal
use of a lot, and subject to zoning permissions.

Official Plan s.
4.7.3

It is requested that the acquisition policies of
4.7.3 (h) make reference to the parkland
dedication policies of 5.9.3 such that it is not
misconstrued that these policies are linked to
the provisions of 5.9.3.

This is a guide/target carried forward from the
existing OP and this type of policy is common. A
reference to the parkland dedication policies is not
needed as there are several ways that a municipality
can acquire parkland, not just via land dedication
requirements.

Official Plan s.
4.8

It is requested that the policies of 4.8.1 (a)
speaking to an “enhanced and connected
natural heritage system” be removed. This
implies that lands which are not within the
Natural Heritage system are somehow
provided for in the Greenlands designation.
Policy 4.8.2 (e) should remove the words
“…addressing these circumstances…”. It is
suggested that removal of these words will
provide clarity to the policy.

GSP Group Inc. – May 2018

The NHS may and should include additional lands as
per:
- PPS s. 2.1.2, 2.1.8, 2.2.1(d), see also definition
of natural heritage system – includes linkages
and areas that can be restored to a natural
state, working landscapes; also adjacent lands
- County OP s. 3.3.16, 3.8.1, 3.8.3, 3.8.20,
3.10(i),(j), 4.5.2, 4.5.28, and definition of NHS
- Growth Plan 2017 mapping and policies
- Evaluation of Natural Heritage Conditions Study
This is a reference to the policies that deal with the
circumstances where the Greenlands designation is
shown as an overlay on another land use
designation. The policy has been reworded to clarify.
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Official Plan s.
4.8

Official Plan s.
5.9

Official Plan s.
5.10.2

Comment

Response

The lot creation policies of 4.8.2 (g) and 4.8.3
should be consolidated and reviewed for
conflicts.

No conflicts. Added reference to s. 4.8.3.

The acquisition policies of 4.8.2 (i) and 5.9.2
appear to contradict each other.

There is no contradiction among these policies.
Section 4.8.2 (i) indicates the Township or other
public authority is not obligated to acquire the land,
and that the land is not necessarily open for public
access, simply by virtue of the Greenlands
designation. Section 5.9.2 indicates that the
Township may, however, require that such land be
conveyed to Township or other public ownership as a
condition of development, where permitted by the
Planning Act.

Policy 5.9.2 – Greenlands and Waterfront
conveyance. Given that the Greenlands
designation permits trails, and other passive
recreational uses (4.8.2 c, i) it is requested
that the acquisition policies of 5.9.2 clearly
identify that where trails or other uses are
permitted, that any acquisition will be as part
of the parkland dedication permitted under
the Planning Act.

Recommend that the policy should be left as is. See
also s. 5.9.3 (c). The words “where permitted by the
Planning Act” are sufficient, there may be instances

Policy 5.9.3 - It is requested that the
proposed Planning Act alternative standard
of 1 hectare for each 500 dwelling units be
provided for.

This rate only applies where the alternative
requirement is being used and cash-in-lieu of
parkland is required – see Planning Act s. 42(6.01)
and s. 51.1(3.1). This scenario is addressed by a
general policy in the OP section 5.9.3(e) which
indicates the value of cash-in-lieu of parkland shall
be determined in accordance with the Planning Act.
The Planning Act provides for 5% parkland
dedication in s. 42(1) and s. 51.1(1).

Policy 5.9.3 (b) (ii) provides for 5% of
(parkland) OR 1 ha/300 units. It is requested
that the 5% provision be removed as the
Planning Act does not provide for this.

The Planning Act has been amended since the draft
OP was prepared. As of July 1, 2016, the alternative
requirement of 1 ha per 300 units can only be used if
there are OP policies and a Parks Plan to support the
alternative requirement. The draft OP has been
revised to reflect this change.

Policy 5.9.2 (b) - It is requested that the
identification of 5% be clearly identified that
this is for “residential” uses. In its absence,
this may be interpreted that the 5% is
required for other land uses such as
employment or institutional.

As stated in the policies, the rate is 2% of the land for
commercial or industrial (i.e. includes employment)
purposes, and 5% in all other cases (i.e. includes
institutional). See Planning Act s. 42(1) and s.
51.1(1).

Policy 5.9.3 (c) – does not permit pedestrian
and/or cycling pathways (among others) to
be accepted as parkland dedication. This is
requested to be removed; if the feature can
support a trail, it should be appropriate for
parkland dedication.

Recommend that the policy should be left as is.
Rights-of-way for pedestrian and/or cycling pathways
may be required separately from parkland dedication
as per Planning Act s. 51(25)(b). Added “rights-ofway” to clarify.

Policy 5.10.2 (d) – it is requested that
condominium roads also be included within
this policy and other policies where
applicable.

Added reference to condominium roads, this is also
addressed in s. 3.10.8(a) and 3.10.10(b).

GSP Group Inc. – May 2018
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Zoning By-law
– Maps
Schedules

Comment
Infrastructure definition – it is requested that
“Stormwater management facilities” be
included.

This has been added.

The schedules to the by-law do not
recognize the approved zoning on various
sites within the Skyline land holdings. It is
requested that this be amended.
It is requested that the proposed Cargill Pier
zoning be recognized.

It appears that special provisions are
provided for some zones but these could not
be found within the Document.

Zoning By-law

Response

It is submitted that it is difficult to review the
zone provisions, general provisions and the
by-law generally without understanding the
nature of the proposed zoning on the site (is
the by-law intended to recognize the recently
approved zoning for various portions of the
property?) is difficult.

Recent amendments and site-specific exception
zones to be added.

It is assumed that based on missing
information with the by-law that a second
draft of the by-law will be released for
comment. Skyline reserves the right to
review the updated by-law prior to
consideration by Council.
Comments from G. French as received by email dated May 20, 2016
There is another issue with the forthcoming
draft OP. I did not attend to raise this at the
public meeting but want to bring it to your
attention in good time.
This relates to the property at the north west
corner of the Vasey Road and Truax Lane, in
Waverley.

Official Plan

The property probably now has some form of
Institutional designation. This simply reflects
the original use of the property, which was as
a fraternal hall. That use was discontinued
about 40 years ago and there is virtually no
chance any such use would be resumed.
The property now needs an appropriate
zoning designation.

These old uses are, admittedly, hard to deal
with. When the property was purchased,
about 15 years ago, the Tay planning staff
were abundantly clear that no commercial
use would be considered, because the
property frontage is a hill on a bust road and
GSP Group Inc. – May 2018

This property is designated Residential in the draft
OP and is recommended to be zoned R1A in the new
draft Zoning By-law.
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because there were significant problems with
access and parking. These considerations
would also apply to any institutional use.

Response

This pretty much leaves a residential
designation, which is what I am suggestion.
There will still be issues to address, but it
seems to me that these would best be dealt
with at the zoning stage, and the zoning is
likely still Institutional as well.

Ducks Unlimited Canada – letter dated May 10, 2016
Ducks Unlimited Canada (DUC) commends
the Township of Tay on its Draft Official Plan
(OP). We are pleased to support this
initiative, and appreciate the opportunity to
provide feedback on the OP and the natural
heritage policies of the draft plan.

Official Plan

About Ducks Unlimited Canada
The mission of DUC is to conserve, restore,
and manage wetlands and associated
habitats for North American waterfowl,
wildlife, and people. DUC has been working
with landowners in the Township of Tay
since 1991, investing $610,497 and helping
to conserve 2337 acres of habitat in the area
since that time. Our organization has also
participated in the land use planning process
across southern Ontario since 2005 through
input on draft planning documents,
participation on committees, and
presentations to councils. DUC recognizes
municipalities as an important partner in
wetland conservation and restoration, and
seeks to work with planners and councillors
at a local level to promote strong
conservation policies.

Noted.

Two years ago DUC launched a project
called the Lake Simcoe Georgian Bay
Wetland Collaborative, with support from
Environment Canada. We are working in
partnership with local conservation
authorities, and other organizations to reduce
phosphorus in the Lake Simcoe and
Georgian Bay watersheds through wetland
conservation. In our third and final year of the
project DUC will continue to invest in your
region to protect and restore critical wetland
habitat.
Township of Tay Wetland Assets
Southern Ontario has lost approximately
72% of its wetlands since pre-settlement in
the 1800s, so it is encouraging to see that
the Township of Tay has a much lower loss
rate of 46%1. Since 18% of the Townships
GSP Group Inc. – May 2018
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land is wetland area2, it is important to
continue protecting (through policy) the
Township’s remaining wetlands in order to
maintain a healthy percentage of wetlands
that contribute to a Natural Heritage System.
Of these remaining wetlands in the Township
35% (899 hectares) are Provincially
Significant Wetlands (PSW), 55% (1411
hectares) are unevaluated wetlands, and
10% (254 hectares) are evaluated as
locally/regionally significant wetlands.
The loss of wetlands is problematic because
healthy, functioning wetlands provide
perpetual services to your residents and
communities. These services are often taken
for granted because they are not easily
quantifiable through standard economic
measures, and the costs associated with
wetland loss are often only fully understood
after they are already gone. The benefits of
wetlands include, but are not limited to:

Flood and drought mitigation – wetlands
have a moderating effect on the
extremes of flood and drought, which are
likely to intensify in a changing climate.
• Water quality – wetlands act as natural
filters that purify water and remove
nutrients like phosphorus. In fact, recent
research conducted by DUC found that in
one southern Ontario sub-watershed
alone, the phosphorus removal benefits
currently provided by wetlands save
municipal governments almost $300,000
annually in water pollution control.3
• Shoreline protection – wetlands provide a
natural buffer against storms and
shoreline erosion.
• Climate change adaptation – wetlands
function as the “capacitors” of
watersheds and have a moderating effect
on local hydrologic systems; they also
sequester carbon and other greenhouse
gases. Wetlands help improve the overall
resilience of the landscape, and are an
essential tool in climate change
adaptation planning.
• Habitat and Biodiversity – wetlands are
among the most diverse natural features
on earth and provide habitat for
numerous species.
• Health and Recreation – having access
to nature can improve mental, social, and
physical health, and wetlands provide
incredible spaces to experience nature.
• Economy – all the above benefits are lost
when wetlands are drained. Given the
costs of building flood control structures,
water purification systems, and shoreline
protection, the economic value of leaving
GSP Group Inc. – May 2018

Response

•

23

OP Section

Comment
wetlands intact is often greater than
draining and converting them for
development!

Response

Ducks Unlimited Canada commends the
Township of Tay for developing policies that
extend the protection of natural heritage
features through a system-based approach,
and includes protecting both Provincially
Significant Wetlands (PSWs) and Significant
Coastal Wetlands from development and site
alteration. We are also very pleased that the
Township is proposing to go beyond the
requirements of the 2014 Provincial Policy
Statement by affording a certain level of
protection to all wetlands that are regionally
significant, wetlands greater than 2.0
hectares in area, as well as smaller
wetlands.
We respectfully make the following
recommendations:

Official Plan
Natural
Heritage
Policies
(Section 3.5)

Official Plan
Schedule D

The 2014 Provincial Policy Statement
requires the protection of all coastal
wetlands, significant or not, in Ecoregions
5E, 6E and 7E and regardless of their size
(with a higher policy standard for significant
coastal wetlands). In addition, we note that
regionally significant wetlands are not
referenced in the summary of natural
heritage features that make up the Natural
Heritage System, in Section 3.5.1 a).
Therefore, DUC recommends the following
two changes to Section 3.5.1. in order to
clarify that protection is afforded to all coastal
wetlands (of any size) and to regionally
significant wetlands:
1. Amend Section 3.5.1 a) part ii, as follows:
“Provincially significant wetlands, significant
coastal wetlands, regionally significant
wetlands, all wetlands 2.0 hectares or larger
in area, and smaller wetlands may be
included…”.

Revised 3.5.1 a) part ii. as suggested.

Amend Section 3.5.1 c) part ii, as follows: “In
coastal wetlands not identified as significant,
regionally significant wetlands, and
unevaluated wetlands that are 2.0 hectares
or larger, as identified on Schedule “D”….”

Maintained wording of 3.5.1 c) part ii. based on PPS.

In addition to the recommendations above,
DUC suggests separately identifying coastal
wetlands on Schedule D in order to maintain
consistency between Schedule D and the
Natural Heritage policies.

GSP Group Inc. – May 2018

Available mapping data used for the purposes of the
OP Schedules does not distinguish coastal wetlands.
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Official Plan
Glossary

Official Plan s.
3.5.1 d)

Comment

Response

For greater clarity, it would be helpful to state
explicitly in the OP what the term “regionally
significant wetlands” means. It is our
assumption that the term refers to all
evaluated wetlands not identified as
“significant” at the provincial scale. We
suggest the Township consider defining key
terms in the Natural Heritage section in the
OP glossary. Regardless of the terminology
used, we strongly recommend that the
Township’s OP affords protection to all
evaluated wetlands, whether significant at
the provincial scale or not.

Regionally significant wetlands are not defined in the
County OP and are described as locally significant
wetlands and mapped as other evaluated wetlands.
Change references to regionally significant wetlands
to locally significant evaluated wetlands as per the
County OP.

With respect to Sec 3.5.1 d), we had some
difficulty understanding the intention of this
policy. After several read-throughs, our
understanding is that development and site
alteration would be permitted in unevaluated
wetlands smaller than 2.0 hectares if one of
two conditions was met. The first condition
being the wetland is determined on the basis
of an EIS to NOT be “within another
component of the NHS and is not an
important linkage area”; and the second
condition being it has been demonstrated via
an EIS there will be no negative impacts on
the features or their ecological functions”.

Maintained wording as per PPS as the test is “no
negative impacts” and minimizing negative impacts
would not be consistent with this PPS direction.

Assuming this interpretation of the policy to
be correct, we recommend, where
development and site alteration proposed in
unevaluated wetlands smaller than 2.0
hectares that meet the first condition (ie.
where there is potential for negative
impacts), that any negative impact on the
wetland shall be avoided where
possible/practical; and where avoidance is
not possible, any negative impacts shall be
minimized to the fullest extent possible.

Official Plan
Water
Resources
Policies
(Section
3.6.2)

Wetlands are not isolated features and play
an integral role in the overall health of the
hydrologic system by monitoring stormwater
flows, filtering contaminants that would
otherwise travel downstream, and
replenishing groundwater particularly in times
of drought. DUC is pleased to see that the
Township applies its water resource policies
in conjunction with natural heritage policies
and land use designations of the OP in a
manner that recognizes the linkages
between and among water resources and
natural heritage features and areas.

GSP Group Inc. – May 2018
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Official Plan
Infrastructure
and Public
Service
Facilities
Policies
(Section 3.9)

DUC commends the Township for
considering the use of green infrastructure
and promoting energy and water
conservation, through efficiency and low
impact development to maximize long-term
sustainability. Green infrastructure –
including natural green infrastructure such as
wetlands – can provide long term,
sustainable solutions to many key municipal
challenges like flood control and water
filtration, often more cost effectively in the
long term than ‘hard’ or ‘grey’ infrastructure.
Specific to Stormwater Management (SWM)
policies in Section 3.9.3, DUC is pleased to
see that the Township promotes naturalized
stormwater management facilities
constructed with gentle slopes and designed
to protect public health and safety. As
mentioned above naturalized SWM ponds
can also result in improved water quality and
lower long term maintenance costs
compared to conventional SWM ponds.

Official Plan
Stormwater
Management
Policies
(Section
3.9.3)

•

Official Plan
Greenlands
Designation
(s. 4.8)

DUC commends the Township of Tay for
including a Greenlands Land Use
Designation that works to complement the
Greenlands Designation implemented by the
County of Simcoe in the County Official Plan.
This will provide greater consistency and
clarity around development and site
alteration within the township. DUC is very
pleased to see that the township has
included all natural heritage features and
areas, and water resource and their
hydrological functions along with all adjacent
lands within this designation.

DUC recommends the Township include
a policy that considers wetlands as a
form of natural green infrastructure when
planning for SWM eg. Preparing master
plans. Wetlands can play an important
role with flood control and water filtration,
therefore it is encouraged that the
Township consider using both ‘grey’ and
‘green’ infrastructure (including wetlands)
when planning the development of SWM
ponds.
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Response

Green infrastructure policy is in 3.9.1 (c) v. and
references Growth Plan definition of green
infrastructure which includes natural heritage
features and areas (including wetlands).

Noted.
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Official Plan
General
Comments

-

Comment
Consider including a statement in either the
Visions and Goals Policies (Section 2.0) or
the Natural Heritage Policies (Section 3.5)
that recognizes and provides details on the
values that natural heritage features like
wetlands provide and the reason why it is
important to protect them (see page 2 of this
submission for an example).
Peat extraction can have a significant impact
on the function of wetlands and the services
they provide. DUC commends the Township
for prohibiting peat extraction in most
agricultural uses and considers appropriate
land use policies to mitigate the impacts that
peat extraction has on natural features like
wetlands.

Response

Noted.

Ducks Unlimited Canada appreciates the
opportunity to contribute to Township of
Tay’s Official Plan review process. Overall
we are very pleased to see considerable
levels of protection placed on the natural
heritage features and areas. Please do not
hesitate to contact me (k_wozniak@ducks.ca
or (705) 721-4444 x236) at any time to clarify
any aspect of this submission, to request
additional information on wetland values and
threats, or as part of any stakeholder
consultation in the future.

Matthew Heffer - emails dated April 6, 2016 and April 27, 2016
Hi Alison,
This email is intended to be brought forward
to council for consideration. Steven
Farquharson suggested that I direct this
email to you for appropriate filing. I am
currently in opposition to the draft plan green
space designation as it relates to our
property and I would like it to be amended
before the final approval takes place. The
nature of our property is that it has ditches on
both sides and it is 70% high and dry. This is
a plot 95 feet deep isolated between a road
and a trail, however, it is more than 1300 feet
long. I would like to have options to utilize the
lands while also bringing value to Tay
Township. The green space designation, as I
understand it to be, will prevent me from
future initiatives. The address of reference is
15221 Hwy 12 --> Con 6 W PT Lot 13 RP
51R29684 Parts 1 to 3.

The property is within the Greenlands designation in
the County OP and the new draft Township OP. A
significant woodlands is identified in the area in the
SSEA Study. As per the Growth Plan, PPS and
County OP the Town is required to designate and
protect the significant woodland as a natural heritage
feature.

Hi Steven,
Thank you for sitting down with me today to
discuss the current draft plan and the ways it
may affect future use of our property. I
appreciate your willingness to discuss with
the consultant any possible amendments to
the draft land use designation for our lot. I
GSP Group Inc. – May 2018
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Comment
do hope to have options in the future that
would allow an appropriate use of the land
rather than no use at all. As I mentioned, the
property is approximately 1300 feet long and
95' wide. It is situated between the Tay
Shores Trail and Hwy 12. The address is
15221 Hwy 12 --> Con 6 W PT Lot 13 RP
51R29684 Parts 1 to 3. Thanks again for
your willingness to look into this matter and I
look forward to your response.

Response

Public Meeting – April 27, 2016

Zoning By-law

Mr. Nina Badea, 528 O’Leary Lane, advised
that her father owns property in Port McNicoll
that became subject to a ‘holding’ provision
on the property in 2004. This provision has
made the property unsellable as the property
cannot be built on with the current ‘holding’
provision. She requested information as to
who compensates the property owner when
the property cannot be built on and if there
were plans to change the restrictions. The
Director of Planning & Development advised
that the property became subject to the
‘holding’ provision as there are no services in
the area. In addition, he noted that there are
no changes to the provision proposed in the
draft by-law. The Director of Public Works
advised that that the lands are outside of the
area covered by the Paradise Point/
Grandview Beach Environmental
Assessment. In addition, he noted that the
Provincial Policy Statement only allows new
development on full servicing and presently
there are no plans for extending servicing to
the area.

The draft OP policies requiring full municipal water
and wastewater servicing for new development in the
urban settlement areas have been maintained.

Official Plan –
Greenlands
Designation
and Zoning
By-law

Mr. Barry Norris, 30 Bayway Road advised
that he is opposed to the new greenlands
designation as it affects their property. He
reviewed the history of their property which
was zoned rural when they purchased and
was changed to shoreline residential in the
1999 Official Plan, but maintained its rural
zone. In the proposed new Official Plan, their
entire property would be designated
greenlands, except for the house, which
means that they cannot do anything with
their property. Mr. Norris noted that their
current rural designation permits a lot of
different uses and if adjustments are not
made to the permitted uses for greenlands
properties he may file an appeal to the
Ontario Municipal Board. Mr. Norris inquired
as to how the natural heritage system was
developed that defined the new greenlands
policies and mapping. Mr. Wever advised
that the natural heritage system and related

The area along Bayway Road is within the Natural
Heritage System mapped by the Province for the
Greater Golden Horseshoe and by the County as
Greenlands in the County Official Plan. There are
significant woodlands and there is an unevaluated
wetland to the south.
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Comment
mapping were developed as a result of
information provided by the Ministry of
Natural Resources, the Severn Sound
Environmental Association and ultimately the
Provincial Policy Statement. In addition, he
noted that there will be a mechanism
available to change the greenlands
restrictions through an Environmental Impact
Study, but at this time, the emphasis has
been on conservation first. Councillor Ritchie
inquired as to what happened to the former
Environmental Protection (EP) designation.
Mr. Wever advised that the EP designation
was established at the same time as the
current Official Plan; however, legislation has
changed since then and the Township is
required to conform for the new legislation.
Mr. Norris expressed his concerns that if we
adopted the proposed greenlands policies
that they cannot be changed and
encouraged Council to not adopt the
proposed policies.
Deputy Mayor Rawson advised that the
County Official Plan will dictate what the
Township is required to implement; however,
the Township cannot do anything while the
County is still at the Ontario Municipal Board
(OMB). The Director advised that as the
municipality is not a party to the OMB
hearing that the Township must conform to
the County greenlands policies once they are
approved. Mr. Norris commented that it
should not be up to the property owner to
change the designation on their property if
the property was previously rural or shoreline
residential. He inquired as to what is a ‘highly
vulnerable area’. Mr. Wever advised that it
means that there are soil conditions that
could be highly subjective to contamination
but that this does not normally affect
residential use. It acts as a flag if the
proposed property use would dig down and
potentially affect the aquifer. Councillor
LaChapelle inquired that as the County Plan
will determine land designations, should we
not wait to see what happens with the OMB
proceedings. The Director advised that the
Township should wait as we must conform to
the County policies. In addition, he noted that
he anticipates that the proposed Greenland
policies before the OMB may change, along
with the mapping, once the matter has been
resolved at the OMB. Councillor LaChapelle
inquired if the municipality can change the
policies if we do not like the policies that are
set out by the County. The Director advised
that the municipality must conform to the
policies established by the County. Mr.
Wever noted that they are trying to provide
some flexibility in the policies at the local

GSP Group Inc. – May 2018
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Official Plan
and Zoning
By-law

Comment
level to recognize existing circumstances.
Councillor Crawford inquired as to who is
responsible for explaining the Official Plan
and Zoning By-law to property owners. Mr.
Wever advised that this is a combined
responsibility of the municipality and County
to inform residents. Mr. Norris commented
that he finds the document very confusing
and inquired as to how many changes have
been done to the Official Plan. Mr. Wever
advised that the draft documents are both
new and aim to strike a balance between
land use and public protection of lands.
Mrs. Kris Menzies, MHBC Planning
appeared on behalf of Skyline Development
and advised that she had comments on five
particular items and that she would provide
written comments to Staff as well. She
commented on the current greenlands
policies and advised that the County
greenlands policies have been settled at the
OMB; however, the mapping still has to be
resolved. Mrs. Menzies advised that the
County only mapped greenlands outside the
settlement areas, not within, and noted that
the municipality has the ability to set their
own mapping based on local features. In
addition, she noted that the new County
policies will strike a balance between what
needs to be protected versus function of the
settlement areas. In light of this, Skyline
Development is requesting that the
municipality support the County OMB
settlement and examine the proposed
greenlands mapping with the concept that
the current mapping goes beyond what
needs to be done and is impacting the
settlement area.
Mrs. Menzies advised that their second
request is respecting the commercial
designations as the draft Official Plan
proposes two levels of commercial, in that
they are asking that the Skyline lands be
given consideration for core commercial
which allows for mixed use (residential and
commercial). In addition as their third item,
Mrs. Menzies requested that the Skyline
Master Plan be reflected in the proposed
Official Plan mapping.
Mrs. Menzies further requested that the draft
documents be amended to reflect the recent
Cargill Pier approvals, and that the draft
Zoning By-law be amended to incorporate
the approved zones for the Skyline lands
(S.S. Keewatin, railcars, yacht club and
Cargill Pier). In conclusion, she suggested
that Council should wait to approve the draft
Official Plan and Zoning By-law until after the
County has settled with the OMB.
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Response

The County OP is now approved. Within settlement
areas the Greenland designation has been applied
as an overlay and policies are provided in the new
draft OP to allow refinement of the mapping based
on more detailed information at the site level through
an EIS.
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Official Plan
and Zoning
By-law Maps

Official Plan /
Greenlands

Official Plan /
Surplus Farm
Dwelling
Severances

Comment
Mr. Dave Cornish, 52 Lawson Lane
expressed his concerns about some of the
items in the plan and reviewed his
correspondence previously submitted.
Further to his correspondence, he noted that
the colours in the maps make the documents
hard to read and commented that he hopes
the final documents are better than those
that the Township is currently working with
that has many errors.
Mrs. Wendy Lalonde, 1493 Rosemount Road
noted that the County is applying mapping,
particularly of greenlands, using a broad
approach, and noted that she has her notes
from the last Official Plan review that could
be used again. In addition, she commented
that there was not enough notice for the
public consultation and requested that notice
be given earlier for any future consultation.
Mr. Steve Jones, 1470 Old Fort Road noted
that with his brother and father, that they own
a dairy farm and crops in the area of Hogg
Valley on Ron Jones, Old Fort, Rumney and
Reeves Roads. He noted that the new
greenlands does cover a good portion of
their property and they will monitor it to see
how it develops. Mr. Jones advised that he is
in support of a policy that allows the
severance of surplus farm dwellings. He
commented that as their farm expands, they
find themselves in the situation of buying
additional farmland which already has a
house. These houses are then rented out
which poses its unique set of difficulties.
Being able to sever and sell these houses
would allow the new owner of the house to
take better care of the property, which is
difficult under certain rental situations. In
order to avoid outside investors from building
up farms in the area, Mr. Jones suggested
that a limitation be put in place, through the
policy, that only actives farms within the
municipality be allowed to sever surplus farm
dwellings. In conclusion, he noted that he
would be willing to work with Township to
develop an appropriate policy.

Response

Noted.

The surplus farm dwelling policies have been
updated based on comment received.

See also: email from Steve Jones dated
August 6, 2014 – requesting policy to allow
for surplus farm dwelling severances.
Julie-Ann Maltby – email dated April 25, 2016
Property Address: 4220 Hogg Valley Rd.
Victoria Harbour L0K 2A0
Official Plan
Hello,, Steven further to our discussions
and Zoning
today at the open house April 5th. 2016 :
By-law
Re: Zoning Approval By law #2002-63
Passed 14 th of November.2002
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The property is within the Natural Heritage System
mapped by the Province for the Greater Golden
Horseshoe and is now subject to the related policies,
and is also within the Greenlands designation in the
County Official Plan. There is a significant woodland
and a wetland identified. Under the Growth Plan,
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Comment
The by law described above rezoned five
acres of our property from EP to RU . as
shown on Schedule"A".
I have hand delivered copies of the by law,
and schedules relevant to this to you at the
Open House.
As discussed, the drawing of the proposed
plan , does not reflect this accurately, and I
am requesting that the drawing on your
map be corrected, and that I can have in
writing that the proposed plan will not effect
our existing zoning.

Response
development or site alteration is not permitted in key
natural heritage features (including significant
woodlands) and wetlands except for expansions to
existing buildings or structures subject to certain
criteria.

Comments from David Cornish received by email dated April 22, 2016
I am writing my observations and feelings
regarding the current 2 postings on the Tay
Web Site regarding ( I assume) the Tay
Strategic Plan and the Tay Official Zoning &
By-Law Plan as shared in March, 2016.
I request our Clerk to include this in the
information that is presented to our Council
for consideration when discussing the
approval for the two Plans.
*I have taken the time to read both Official
Plans, the 170+ pages in one and the 150+
pages in the other and am concerned that
not a great deal appears to have changed
since Amalgamation some 25 years ago to
bring Tay into the position Amalgamation had
intended or to correct items not previously
corrected since that time.
*I ask our Council, have you read the Plans
you are being expected to approve? It is
your approval that will be held to account for
Official Plan
the contents of these Plans and not the Staff
& Consultants who have presented these
pages or writings and maps!
*Having taken part in the Tay Strategy Plan
in 2015 each step the Public was a part of
and the Zoning & By-Laws Plan “Open
House”, I would like to comment on a few
things that I feel are contrary to the well
being and future of Tay.
*I am shocked at the definition given for
various areas as “Urban Settlement”, “Rural
Settlement”, “Rural Waterfront”, “Green
Land”, etc. Strangely, these definitions
describe why it has been so difficult to truly
Amalgamate Tay, Victoria Harbour and Port
McNicoll and why there has been such
difficult or competitive feelings within the
Amalgamated Tay.
*Since Waubaushene never separated from
Tay and Incorporated like had been the case
with Victoria Harbour and Port McNicoll, it
appears only the later two are considered
“Urban” in nature. This does seem odd to
GSP Group Inc. – May 2018

Comments noted.
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Comment
me as at the time of Amalgamation,
Waubaushene had 2 Schools, 3 churches, a
Library, Fire Hall, Legion, several Stores, a
number of Gift Shops, 3 Marinas, several
Garages, a Post Office, A Seniors Home,
several Parks, a Beach, their own Water
Treatment Plant, 2 Cemeteries and a number
of small businesses within their boundary &
most Streets were paved, some had
sidewalks and Street Lights.
*In my mind, it was as “Urban” as Victoria
Harbour and Port McNicoll and still is even
though a great deal has trickled away
through the years. Referring to the 3 Wards
as Port, Harbour & Waub (which I suspect
has also added to the indifferences felt even
without the idea of “Urban”, “Rural”
designations) has not helped blend Tay into
1 “Equal to All” Municipality.
*Along the same idea, since almost all of Tay
Shoreline is built up with privately owned
homes & cottages, why is only 1 or 2
locations referred to as “Rural Shoreline
Residential”? Shouldn’t all except those
within the boundary of the “Urban Settlement
Area” be called “Rural Shoreline
Residential”?
*Why is Sturgeon Bay (Duffy Road) not
referred to as a “Rural Settlement Area” the
same as Waverly? After all, there are a
number of homes plus a Gas Bar and
Convenience Store located there!
*It seems to me that when re-doing the
Official Plan for Tay after so many years
have passed, that the actual Maps would
have been brought up to date before seeking
Council’s Approval. Knowing there are a
multitude of “Private Roads”, “Shared
Laneways” and “Right-of-Ways” offering
access to properties in Tay and also aware
of many flaws plus differing copies of some
of these, this would have been an excellent
time to bring them all up to date.
*Lawson Lane for example (the access road
to my cottage) has a number of copies on file
starting from Tanner Road & ending at
numerous points in between Albin Road.
Truth is, it ends at my cottage but the latest
Map I saw shows the 7 of us at the north end
have no Roadway access! Several years
ago, Staff gave me a Map showing my
access was off Albin Road (5 or 6 hundred
feet of solid bush but not even a foot path)!
*Tay shows Tanners Beach on Acorn Lane in
their flyers. There has been a Garbage
Drum, Picnic Table and a Portable Toilet at
that spot the last couple years as it borders
the Tay Shore Trail. It is not recognized or
shown on the new Zoning & By-law map.
Pine Street Beach is shown as “Green Land”
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Comment
even though it borders the Tay Shore Trail &
it also has a Portable Toilet, Garbage Drum
and Picnic Tables. Incidently, both locations
show the “Swimming” symbol on the Tay
Flyers.
*The new Map of Albin Road already shows
the severed lots at 210 Albin Road.
According to what I have been told & seen in
the Planning change for this property, this
was conditional of a “Turn Area” in the
northern lot at the end of King Road.
Checking the King Road Map, there is no
“Turn Area” shown and yet the severance of
4 lots is complete by the Map.
*It was rather frustrating at the Open House
as it was mainly a display of coloured Maps.
Each colour referred to different conditions
apparently but actual information as to what
each condition was suitable to host was not
that obvious nor was the variation in colours
that clear in places. I found the internet map
copies easier to understand but do commend
the two Stevens for trying to explain 1 on 1
what the maps were showing.
*Unfortunately, I got lost reading through the
Internet copy of the By-laws as there seemed
to be a lot of duplications with only a word
changed or the same thing appeared in
several other places as well. The number of
references to set backs to roadways,
shorelines and neighbouring properties
seemed to go on & on with variances which
no doubt leaves one open to mistakes or non
compliance of the by-law. Strangely, I did
not notice “set backs” to right-of-ways or
private roadways when it comes to
renovations, building or septic system
permits.

Response

*I was also looking for something in one of
the Plans that would address the many
roadway endings and Water Access
Laneways that were recently discussed and
then withdrawn when a
Plan was presented to sell those areas as
“Surplus Property”. Since many of these
appear on Deeds Registered at the Land
Registry Office and Land Titles Office as
“Back Lot Access” or “To Service an Area
Access” to the water, it appears to open up a
question of doing the necessary homework
as to what is actually Surplus and what is
not Surplus before taking such issues to
Council.
*Another issue not addressed appears to be
the issues of property owners adding fill to
their property and possibly eliminating
natural drainage for surrounding properties. I
did see the “Sea Level” measurement
required before building permits and septic
GSP Group Inc. – May 2018
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Comment
systems can be issued but the only reference
to drainage I found regarded using the
Municipal Drainage Act as presented by the
Province of Ontario and generally refers to
large scale Drainage issues.
*It is not my intention to be a critic of these 2
Plans as presented and do mention mostly
items in the area where I am most familiar,
Ward 3. I do expect many of the same
issues are present in both Ward 1 & Ward 2
and in fact, was most surprised within the
past year to hear of all the “Land Locked
Properties” that are common throughout the
Municipality of Tay that one way or another,
we own!
*Since it has been some 25 years since
Amalgamation and something over 10 years
since the last Official Plans update, I felt it
was time some of the age old errors or
discrepancies were addressed. I believe that
was the intent of both Plans but it appears to
me, some are again slipping by unnoticed
and could be around for another 10 to 25
years.
Thank you for your time and I appreciate
your attempts to update our current Plans
with involvement from the residents and
property owners of Tay.

Response

Public Open House – April 5, 2016

Official Plan
and Zoning
By-law –
Greenlands
mapping

The mapping of the Greenlands designation
and the GL2 Zone boundaries is to be
reviewed further to ensure it accurately
reflects the location of existing uses for
properties along the east side of Rosemount
Road, north and south of Hogg Valley Road,
north-east corner of Newton Street and
Granny White Sideroad, and will be revised
to reflect a previously approved amendment
to the Zoning By-law for the property located
at 4220 Hogg Valley Road;

Proposed zoning provisions for dog kennels
were discussed with two kennel operators,
one whom indicated no concerns with the
proposed standards, and another who
indicated that minimum setback
requirements to dwellings on adjoining
properties will be problematic for a
proposed/potential future expansion. The
Zoning By-law
process for seeking relief/ variance from
– Kennels
Zoning By-law standards was also
discussed, and that applications can be
brought forward in the future and would need
to be supported with information to
demonstrate that noise and other issues can
be addressed on the basis of a reduced
setback, with appropriate mitigation
measures. The proposed kennel provisions
GSP Group Inc. – May 2018

These areas have since been mapped by the
Province as part of the Natural Heritage System
under the Growth Plan for the Greater Golden
Horseshoe, which will limit zoning options except
where appropriate to recognize existing agricultural
uses.

Subject to further review of kennel provisions in new
draft ZBL.
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Surplus Farm
Dwelling
Severances

Comment
in the Zoning By-law are to be reviewed
further in conjunction with the kennel
licensing by-law to ensure clarity and
consistency of the proposed regulations for
dog kennels;
Questions were raised regarding the
proposed surplus farm dwelling severance
policy and minimum lot area for agricultural
uses and clarification was provided regarding
the rationale for the draft policy and other
options that may be considered for eligible
farm consolidations, as follows:
Surplus farm dwelling severance limited to
consolidation of two or more adjacent farm
properties into one farm operation located
entirely within the Township of Tay (current
draft Official Plan policy 4.4.5) – the primary
concern with this option is that the restriction
to adjacent farm properties is limiting and
does not assist farm operators who
consolidate operations involving properties
that do not share a common lot line, and the
related issues and costs of either renting or
demolishing the farm dwelling(s);
Surplus farm dwelling severances for eligible
farm consolidations including consolidation of
two or more farm properties into one farm
operation located entirely within the
Township of Tay but not restricted to
adjacent farm parcels – the primary concern
with this approach is that it could result in
increased parcel fragmentation of the prime
agricultural area, farm dwellings severed
from the farm property become non-farm
dwellings and a source of potential
complaints regarding agricultural operations
and normal farm practices, and since the
farm parcels are not adjoining they may be
conveyed separately in the future, effectively
providing a work-around to enable severing
of farm dwellings from the farm property
without permanently consolidating the land
holdings of one farm operation;
As in Option 2, with eligible farm
consolidations including farm properties that
are not located entirely within the Township
of Tay (i.e. including parcels that straddle
municipal boundaries or within a certain
distance of the Township). For this option,
there are similar concerns as in Option 2.
The issue of eligible farm consolidations for
surplus farm dwelling severances will be
reviewed further with Township staff and a
recommendation will be brought forward for
Council consideration with the final draft of
the Official Plan. Final direction from Council
will be required regarding the preferred policy
approach. Comments from the County of
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Revised surplus farm dwelling severance policies.
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Zoning By-law
Holding
Provisions

Official Plan

Official Plan
and Zoning
By-law

Comment
Simcoe will also be considered and have not
yet been received regarding this issue.
The application of holding provisions in the
Zoning By-law will be reviewed further to
determine the required studies and
conditions to be satisfied for each
area/property that is subject to a holding
zone. A resident who attended the open
house indicated that a study/testing had
been completed in the early 1990s for
properties on Tanners Road and cleared any
contamination/leachate concerns related to
the stump dump, and that these properties
should not be subject to holding provisions.
This will be reviewed further with Township
staff to determine if a copy of the
study/testing results are on record and
appropriate application of the holding
provisions where required to implement
waste disposal assessment requirements.
A representative of the Simcoe Muskoka
District Health Unit (SMDHU) attended the
open house and the work they are doing to
promote healthy communities and that
comments will be provided based on the
SMDHU review of the draft Official Plan
through a health lens and based on healthy
community principles.
Questions were raised regarding the land
use designation and zoning of Township
owned property, specifically vacant property
on Sallow’s Drive. This will be reviewed
further with Township staff and a
recommendation will be brought forward with
the final draft of the Official Plan. Final
direction from Council will be required
regarding the preferred designation of the
property, whether it should remain
designated as Shoreline Residential or redesignated as Open Space.
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Holding provisions to be added to draft Zoning Bylaw.

Comments from the SMDHU have been received
and are summarized in the agency comment
summary with related responses.

Confirm.
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Comment

Response

Infrastructure Ontario letter dated June 14, 2016.
FOTENN Consultants Inc., on behalf of
Infrastructure Ontario (IO) and Hydro One
Networks Inc. (HONI), has reviewed the
Township of Tay Draft Official Plan and
Zoning By-law.
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 letter
identifies issues and recommendations
related to the undated Final Draft
Official Plan and Zoning By-law (as posted
on the Township website in March 2016) in
order to ensure the protection of hydro
corridor lands for their primary intended use,
the transmission and distribution of electricity,
while facilitating appropriate secondary land
uses.

-

This review stems from the Province’s
direction taken within 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:

Noted.

1.6.1 Infrastructure, electricity generation
facilities and transmission and distribution
systems, and public service facilities shall be
provided in a coordinated, efficient and costeffective 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:
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
GSP Group Inc. – May 2018
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Comment
corridor for the purpose(s) for which it was
identified.

Response

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.
General Comments
As the municipality moves forward with the
Official Plan and Zoning By-law review
process, we offer the following general
comments for your consideration related to
our interests.
We are requesting a consistent approach to
defining hydro corridors throughout the
province.

Official Plan
and Zoning
By-law
terminology

Accordingly, it is requested that the following
language be considered for use throughout
the Official Plan:
•

•

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

Incorporated requested terminology in s. 3.9.5 and
6.6 and as noted below.

We would request that this letter be included
as part of the record of submission on the
Official Plan and Zoning By-law Review and
that we be notified of any decisions regarding
these matters.
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Policy 2.2.7(d) states:
“To ensure sensitive land uses area
separated from major facilities, transportation
and utility corridors and industries to avoid
land use conflicts and potential public health
and safety concerns.”

Response

Policy 2.2.9(f) states:
“To protect existing and planned
transportation and utilities corridors from
encroachment and incompatible uses, and
promote coordination among public agencies
and utility providers for co-location of
services within these rights-of-way, where
possible.”
Official Plan s.
2.2– Goals,
Section, 3.7 –
Public Health
and Safety
Policies, and
3.9 –
Infrastructure
and Public
Service
Facilities
Policies:

Policy 3.7.1(a) states:
“Growth and development in the Township
shall be directed in a manner that:
v. Avoids land use patterns which may cause
environmental or public health and safety
concerns, avoids development within areas
of potential hazard, separates sensitive uses
from major facilities, transportation and utility
corridors and industries, and mitigates
against potentially unsafe or unhealthy
conditions.”
Policy 3.9.6(b) states:
“b. The Township will promote and
encourage the shared and multiple use of
telecommunications towers and corridors for
utility purposes.”

The term “utility” is defined and therefore it is not
necessary to define “utility corridor” as “corridor”
would have the customary meaning and is used not
only in the context of utilities but also transportation
in the same sections as referenced.
Revised the definition of “utility” to replace the word
“power” with “electricity generation facilities and
transmission and distribution systems”.
Policy 3.9.6 b) revised as per comment.

Requested Change 1
We request that the term “utility corridors” be
defined in Section 6.6 – Glossary of the
Official Plan and that the definition
specifically include “hydro corridors”. Further,
for consistency, we recommend that “utility
corridor” be used exclusively in the above
noted Official Plan policies instead of using
multiple terms (namely “corridors for utility
purposes” and “utilities corridors”).
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3

OP Section

Official Plan s.
3.1 –
Settlement
Areas and
Growth
Management
Policies

Comment
Policy 3.1.7(c) says that:
“The development of neighbourhood
facilities, collector roads and access to
arterial and boundary roads, the construction
of sanitary sewer and watermain extensions
and electrical distribution systems shall
occur sequentially.”
Requested Change 2
We request that the reference to “electrical
distribution systems” be changed to
“electricity generation facilities and
transmission and distribution systems” to
ensure consistency.
Policy 3.7.1(h) says that:
“despite clause (g) of this subsection, in no
case shall any of the following be located on
hazardous land including the flood plain and
land that may be susceptible to a flooding
hazard or erosion hazard:
ii. An essential emergency service such as
that provided by fire, police and ambulance
stations and electrical substations;”

Official Plan s.
3.7- Public
Health and
Safety
Policies

Official Plan s.
3.9 –
Infrastructure
and Public
Service
Facilities
Policies

Requested Change 3
We request that a regulation be added to
section 3.7.1(h) of the Draft Official Plan
which states that “electricity generation
facilities and transmission and distribution
systems are permitted in all
designations/zones subject to any regulatory
requirements for the utility involved. They will
be permitted in all areas of the city including
the flood plain or environmentally significant
areas where it is clearly demonstrated
through an environmental assessment
process under the Environmental
Assessment Act, including an environmental
impact study, that it is the preferred location
for the infrastructure.”
Policy 3.9.5 – Energy Conservation and
Generation Facilities
We understand that this section refers to
private small-scale energy generation
systems that only supply power to the
buildings or lots which they are located on
and not to Provincially-owned electricity
generation facilities and transmission and
distribution systems. If this is the case, we
request that this be clarified within the
Township’s Draft Official Plan.
Policy 3.9.5(e) states:
“iii. New or upgraded transmission lines will
be located within existing utility corridors
where possible, buried underground where
required within or near the settlement areas,
and co-located in a common corridor to avoid
the creation of multiple or redundant
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Response

Changed “electrical distribution systems” to
“electricity generation facilities and transmission and
distribution systems” in s. 3.1.7c).

Section 3.7.1 h) ii) refers specifically to electrical
substations as per PPS s. 3.1.5 b).
The permitted location of infrastructure, which
includes electricity generation facilities and
transmission and distribution systems, in any land
use designation and subject to applicable
requirements, is provided for in s. 3.9.1 e).
Section 62 (1) of the Planning Act states that an
undertaking of Hydro One or Ontario Power
Generation that has been approved under the
Environmental Assessment Act is not subject to the
Planning Act. As such, it is not necessary for the
Official Plan to establish policies identifying where
these undertakings are permitted.

Policy 3.9.5 would apply to any electricity generation
facilities and transmission and distribution systems
that are subject to the Official Plan pursuant to the
Planning Act.

4

OP Section

Comment
transmission corridors and to minimize the
number, total length and distribution of
transmission lines within the Township.”
Requested Change 4
We request that the term “transmission lines”
be replaced with the term “electricity
transmission and distribution systems” in
Policy 3.9.5 (e).
Requested Change 5
As per Requested Change 1, we request that
the term “utility corridors” be defined in
Section 6.6 – Glossary of the Official Plan
and that the definition specifically include
“hydro corridors”.
Requested Change 6
We request that a Policy under Section 3.9.5
after 3.9.5(iii) be added to clarify that the
burial of wires/cable for local electricity
distribution purposes will be required only
where possible and at the expense of the
developer or proponent. We recommend the
following wording:

Response

Revised as per comment.

See response to Requested Change 1.

Added to policy as per comment.

“The burial of wires/cables for local electricity
distribution purposes will be required only
where possible and will be at the expense of
the developer or proponent.”
Requested Change 7
We request that another Policy under Section
3.9.5 after 3.9.5(iii) be added to clarify the
encouragement of secondary uses. We
recommend the following wording:

Added policy as per comment.

“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.”
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OP Section

Official Plan s.
5.3 –
Community
Improvement

Comment
Policy 5.3.1(b) says that:
“b. The designation of a community
improvement project area shall be based on
one or more of the following criteria:
i. Deficiencies in the physical infrastructure of
the area, including water, sanitary sewers,
storm sewers, roads, sidewalks, curbs, street
lighting, traffic control and electrical
facilities”
Requested Change 8
We request that the reference to ‘electrical
facilities’ be changed to ‘electricity generation
facilities and transmission and distribution
systems’ to ensure consistency.
Section 6.6 defines infrastructure as:
“Infrastructure means sewage and water
systems, septage treatment systems, waste
management systems, electric power
generation and transmission,
communications/telecommunications, transit
and transportation corridors and facilities, oil
and gas pipelines and associated facilities.”

Official Plan s.
6.6 – Glossary

Zoning By-law
Part 2 Definitions:

Response
Revised as per comment.

Revised definitions as per comment.

Requested Change 9
We request that the reference to ‘electrical
power generation and transmission’ be
changed to ‘electricity generation facilities
and transmission and distribution systems’ to
ensure consistency.
Section 6.6 defines utilities as:
“Utilities include power,
communications/telecommunications and
other cable services, as well as gas and
district energy services.”
Requested Change 10
We request that the term “electricity
generation facilities and transmission and
distribution systems” be included within the
above definition.
Part 2 says that:
“Infrastructure means drainage and
stormwater management facilities, electricity
distribution systems, flood control
structures, natural gas distribution systems,
oil and gas pipelines, public transit systems,
railways, roads, sewers, telecommunications
lines and other cabled services, watermains
and related buildings or structures located
within a public right of way or easement
controlled by a public authority, and related
service laterals for individual lots, excluding
renewable energy systems.”
Requested Change 1
We request that the reference to ‘electricity
distribution systems’ be changed to
‘electricity generation facilities and
transmission and distribution systems’ to
ensure consistency.

GSP Group Inc. – May 2018

Revised as per comment.

6

OP Section

Comment

Response

Zoning By-law
s. 3.15 –
Setback to
Pipelines

Section 3.15.1 says that:
“a) Notwithstanding any other provisions of
this By-law to the contrary, no main building
or structure shall be located closer than 7
metres from the limit of the right of way for a
TransCanada Pipeline.
b) Notwithstanding any other provisions of
this By-law to the contrary, no accessory
building or structure shall be located closer
than 3 metres from the limit of the right of
way for a TransCanada Pipeline.”
Requested Change 2
We request that a Policy under Section 3.15
after 3.15.1(b) be added to clarify that
electricity generation facilities and
transmission and distribution systems are
permitted in all designations/zones and are
not subject to setbacks. We recommend the
following wording:
“Where a pipeline is located within a hydro
corridor, structures associated with electricity
generation facilities or electricity transmission
or distribution systems are exempt from the
above provisions.”

Revised as per comment.

Zoning By-law

We would request that this letter be included
as part of the record of submission on the
Comprehensive Zoning By-law Review and
that we be notified of any decisions regarding
these matters.

Noted.

Simcoe Muskoka District Health Unit – letter dated May 30, 2016
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on
the Township of Tay’s Official Plan. Staff at
the Simcoe Muskoka District Health Unit
have reviewed the draft official plan (v.3)
from a public health perspective and are
pleased to provide you with our feedback
(attached).
Our purpose in reviewing the Official Plan is
to provide you with recommendations for
healthy planning policy that can be
incorporated into a final Official Plan. This
review is in keeping with our Building Healthy
Communities initiative in which we work with
planners, municipalities and other partners to
affect positive changes to the built
environment that can improve overall public
health.

Noted.

The sustainable growth and development of
any community and its ability to prosper can
only be achieved if its population is healthy.
Many of our suggestions are found within the
health unit’s policy resource for
municipalities: Healthy Community Design:
Policy Statements for Official Plans and
reflect the evidence outlined in our 2007
published report: “The Impact of the Built
GSP Group Inc. – May 2018
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OP Section

Comment
Environment on the Health of the Population:
A Review of the Review Literature” We would
like to thank you for the opportunity to
provide feedback on the Township’s Official
Plan.

Response

We look forward to continued partnership
with you to develop healthy land use and
planning policies and support changes to the
built environment that promote and protect
the health of Tay’s residents and visitors.
Together we can build healthier communities.
The Simcoe Muskoka District Health Unit
[SMDHU] would like to express our thanks for
the opportunity to be part of the Tay
Township [Tay] Official Plan review process.
Viewing plans through a health lens, our aim
is to help municipalities revise and improve
their plans, helping to accentuate health and
well-being, and thereby produce communities
that are safe, active and environmentally
sound.
In this light, we would like to commend both
Tay and GSP group for their efforts on the
latest draft. It is clear that both health and the
environment are priorities to the Township. In
the various sections of the Plan applicable to
Residential zones, Commercial zones and
Greenlands, we can see that Tay values and
prioritizes health, safety, active lifestyles and
active transportation, and the preservation of
natural heritage features.
Please see the attached document that
breaks down our commentary and
suggestions into a spreadsheet. These
recommendations are in keeping with the
spirit and direction of the Provincial Policy
Statement (2014), the Places to Grow Act
(2005) and the Ontario Planning Act (2006)
all of which direct land use and growth
planning toward building strong, safe and
healthy communities. Furthermore, they stem
from current and ongoing research on best
practices as they relate to health and the built
environment. Further details are available in
the SMDHU document Healthy Community
Design - ‘Policy Statements for Official
Plans’.

Noted.

If you have any questions on our feedback,
please do not hesitate to contact SMDHU Marina Whelan at 705-721-7520 x7345 or via
email marina.whelan@smdhu.org

GSP Group Inc. – May 2018
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OP Section
Official Plan s.
1.2.2 f)
Purpose of
the Official
Plan

Official Plan s.
2.2 Goals

Official Plan s.
2.2.6
Resource
Management
Goals

Official Plan s.
2.2.7 a) Public
Health and
Safety Goals

Comment
Recommended re-wording of “…protect and
maximize public health and safety in the
Township” to “…to maximize the health,
safety and well-being of the citizens of Tay
Township” as a broader statement to provide
more inclusiveness and accountability within
the philosophy of the plan. The language can
be rephrased to build a proactive approach to
building healthy communities.
We would like to commend Tay for this list of
Goals, that collectively work to build healthier
communities, by addressing the various
interdependent elements of the Built
Environment, especially within Settlement
Areas:
• Reducing dependence on the automobile
• Creating vibrant, linked public spaces
• Maximizing opportunities for Active
Transportation and prioritizing the
pedestrian
• Providing diverse housing, including
affordable housing
• Incentivizing diverse economic
development
• Protecting the waterfront and other
natural heritage features
• Utilizing a complete communities
approach
Suggested re-wording from “To protect prime
agricultural area for long-term use for a range
of agricultural and related uses and direct
non-agricultural land uses ……” to “To
protect and preserve prime agricultural area
for long-term use for a range of agricultural
and related uses including the growing and
production of food as part of a sustainable
local food system. Direct non-agricultural
land uses ……”
Rationale:
The food produced, distributed and sold
within a region can play a major role in how
well the dietary needs of the population are
met. Communities with ready access to a
sustainable supply of healthy, locally grown
and produced foods are less vulnerable to
external factors that can affect the food
supply.
In addition to the existing goals, we
recommend a broadening of these goals to
indicate that future planning with create a
Built Form that emphasizes and prioritizes
health, especially including municipal and
public space.

“To develop well-linked community services,
public space and natural settings that are
accessible to all residents. Through
partnerships with public, private and nongovernmental organizations, a network of
GSP Group Inc. – May 2018

Response

Added “well-being” to clause f).

Noted.

Revised as per comment.

Added “well-linked”, “transportation options” and
“accessible to all residents”.
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OP Section

Official Plan s.
2.2.9 a)
Infrastructure
Public Service
Facilities and
Transportation
Goals

Official Plan s.
3.1.3 ii) Urban
Settlement
Areas

Official Plan s.
3.1.3 v) Urban
Settlement
Areas

Official Plan s.
3.1.4 v)
Community
Settlement
Areas

Comment
services, transportation options and public
space will provide diverse recreational and
education opportunities to residents, to
support and compliment their lives”

Response

Rationale:
Development patterns should maximize
opportunities for Active Transportation, while
including infrastructure to support the same.
The linking of public space such as parks,
trails, municipal services and buildings, along
with private business, is vital to entice use of
the AT network, and its destinations.
We recommend inserting a goal to proceed
or replace clause a), that will serve to speak
to the health priorities that so vital within
transportation planning. Such as:
“To create a interdependent transportation
network that prioritizes the pedestrian, cyclist,
the possibility of future transit systems, and is
inclusive to the needs of special populations
such as children and the elderly”
Rationale:
Transportation planning that promotes health
and reduces injury is based on design
principles that protect the most vulnerable
users, thereby ensuring accessibility and
safety for all. Prioritizing in this order:
pedestrian, cyclist, transit, vehicle - allows for
the development of Active Transportation
infrastructure within the Built Form. In this
case, it would apply almost exclusively to
Settlement Areas (Victoria Harbour, Port
McNicoll).
Suggested re-wording from “…and minimizes
_to the natural environment” to “and
minimizes damage or negative impacts to the
natural environment”
Suggested re-wording from…”including
active transportation where possible”
“including active transportation wherever
possible”.
Rationale:
Active Transportation is a design priority.
Possible inclusions to the Urban Settlement
Areas should always be considered.
Suggested re-wording from “promotes active
transportation, where possible” to “including
active transportation wherever possible”.
Rationale:
Active Transportation is a design priority.
Possible inclusions to the Community
Settlement Areas should always be
considered.

GSP Group Inc. – May 2018

Revised clauses d) and e) to incorporate these
concepts.

Changed to “minimizes negative impacts or adverse
effects to the natural environment”

“Where possible” is consistently used throughout the
Official Plan, do not see a significant policy
improvement or change in meaning with the use of
the word “wherever. No change recommended.

Opportunities to include new active transportation
facilities in development in Community Settlement
Areas may be limited since development is limited to
infilling and rounding out of existing developed areas.
Prefer to maintain current wording as “promote”.
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OP Section

Official Plan s.
3.1.8 iii)
Community
Design and
Revitalization

Official Plan s.
3.5.1 (f)
Natural
Heritage
System

Official Plan s.
3.7.1 Healthy
Community
Policies

Official Plan s.
3.9.1 (a) (ii)
Infrastructure
and Public
Services
Facilities
Policies General

Comment
We recommend this clause as an optimal
place to detail design priorities of public
space and the Active Transportation network
within the Settlement Areas.
“Promote the development of a well-linked
Active Transportation network, including
trails, paths, cycling lanes and other AT
infrastructure. Future developments will aid to
systemically link public space, parks, and
steetscapes into an aesthetically pleasing
cohesive network”
Rationale:
For revitalization to have value to both health
benefits and economic value, design of the
built environment must work to link public
space, AT networks, municipal space and
private destinations. Investments in both
safety and aesthetics attract users.
We recommend adding the following details
to this section:
“A community wide Urban Forestry
Management Plan shall be developed to
maximize the environmental and community
health benefits of having healthy trees, with
particular attention to protection the
community’s stock of existing trees,
supporting the growth of new trees and
expanding the tree cover in the community.”
Rationale:
In addition to environmental benefits, forest
ecosystems can support healthy communities
by increasing physical activity, improving
cardiovascular and respiratory health,
preventing cancer and reducing stress.
We recommend adding an additional clause:
“b) Climate change adaptation and mitigation
strategies will be developed to protect the
built and natural environment.”
Rationale:
As the climate changes, the natural and built
environment also changes. It will be to
ensure strategies are in place to prevent
illness/injury and protect health and the
environment.
We recommend adding the following details
to this section: “Promotes renewable energy
systems, conserves energy and protects air
quality”.
Rationale:
The most significant sources of air pollution
and greenhouse gas emissions in Ontario are
energy consumption, energy generation and
transportation. Numerous studies show that
poor quality contributes to premature death,
cardiovascular disease, cancer, stroke,
asthma and other respiratory diseases.
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Response

Inserted new clause (iii) worded as follows: “Promote
active transportation through the development of a
well-linked network of trails, pathways, cycling lanes
and other active transportation infrastructure and
future development that contributes to linking parks,
streetscapes and other public spaces in a cohesive
network;”

Added the following to clause (f):
“The Township may develop or participate in the
development of community-based or Township-wide
Forestry Management Plan to maximize the
environmental and community health benefits of
having healthy trees, with particular attention to
protection of existing trees, supporting the growth of
new trees and expanding tree cover.”

Added to s. 3.7.1 m) as follows:
“The Township may develop, or participate in the
development of, climate change adaptation and
mitigation strategies to protect the built and natural
environment.”

Current wording is as per PPS s. 1.1.3.2 a) 3.
The Township has expressed some concerns with
large scale renewable energy projects and has not
indicated a desire to promote these undertakings.
Could add reference to energy conservation although
this would be part of achieving and maximizing
energy efficiency.
No changes recommended.
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OP Section

Official Plan s.
4.1.1 (d)
Land Use
Designations
and Policies –
Objectives

Official Plan s.
4.1.1 General
Residential
Policies

Official Plan s.
4.7.1 Open
space
Objectives

Official Plan s.
4.7.2 General
Open Space
Policies

Comment
We commend the identification of complete
residential communities and recommend
adding a clause:
“Create complete neighbourhoods that
include mixed densities and affordable
housing options for people of all ages and
socioeconomic status.”
Rationale:
Feeling connected to one’s community is
associated with lower stress, improved
overall health status and lower mortality
rates. Complete communities that provide
proximity to neighbours, workplaces, schools
and services can promote neighbourhood
cohesion and increase social capital. Mixed
housing communities that integrate
affordable housing can provide opportunities
for those with lower incomes and for aging in
place as people move through their life cycle.
Recommend an additional clause:
“Ensure land use designations and zoning
bylaws have a positive impact on health and
protect the environment”.
Rationale:
Close proximity of residential and other
sensitive areas to noncompatible uses could
result in adverse health effects. Major
facilities and land uses should be planned to
ensure they are appropriately designed,
buffered and/or separated from each other to
prevent or mitigate adverse effects from
odour, noise and other contaminants,
minimize risk to public health and safety, and
to ensure long-term viability of major
facilities.
We commend the inclusion of the objectives
related to open space.
We recommend inclusion of an additional
clause:
“Design standards shall be developed that
require the use of natural and/or naturalized
landscapes to improve and air and water
quality throughout the community”.
Rationale:
Greenspaces provide vital ecosystem
services. Urban trees can reduce air
temperature thereby reducing ozone
formation and removing air pollutants.
Greenspaces protect water quality by
providing opportunity for water absorption
and filtration.
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Response

Revised clause d) to incorporate this input.

Believe this is covered by reference in s. 4.1.1 d) vii
and goals and general policies of the Plan.

Noted.

Incorporated this input in Community Design and
Revitalization policies in s. 3.1.8 d) as follows:
“The design guidelines and/or development
standards may establish more detailed direction for a
range of design and development matters, and may
require the use of natural and/or naturalized
landscapes to protect and improve air and water
quality, particularly for landscaped and open space
areas.”
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OP Section

Comment

Response

Official Plan s.
3.7 a) Healthy
Community
Policies

This may be another/alternate place to outlay
the design priorities as recommended in
3.1.8 iii).

Added reference to active transportation in s. 3.7.1 a)
ii.

Official Plan s.
3.9.4 d) Public
Service
Facilities

Official Plan s.
3.10.2 a)
Transportation
Initiatives

Official Plan s.
3.10.2 e)
Transportation
Initiatives

Suggested re-wording from “…and access to
transportation including opportunities for
active transportation” to “and be a cohesive
part of a well-linked transportation network,
including Active Transportation”.
Rationale:
It is vital that public space and municipal
services be part of the AT network and linked
public space.
Suggested re-wording from “The Township
may prepare a Transportation Master Plan to
determine future transportation system needs
and to guide future investments in roads,
sidewalks, trails and other transportation
infrastructure” to “The Township will prepare
a Transportation Master Plan to determine
future transportation system needs and to
guide future investments in roads, sidewalks,
trails and other transportation infrastructure”.
Rationale:
This is in keeping with County of Simcoe
recommendations that communities develop
Active Transportation plans.
Suggested re-wording from ““The Township
will encourage development within urban
settlement areas that will reduce reliance on
vehicles as the primary mode of travel,
minimize the length and number of vehicle
trips, and provide opportunities for active
transportation, by providing for a range and
mix of complementary land uses…” to “The
Township will encourage development within
urban settlement areas that will reduce
reliance on vehicles as the primary mode of
travel, minimize the length and number of
vehicle trips, and provide opportunities for
active transportation, by providing for a range
and mix of complementary land uses that
contribute to creating a complete community
and through creating complete streets and a
network of trails and other facilities that
promote and facilitate safe pedestrian
movement and cycling and where
possible public transportation”.
Rationale:
At this time the Township of Tay does not
have a public transportation system but in the
future there may be opportunity to partner
with adjacent communities/county to offer
public transit options. This is in keeping with
section 3.10.13 Transit Services.
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Revised as per comment.

The policy is discretionary rather than obligatory as
this type of undertaking would be subject to available
funding and Council direction.

Revised policy to add reference to possibility of future
transit systems.
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OP Section

Official Plan s.
3.10.3
Provincial
Highways

Comment
A clause could be included to indicate a
desire to improve lighting where Urban and
Community Settlement Areas are adjacent to
Highway 12, perhaps in cooperation with the
Province. Lighting where Port McNicoll,
Victoria Harbour and Waubaushene roads
intersect Hwy 12 would be helpful to reducing
the possibility of collisions for drivers who
drive or commute along these sections of the
Highway. The most common users of these
sections, statistically, are residents of these
communities.

Response

Added reference to lighting in s. 3.10.3 h).

Rationale:
Studies from the MTO have indicated that
Highway 12 is among the most statistically
prone for collisions, across the County. While
this is due to a combination of factors, such
as weather, investments in lighting is one
action that may help to reduce driver fatigue
and error, proximal to Tay.
Official Plan s.
3.10.11
Pedestrian
and Cycling
Facilities

Official Plan s.
4.4.2 b)
General
Agricultural
Policies –
Permitted
Uses

Official Plan s.
4.4.2 c) iv)
General
Agricultural
Policies

We would like to commend Tay for the
inclusion of complete streets language and
recommending the development of Active
Transportation/Trails and Park Master Plans.
Suggested re-wording from “The primary
uses within the Agricultural designation shall
be agricultural uses, agriculture-related uses
and on-farm diversified uses” to “The primary
uses within the Agricultural designation shall
be agricultural uses, agriculture-related uses
and on-farm diversified uses such as
greenhouses, orchards and locally oriented
market gardens”.
Rationale:
Opportunities to support a diversified rural
economy should be promoted. The revised
statement better supports Agricultural 4.4.1
Objective c) To promote a sustainable food
system that enhances opportunities for food,
agriculture, and agriculture-related
businesses and/or producers to deliver
products locally.
Suggested re-wording from “Home
occupations in accordance with Subsection
3.2.8: and…” to “Home occupations including
food-based enterprises that support
agricultural activities in accordance with
appropriate regulation, Subsection 3.2.8:
and…”
Rationale:
Opportunities to support a diversified rural
economy should be promoted.
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Noted.

Suggested changes could cause some confusion
with PPS definition of on-farm diversified uses.
Greenhouses and orchards are agricultural uses
which would be permitted and promoted. Market
gardens and retail sale of local farm produce would
be considered as agricultural-related or on-farm
diversified uses.
No changes recommended.

Retail sales of local farm produce would be
considered as an on-farm diversified use and is
addressed in the provisions for value-added
agricultural uses in the draft Zoning By-law.
No changes recommended.
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OP Section

Official Plan s.
4.7.1 Open
Spaces
Objectives

Comment
While this section of various objectives is
very well done, we do suggest adding an
objective that better speaks to Social
Cohesion and well-being, such as:
“Provide public spaces, parks and
greenspaces where residents can meet,
connect and congregate for social
interaction”
Rationale:
Creating indoor and outdoor public spaces
within a community that enables individuals
to meet and congregate provides
opportunities for social integration. Research
shows that people with strong social
networks live longer. It also shows that
exposure to the natural environment is
associated with feelings of well-being in
individuals. Designing communities where
residents have access to greenspace can
result in physical and mental health benefits.
Add an objective to address the importance
of sun safety:
“Ensure natural and built shade features are
available at outdoor public spaces

Response

Revised s. 4.7.1 b) to include “foster individual and
community well-being and social interaction”.

Under General Open Space Policies 4.7.2 f)
add the following:
xi) UVR/sun protection features have been
integrated

Official Plan s.
4.7.1 Open
Space
Objectives
(continued)

Also, an objective to further cover heat
mitigation (relating to both the environment
and human interaction) “Ensure to
incorporate vegetation and tree planting in
new, existing, and future developments to
increase areas for shade (also available to
the public for heat relief) and assist with
dissipation of heat”
Rationale:
The ultraviolet portion of solar radiation is a
human carcinogen for skin cancer.
Melanoma skin cancer rates have increased
in Ontario. The provision of shade (either
natural or constructed) can be an effective
means of reducing exposure to ultraviolet
radiation (UVR) and its associated health
risks, such as skin cancer, and should be an
essential element when planning for and
developing facilities, parks and public
spaces. Healthy, liveable and safe
communities are sustained by:
c) avoiding development and land use
patterns which may cause environmental or
public health and safety concerns; (Provincial
Policy Statement 2014, 1.1.1)
Both sensitive and healthy individuals can
develop heat related illness from prolonged
exposure to high temperatures. Heat cramps,
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Added reference to shade features in s. 4.7.1 b) and
added new clause regarding shade, vegetation and
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Comment
heat exhaustion, heat stroke and even death
may occur. Individuals with diabetes,
respiratory and cardiovascular disease are
more susceptible to the effects of extreme
heat. Solar energy absorbed by building
materials and the urban heat effect contribute
to higher temperatures. As the temperature
increases, the demand for energy for cooling
goes up, thus increasing greenhouse gas
emissions. The temperature and quality of
storm water run-off can be impacted by
thermal pollution as water flows over low
albedo and impervious surfaces (i.e. dark
roofs and asphalt). Trees and other
vegetation provide shade and help to
dissipate heat by increasing the evaporation
potential of an urban area.

Response

Severn Sound Environmental Association (SSEA) – letter dated May 25, 2016.
In response to your request, the Severn
Sound Environmental Association (SSEA)
has reviewed the Township of Tay Official
Plan - Draft for Consultation (v.3) and the
Draft Official Plan maps included therein.
The following comments are offered.

Official Plan

The OP refers in several places to „sensitive
natural shoreline areas and habitats‟ (e.g.,
section 2.2.4 d, and 3.4 b v), „sensitive
natural features‟ (e.g., section 4.1.2 h i) and
„sensitive land uses‟ (e.g., section 2.2.7 d),
however these terms are not defined in the
OP or identified as Greenlands and thus may
be subject to various interpretations.

Added reference to NHS, water resources, health
and safety policies.
In 4.1.2 h i) is general design direction.
2.2.7 d) - Sensitive land uses refers to uses that
would be sensitive to the impacts of major facilities,
etc. (e.g. residential, institutional)

Official Plan
Section 2.2.5
d)

What is considered to be 'compatible public
access, use and enjoyment' with respect to
Natural Heritage features?

It is a goal so is meant to be general but could
include passive recreational uses such as nature
trails and outdoor education, interpretation of nature,
etc. The NHS and Greenlands policies prescribe
permitted uses and related criteria.

Official Plan
Section 3.4 b
v

The SSEA agrees that „sensitive natural
shoreline areas and habitats‟ should be
conserved or enhanced, however it is unclear
how these areas are defined or identified.

Added reference to NHS, water resources, health
and safety policies.

Official Plan
Section 3.4. f

A waterfront that is ‘safe and easily
accessible to residents’ may be in conflict
with maintaining natural shorelines.

Added reference to NHS, water resources, health
and safety policies.

Official Plan
Section 3.5.1

The SSEA is in agreement with the intent of
the policies in this section.

Noted.
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Comment

Response

Official Plan
Section 3.5.1
c ii

Is Regionally Significant Wetland equivalent
to non-provincially significant wetland?
Regionally Significant is not a term used in
the Ontario Wetland Evaluation System
(OWES), which is used to determine a
wetland’s significance. The term Regionally
Significant Wetland does not appear to be in
the definitions section of the OP; it should
either be defined, or else replaced with „nonprovincially significant wetland‟ to align with
the OWES.

Revised to locally significant evaluated wetlands as
described and mapped in County OP.

Official Plan
Section 3.5.1
h, i, j and k

The SSEA is in agreement with these
clauses, since they recognize that mapping
and existing data sets can contain
inaccuracies or omissions, and that new or
more accurate information about the extent
and significance of natural heritage features
may become available from time to time.

Noted.

Official Plan
Section 3.5.1 l
and the
related
section 4.8.3
a

The SSEA is in agreement with these
policies, since they will help keep
development lands separate from natural
heritage features and encourage protection
of the features.

Noted.

Official Plan
Section 3.5.2
a

The SSEA recommends that pre-consultation
be a requirement of the preparation of an
Environmental Impact Statement. Clause
5.12 a discusses pre-application consultation
in general terms, but it may be useful to
specify pre-consultation as a requirement in
section 3.5.2 a.

Added to 3.5.2 a)

SSEA suggests that additional wording be
added to address existing significant drinking
water threats in the Township: “Existing land
uses will be required to develop Risk
Management Plans where they are a
significant threat to drinking water. Changes
in land use will be required to demonstrate
conformity with the South Georgian Bay Lake
Simcoe Source Protection Plan and this
Plan.”

Added to 3.6.3 d).

SSEA suggests that additional wording be
added to address inspection of small on-site
sewage systems: The Township will establish
an inspection program for small on‐site
sewage systems that are located in
vulnerable areas where they are a significant
drinking water threat in accordance with the
Ontario Building Code.”

Added to 3.6.3 l)

SSEA recommends modifying the text to “In
accordance with the Clean Water Act and the
applicable policy(ies) of the the most current
approved version South Georgian Bay Lake
Simcoe Source Protection Plan, the following
land uses and facilities are prohibited…”

Revised as suggested.

Official Plan
Section 3.6.3

Official Plan
Section 3.6.3
b

GSP Group Inc. – May 2018
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Official Plan
Section 3.6.3
k

Comment
The SSEA recommends modifying the text to
“In the area where a future small on‐site
sewage system would be a significant
drinking water threat, new development may
be permitted only where the lot size for any
proposed development that would include a
small on‐site sewage treatment system is
based on the most current version of
MOECC’s guidelines for individual on‐site
servicing. Lots of record that exist on the
effective date of the Source Protection Plan
are exempted.”

Response

Prefer to maintain current wording given restrictions
on privately serviced development in the OP.

Official Plan
Section 3.9.2

Mention should be made of the capacities of
the existing municipal sewage treatment
facilities maintaining current phosphorus
loading requirements in keeping with the
Severn Sound Remedial Action Plan (Stage
2 Report). Upgrades in Municipal Sewage
Treatment capacity should include review by
the SSEA.

Township to consider and advise.

Official Plan
Schedule A

The colour used for adjacent municipalities
appears similar to the Settlement colour,
which could be confusing.

Map colours to be adjusted.

Official Plan
Schedules B1 to B-5

Is the Greenlands layer equivalent to the
County Greenlands as per the County‟s
current OP?

Yes.

Official Plan
Schedules D1 to D-5

It is difficult to distinguish between the two
woodland colours.
The term Regionally Significant Wetland may
need to be changed (see comments above
regarding section 3.5.1 c ii of the draft OP).
Where steep slopes and woodlands overlap,
the colour appears brown, which doesn't
match anything in the legend, and could be
confusing. This layer, where depicted on the
map, does not show the grey outline as it
does in the legend.

Map colours to be adjusted.

Official Plan
Schedule E

A note should be included to state that IPZ-2
for Victoria Harbour is contained within IPZ-1.

Added note to Schedule E.

County of Simcoe – letter dated April 27, 2016

Official Plan
and Zoning
By-law

Thank you for providing a copy of the draft
updates of the Township’s Official Plan and
Zoning By-law for the County’s review and
consideration. I appreciate being involved in
discussions and reviews with you and GSP
Group, the Township’s consultants, over the
past few months.

As you are aware the County’s Official Plan
has been the subject of a lengthy OMB
hearing process. I am happy to report that we
are nearing the end of the hearing on the
policy matters as they apply generally across
the County. The final sections that are now
before the Board for approval include the
GSP Group Inc. – May 2018
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Comment
Greenlands and Resource Conservation
policies as well as some policies that address
implementation and direction to local
municipalities on their official plan conformity
requirements. So far the Plan has been
approved up to and including OMB Orders to
March 2016, all of which are posted on the
County’s website for easy reference.

Response

We have reviewed the Draft Official Plan
relative to the Growth Plan in so far as we
are able. Until the OMB decision on the
above-noted final sections is obtained, I can
only highlight to you at this time that there will
need to be modifications to the Township’s
Greenlands and natural heritage policies at a
minimum. With this in mind, we would like to
encourage the Township not to adopt the
new Township Official Plan until the County
Plan is approved and we have the
opportunity to work with you to address the
necessary modifications.
In the meantime, I’m attaching a list of some
additional specific comments or edits to the
Plan that we have found in our overview. I
am available to discuss any of these further
as necessary.
With respect to the Township’s Zoning Bylaw, we would suggest that it is premature for
the Township to approve a new By-law prior
to the Township’s Official Plan being
approved. We can appreciate the efforts that
have gone into preparing these two
documents and the desire to approve these
in a timely manner. Any modifications to the
Township’s Official Plan may trigger
inconsistencies with the proposed Zoning Bylaw. As such, we would encourage the
Township to postpone approving the Zoning
By-law at this time.
Thanks you again for the opportunity to
provide input and for your efforts in keeping
the County involved in the process over the
past few months. We look forward to
continuing to work with you to review and
eventually approve the Official Plan.
Official Plan s.
1.2.1 d)

County OP is partially now approved by OMB
up to March 2016

Updated reference to County OP approved dated
December 29, 2016.

Official Plan s.
3.1.9 c)

Should include that a County OPA is also
required for a settlement area expansion.

Added.
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Comment

Official Plan s.
3.1.10

Perhaps clarify that new residential is not
permitted in association with resource-based
recreational and tourism uses if that is what
is intended.

Specific permitted uses set out in land use
designations and zoning.

Official Plan s.
3.2.1 b)

Does this housing mix achieve the density
target of 32 persons and jobs per hectare?

Yes.

Official Plan s.
3.5

New County OP Greenlands policies will
need to be incorporated into the OP –
modifications to this section will be
necessary.

Section 3.5 revised as per new County Greenlands
policies and Growth Plan NHS policies.

Official Plan s.
3.7.1 f) ii)

Add “and/or dynamic beach hazards” after
the words “and erosion hazards” for PPS
consistency.

Revised.

Official Plan s.
3.7.2

County OP sections 4.9.10 and 4.9.11 should
be added to this section for further clarity
regarding D4 Assessment Areas.

Added.

Official Plan s.
3.7.2 c)

The term “EIS” should be replaced with
“Assessment Area Environmental Study”
which is more in keeping with the humanmade hazards and not natural heritage
features. The OP should require Holding
provisions within the ZBL on areas within a
waste disposal assessment area.

Revised.
Holding provisions to be added to zoning.

Official Plan s.
3.7.2 h)

Add “and the Environmental Protection Act”
to ensure at least a 25 year moratorium on
closed sites.

Added.

Official Plan s.
3.8.4

Policy could benefit from additional wording
guiding how archaeological potential is
determined. In the absence of further
mapping of archaeological potential, the
Ministry of Culture, Tourism and Sport
screening criteria should be used.

Added.

Official Plan s.
3.8.4 h)

Need to clarify the role of the County versus
Township in determining need for
Archaeological Assessments for plans of
subdivision.

This is established in 3.8.4 b) and c)

Official Plan s.
3.9.1 e) ii)

Policy should address infrastructure
approved through an EA process. Consider
using County OP policy 3.8.17 wording.

Reworded.

Official Plan s.
3.9.4

Definition of Public Service Facilities – are
you using the PPS definition?

Yes.

Official Plan s.
3.9.7 a)

Clarify Township’s responsibilities with
respect to existing sites, and require OPA for
any proposed new sites.

This comment needs further explanation.

Official Plan s.
3.10.8

Policy needs to be clarified to guide whether
Plans of Condominium may be approved on
a seasonal or unopened road. Policy not
clear.

Clarified.
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Official Plan s.
3.10.9

Official Plan s.
3.10.13 b)

Comment
Consider rewording as follows: “and will be
based on an Environmental Assessment as
required and approved by the MOECC”.
Transit facilities, transit rights-of-way and
commuter parking lots may be required
through development approvals, as deemed
necessary by the approval authority. See
Planning Act section 51 (25) b & b.1 This
policy should be reworded similar to policy
3.10.11 (b) and (c), noting that the transit
facilities and commuter lots may be required
as a condition of development approval.

Response
Revised.

Revised.

Official Plan s.
3.10.14

This should be broadened give the County or
the MTO may require a TIS, even if the
Township doesn’t.

Revised.

Official Plan s.
4.1.2 c)

The County is wanting to work with the
Township to assess whether or not the
density target will be achieved through the
designations.

Noted.

Official Plan s.
4.1.2 k)

Intensification can be achieved in established
areas at slightly higher densities that what is
existing. Perhaps a provision for a
percentage increase beyond the existing
density should be provided to add some
flexibility, subject to design control, etc.

There is flexibility in the designations to increase
densities, 4.1.2 k) is just clarifying that the density
policies are not intended to force higher densities in
certain limited circumstances.

Official Plan s.
4.1.3

How will proposals to convert Mobile Home
Residential into permanent be handled?

Mobile homes could be occupied permanently and
the draft Zoning By-law defines them as being
density for year-round occupancy.

Official Plan s.
4.2.2

Same section numbering is used for General
Commercial and Settlement Commercial.

Revised.

Official Plan s.
4.2.2 (e) iv) &
f)

Explain difference between Mobile Home
communities and trailer parks.

Trailer parks seasonal/recreational, mobile home
parks are residential.

Official Plan s.
4.3.3

Are Institutional uses and/or retirement
homes permitted in Employment Areas?

Official Plan s.
4.3.4
Official Plan s.
4.3.4 k)

Is self-storage intended as a permitted use in
Rural Employment or Rural Commercial?
Add “Accessory” at the beginning of the
policy.

Official Plan s.
4.4.2 c) iii)

Policy is required to prohibit lot creation
around a second unit permitted on a farm.

Added to 3.2.5 a) generally for accessory dwelling
units.

Official Plan s.
4.8

Additional modifications will be required once
County OP policies are approved by OMB.

Draft OP revised based on approved County OP and
the revised draft will be circulated for further County
review.

Official Plan
Definitions

Additional definitions should be included, or
provide a reference to other applicable
documents where to find definitions (i.e. PPS,
County OP, etc.)

Added reference to PPS / Growth Plan definitions.
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Institutional uses excluding sensitive uses as per
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Response

Official Plan
Schedule A

Include the Settlement Area Boundary in the
legend. Consider changing the grey area to
Built-up Area (delineated) and Built-up Area
(Undelineated).

Added.

Official Plan
Schedule B-1

Add hatched area to legend to describe what
it refers to.

Added.

Official Plan
Schedules B2 and B-3

Rename to Delineated Built Boundary

Revised.

Official Plan
Schedule E

Should the name for the red colour be Highly
Vulnerable Aquifer not Area?

Revised.

County of Simcoe – Memorandum dated March 24, 2016 (GSP responded on March 28, 2016)

Official Plan s.
3.6.3 –
Sourcewater
Protection

Throughout the policies ‘vulnerable areas’ is
noted in addition to Intake Protection Zones
(IPZs). The definition of vulnerable areas in
the SGBLS SPP includes Highly Vulnerable
Aquifers (HVA) and Significant Groundwater
Recharge Areas (SGRA) which are mapped
in the proposed schedule. It should be noted
that the SGBLS SPP does not contain
policies for HVAs and SGRAs and therefore
there would be no significant threats to these
two vulnerable areas. If the Township wishes
to include policies that would go beyond the
requirements of the SGBLS SPP, these
should be specified

Removed reference to vulnerable areas.

a) Following Risk Management Official
(RMO), add “or other professional duly
qualified through the Clean Water Act”. This
would permit others such as the MOECC that
are qualified under the Act to provide
approval for certain applications (i.e. Class
EA).

Added wording as requested. Note: similar wording
does not appear to be included in the draft County
OPA for SPP implementation?

c) This policy could be broken into two
sentences; one requiring mapping and one
for policy implementation. Reference should
be made to the uses listed under Section 59
of the Clean Water Act in addition to the ones
listed in part (b) and should note that
residential uses are exempt.

Re-worded policy, added sentence re residential
exemption.

d) This policy appears to be redundant in
relation to b) which already prohibits such
uses where they would be a significant
drinking water threat.

Deleted policy.
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Comment

Response

e) This policy may go beyond the Section 58
of the Clean Water Act for dealing with
existing uses (i.e. permitting expansion).
Existing uses as defined in the SGBLS SPP
(pg. 53) and this definition would provide
guidance on restructuring this policy.

Confirm page reference of SPP for existing use
definition – should this say page 176 of the SPP?
Clarification/discussion required – SPP says drinking
water threat must be reduced but draft OP goes
further to require that threat ceases to be significant.

f) The applicability of this policy is not clear.
The Source Protection Authority requires
notice when a significant drinking water
threat ceases to be no longer a significant so
that the Assessment Report can be updated.
However, this is a procedural process that
would not need to be included in policy.
Uses that would be a significant threat would
not be permitted so notice to the Source
Protection Authority would not be required.

Deleted policy.

k) Following ‘vulnerable areas’, delete “if
possible” and add “where it would be a
significant drinking water threat”. After ‘a
Master Environmental Servicing Plan shall be
required’, add “as part of a complete
application” and delete “and shall be
prepared in accordance with the
requirements of the County Official Plan”.

Changed as requested, except that Master
Environmental Servicing Report changed to
Stormwater Management Report and reference to
County OP maintained (County OP provides direction
for SWM Reports in County OP Policy 3.3.18).

l) Reword first part of first sentence to state
“new private communal sewage services or
municipal sewage services”. As in k), add
“as part of a complete application” and delete
“and shall be prepared in accordance with
the requirements of the County Official Plan”.

Changed as requested, maintained reference to
County as an agency that the Township may consult
to determine requirements of servicing study.

m) This policy is more restrictive than the
SGBLS SPP (see LUP-6). In considering
new wording, following ‘new development’,
add “including lot creation” and a sentence
noting the exemption of existing lots of record
should be added.

Added exemption for existing lots of record.
“Development” as defined in the glossary of the new
draft OP includes lot creation.

q) Please remove this policy as this is a
procedural reporting requirement and not
required as part of the source protection
policies.

Many municipalities appear to be including this in OP
policies for sourcewater protection and this policy is
included in Simcoe County’s draft County OPA under
Monitoring. Did the County delete this policy from the
County’s OPA. Is there any harm in including this in
the Township’s new OP?
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Township of Tay

Official Plan and Zoning By-law
Summary Report
April 2016

1. Introduction
The Township of Tay initiated a review of its Official Plan and Zoning By-law to address the
provincial compliance requirements of the Planning Act and Places to Grow Act and to prepare
an updated local land use, planning policy and regulatory framework to guide growth and
development to the year 2031. The current Official Plan was originally adopted by Township
Council in 1998 and gained Ministerial approval in February of 1999. The Township’s current
General Zoning By-law (By-law No. 2000-57, as amended) was passed by Council in November
2000. The existing Official Plan and Zoning By-law have been subject to several amendments.
The provincial and upper tier planning framework has evolved through changes to and the
introduction of new provincial legislation, plans and policies and a new County of Simcoe Official
Plan. The planning directives of the Province and the County, the current planning context, and a
summary of the findings of the review of the current Official Plan and Zoning By-law are
summarized in the Township of Tay Official plan and Zoning By-law Review Background, Issues
and Options Report (January 2015). Building on this review and background research, a new draft
Township Official Plan and Zoning By-law have been prepared to address these changes and to
address conformity requirements with current policies and legislation.
Key objectives of the project include:


To address the requirements of provincial planning legislation to review and update official
plans and zoning by-laws and to conform with current provincial, regional and local
planning plans and policies including: the Provincial Policy Statement (PPS, 2014); the
Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe; the Simcoe County Official Plan; and, the
Source Protection Plan for South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe Source Protection Region;



To consider and integrate, where appropriate, new or amended policies, regulations and
mapping to reflect the findings of recent planning initiatives such as the Severn Sound
Sustainability Plan (2009) and the Evaluation of Natural Heritage Conditions Study (2010);



To recommend changes to the Official Plan and Zoning By-law to reflect the community’s
future vision and address key planning issues in the Township based on input received
through the consultation program and other Township planning initiatives;



To address issues identified during the administration and use of the existing Official Plan
and Zoning By-law, streamline the documents and incorporate current planning terms;



To establish new goals, objectives and policies to address a range of matters such as
complete application requirements and community design;



To develop new Official Plan and Zoning By-law mapping in digital and hard copy format.

Consideration has also been given to recent amendments to the Planning Act introduced through
Bill 73, the Smart Growth for Our Communities Act. As of the date of this report, Bill 73 is not fully
in effect, and therefore the related policies have been highlighted in the new draft Official Plan.
1

2. Draft Official Plan
A new draft Official Plan is proposed to replace the Township’s current 1999 Official Plan. Through
the Official Plan review process, it was determined that the creation of a new Official Plan was
preferred rather than further amending the existing Official Plan, based on the following:


The age of the current 1999 Official Plan, which was intended to provide policy direction
to the current year (2016), as stated in policy 1.2.1;



Although some overall policy directions of the 1999 Official Plan remain valid and are
carried forward or adapted in the new draft Official Plan, the extent of changes required
to address the current Provincial and County planning regime and to provide direction to
the year 2031, as required by the County Official Plan, warranted a new Official Plan;



To facilitate the desired format, organization, clarity and ease of use of the document;



To allow for the use of new map formats and integration of new map schedules as
required; and,



To simplify implementation of the proposed changes and avoid complex amendments
that would be more difficult to review, understand, present and consolidate into the 1999
Official Plan.

In support of the new draft Official Plan development, the current 1999 Official Plan was reviewed
and evaluated in detail, as summarized in the Background, Issues and Options Report. Some of
the key changes introduced in the new Official Plan are summarized as follows:


A new subsection has been added to the Introduction (Section 1), to articulate the current
legislative and contextual basis for the Township’s Official Plan, with reference to the
Planning Act and the current Provincial Policy Statement (PPS, 2014), the Growth Plan
for the Greater Golden Horseshoe (Growth Plan, 2006, 2013 consolidation), Simcoe
County Official Plan (modified version, 2015) and the Background, Issues and Options
Report (January 2015);



The Purpose of the Official Plan is elaborated with reference to accommodating forecast
population and employment growth to the year 2031 and guiding the provision of housing,
and economic development opportunities, natural and cultural heritage conservation, and
public health and safety;



The overall structure of the Plan has been re-organized and reduced from 8 sections to 6
sections, with infrastructure policies and policy areas from the 1999 Official Plan integrated
into the general policies, land use designations and policies of the new draft Official Plan;



The community vision established in the 1999 Official Plan has been expanded to
incorporate the concept of complete communities, cost-effective and efficient delivery and
use of infrastructure, public services and transportation, and public health and safety;
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The community goals and general goals of the 1999 Official Plan have been re-organized,
consolidated and updated to align with the following corresponding policy areas set out in
the General Policies of the Plan (Section 3):
-



A new Municipal Structure Plan (Schedule “A”) and related policies (s. 3.1.1) have been
recommended to establish the location, distribution, intended function/role, organization
and hierarchy of each area of the Township in relation to future land use and growth
management, including the following:
-

-



Settlement Areas, including the Urban Settlement Areas of Port McNicoll and
Victoria Harbour, and the Community Settlement Areas of Waubaushene and
Waverley;
The Rural Area, including Agricultural and Rural Lands;
Population and employment growth forecasts to the year 2031 as allocated in the
Growth Plan and the County Official Plan, and planned distribution of this growth
primarily in the Urban Settlement Areas;
Intensification strategy and policies for greenfield development and related targets
established for the Township as per the Growth Plan and the County Official Plan;
Community design and revitalization;
Comprehensive review requirements for settlement area boundary changes;

Housing policies to provide direction and criteria for:
-



Settlement Areas and Growth Management;
Housing;
Economic Development;
Waterfront;
Natural Heritage;
Resource Management;
Public Health and Safety;
Cultural Heritage;
Infrastructure, Public Service Facilities and Transportation;

A range and mix of dwelling types;
Location and supply of housing;
Affordable and special needs housing;
Second units and garden suites;
Bed and breakfasts and home occupations;

Residential Density and Servicing Plan (Schedule “C”) to direct new residential
development as follows:
-

Primarily to Victoria Harbour and Port McNicoll on full municipal services at low
and medium densities;
Limited development in Waubaushene and Waverley on partial or private services;
Development of existing lots in existing Rural Residential areas including Shoreline
Residential, Estate Residential and Mobile Home Park designations;
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Economic development policies to provide direction for:
Municipal initiatives to encourage local/regional economic development including
local business and industry development, tourism and recreation, promotion of
agriculture and local food, natural and cultural heritage, etc.
- Maintaining an adequate land base for employment uses, providing for a range of
businesses and industries to promote economic diversity and directing these uses
to settlement areas and rural employment areas;
- Requiring a municipal comprehensive review for the conversion of employment
land to non-employment uses;

-



Waterfront policies that build on the green waterfront principles of the 1999 Official Plan
and provide direction for:
Application of the Official Plan to shoreline areas where it does not conflict with
Provincial or Federal jurisdiction;
- Design and development of waterfront areas that is sensitive to the shoreline
environment, protects significant views, contributes to “place-making” and tourism
opportunities, and provides for safe public access and linkages to the shoreline
with a mix of public and private uses and recognizes existing private uses;
- Criteria for waterfront docking and storage facilities and requirements for
appropriate study and technical information to support proposed developments
that require shoreline access or alteration;
-



Greenlands mapping shown on Schedule “B” and proposed Natural Heritage System
shown on Schedule “D” with related policy direction for:
Protection of natural heritage features and areas (e.g. woodlands, wetlands,
valleylands, habitat, etc.) as required by the PPS and County Official Plan and
based on the SSEA Evaluation of Natural Heritage Conditions Study;
- Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) requirements for development and site
alteration proposed within or adjacent to specified features and areas and to
establish the limits of development on land with environmental constraints;
- Application and interpretation of the Greenlands mapping where there is
uncertainty regarding the presence, significance or protected limits of natural
heritage features and areas;
- Restricting lot creation within the Natural Heritage System;
-



Natural resource mapping including prime agricultural areas designated as Agricultural on
Schedule “B”, water resources shown on Schedule “E” and mineral aggregate resources
shown on Schedule “F” with related policy direction for:
-

Protection of prime agricultural areas for farming and limiting non-agricultural uses
in these areas and subject to criteria in accordance with the PPS and County
Official Plan;
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Protection of water quality and quantity including municipal drinking water sources
(Intake Protection Zones), surface and ground water features, hydrologic
functions, and natural heritage features and areas;
- Source water protection to address implementation requirements of the South
Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe Source Protection Plan including application screening
and risk assessment requirements for specified activities and uses where there is
a potential threat to drinking water supplies;
- Recognition of existing licensed mineral aggregate operations (pits and quarries)
and protection of these uses and potential resource areas from development or
land uses that could preclude or hinder continued or future extraction subject to
criteria for new or expanded operations and policies for rehabilitation of the land;
- Mapping and protection of mineral deposits and petroleum resources for future
extraction, if such areas are identified in the Township in the future;
-



Public health and safety policies and natural hazards mapping (currently limited to steep
slopes shown on Schedule “B”) providing direction for:
Community design and development that supports healthy and safe physical,
natural and economic environments (e.g. accommodates pedestrians and cycling,
range of public services and facilities, built and natural settings for recreation,
accessibility, location of sensitive uses avoids land use conflicts, hazards and
major facilities, support for local food, etc.);
- Locating development away from natural hazards (e.g. areas susceptible to
flooding and/or erosion, unstable bedrock/topography, hazardous forest types for
wildland fire, coastal processes, etc.) and human-made hazards (e.g. waste
disposal sites, potentially contaminated sites unless remediated/rehabilitated,
separation from major facilities and resource operations, etc.);
- Mapping of Waste Disposal Assessment Areas updated as per County Official
Plan – development of land within 500 metres of active or former waste disposal
sites is subject to study as per Ministry of Environment and Climate Change D-4
Guidelines to demonstrate that there are no risks to public health and safety;
-



Heritage resource protection policies enabling Township use of available municipal
powers under the Ontario Heritage Act and related planning tools and initiatives and
requiring Heritage Impact Assessment for development proposed on adjacent lands to
protected heritage property and archaeological assessments prior to land development;



Policies for infrastructure and public service facilities providing direction for:
-

Efficient use of land and services;
Phasing of development based on infrastructure capacities, availability and timing;
Allocation of servicing capacity to development in a manner that contributes to
achieving Official Plan objectives and targets and within the available capacity;
Infrastructure planning based on accommodating anticipated needs of planned
and long-term population and employment forecasts;
Water and sewage servicing requirements and hierarchy:
5

-

-

-

-



1) Full municipal services required for development in Port McNicoll and Victoria
Harbour, with priority to development on existing services followed by
development that requires new or expanded services;
2) Limited development on partial or private services permitted in Waubaushene
and Waverley, subject to criteria;
3) Limited development on private services in the rural area, subject to criteria;
and,
4) New or expanded private communal water or sewage services are not
permitted, but the policies allow consideration for new development on existing
communal services subject to criteria;
Stormwater management (SWM) to control runoff and conserve water quality in
accordance with Provincial standards and County, Township and SSEA
requirements and guidelines, and SWM facilities are not included as part of
mandatory parkland dedication;
Functional servicing, stormwater management, geotechnical, hydrogeological and
other engineering study requirements;
Existing and new public service facilities (e.g. community centres, recreation
facilities, schools, health care services, etc.) with new facilities directed to
settlement areas, community hubs, accessible locations, and policy for the
preparation of a Parks and Recreation Master Plan;
Energy conservation, criteria for energy generation facilities and to guide the
Township’s participation and input to energy generation proposals to minimize land
use impacts and risks to public health and safety, accommodate appropriate
setbacks, and common corridors for transmission lines, and new lot creation for
energy generation facilities is not permitted;
Coordinated planning of utilities and telecommunications facilities;
Waste disposal sites limited to existing and where established in accordance with
the Environmental Assessment Act and the Planning Act and subject to MOECC
Environmental Compliance Approval;

Transportation Plan (Schedule “G”) and policies providing direction for:
-

-

-

Classification/hierarchy of roads and related requirements for development along
Provincial Highways, County Roads, Township Roads including Arterial, Collector
and Local Roads, unopened and seasonally maintained roads;
Pedestrian and cycling facilities (complete streets, trails, sidewalks, lighting,
streetscape, etc.) and enabling the Township to require dedication of pedestrian
and cycling pathways as a condition of development, in accordance with the
Planning Act;
Provision of parking and related criteria;
Potential future transit services;
Traffic impact studies and development agreements related to planning and
implementation of required road/transportation improvements.
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New Land Use Plan (Schedule “B”) and designations summarized as follows:
-

-

-

-

-

-

Settlement Residential (Low and Medium Density) within the existing settlement
areas, intended as the primary locations for new housing in the Township;
Rural Residential (existing Shoreline Residential, Estate Residential and Mobile
Home Park Residential areas) outside of settlement areas where limited new
residential development may be permitted on existing lots;
Settlement Commercial including Core Areas of downtown Port McNicoll and
Victoria Harbour as the primary commercial centres and other commercial areas
within the existing settlement areas intended to accommodate the majority of
commercial business activity in the Township;
Rural Commercial recognizing existing commercial uses and areas located along
Provincial Highways and outside of the settlement areas, intended for rural,
recreational and resource-based commercial and agricultural-related uses;
Marine Commercial for existing and future shoreline commercial, recreational and
tourism uses and range of waterfront and marine activities and services;
Settlement Employment including industrial locations within the settlement areas;
Rural Employment in locations along or near Provincial Highways and outside of
the settlement areas for existing and future resource-based industries and other
rural employment and agricultural-related uses;
Extractive Industrial comprised of existing licensed mineral aggregate operations;
Agricultural for the protection of prime agricultural areas for a range of agricultural
and related uses and on-farm diversified uses;
Rural lands where agricultural and related uses and on-farm diversified uses are
protected as the predominant land uses and that provide for rural resource-based
development and limited other uses appropriate to the rural area;
Institutional for a range of community, educational, health care, recreational,
religious and emergency facilities and services and assisted living;
Open Space for outdoor recreational, cultural and community uses and facilities
(e.g. parks, conservation areas, camps, golf courses, etc.);
Greenlands for the protection of the Natural Heritage System;



Implementation policies providing direction for future amendments and subsequent
Official Plan Reviews, various Township committees, Community Improvement Plans, the
Zoning By-law, Subdivisions, Consents, Minor Variances, Site Plan Control, Complete
Applications and other Planning Act tools and implementation measures;



Interpretation policies to provide clarity on how the Official Plan policies and mapping are
to be read and applied, minor changes that may be made without amendment to the
Official Plan, and a Glossary of key terms used in the document.
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3. Draft Zoning By-law
A new draft Zoning By-law is proposed to repeal and replace the Township’s current General
Zoning By-law No. 2000-57 and all amendments thereto. Through the Zoning By-law review
process, it was determined that the creation of a new Zoning By-law was preferred rather than
further amending the existing Zoning By-law, as the primary implementation tool for the new draft
Official Plan and for similar reasons as outlined in Section 2 of this report. The new Zoning Bylaw is not in effect until it is enacted by Township Council and the new Official Plan is approved,
and is subject to notification and appeal provisions under the Planning Act.
In support of the new draft Zoning By-law development, the current General Zoning By-law No.
2000-57 was reviewed and evaluated in detail, as summarized in the Background, Issues and
Options Report.
The current General Zoning By-law structure is comprised of 32 sections which have been reorganized and consolidated into fourteen (14) Parts in the new draft Zoning By-law, including:


Part 1 – Administration – addresses the application, scope, interpretation, effective date,
enforcement, repeal of former by-laws and transitional matters pertaining to the
administration of the new draft Zoning By-law;



Part 2 – Definitions – the terms defined in the current General Zoning By-law have been
updated and new terms have been added to provide clarity of the key regulatory words
and permitted uses in the new draft Zoning By-law;



Part 3 – General Provisions – Sections 4 (General Provisions) and 5 (Parking and Loading
Requirements) from the current General Zoning By-law have been consolidated and reorganized in Part 3 of the new draft Zoning By-law, including:
-

-

-

Provisions for different types of accessory buildings, structures and uses in
Agricultural and Non-Agricultural Zones, with yards and setbacks and other
regulations organized into tables, updated regulations for accessory dwelling units,
bed and breakfast establishments, garden suites, home occupations, private
garages and swimming pools, and new provisions for on-farm diversified uses
including agri-tourism and value-added uses;
Provisions for existing uses, buildings and structures and to address the
application of the By-law for existing uses that are no longer permitted in the
applicable Zone and for existing non-complying buildings and structures;
Provisions for kennels and pet care establishments;
Landscaping and planting strip requirements for parking and loading areas, outside
storage, and non-residential uses located adjacent to residential areas;
Minimum distance separation requirements between livestock and manure storage
facilities and non-farm uses;
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-

-

Updating parking standards and provisions, including barrier-free parking
requirements based on current accessibility standards, driveway requirements,
regulations for drive-through facilities, and bicycle parking standards;
Public use provisions;
Regulations for renewable energy systems that are subject to zoning
requirements;
Servicing requirements;
Setbacks to pipelines, public streets, watercourses and shorelines;
Temporary uses provisions;
Waste storage enclosure requirements;
Provisions for wayside pits and quarries;



Part 4 – Zones and Zone Symbols – establishes the new zones and zone symbols applied
on the new zoning maps (Schedule “A”), rules for properties that are subject to multiple
zones or contain multiple uses and for special zones including holding provisions, sitespecific provisions and temporary use provisions;



Part 5 – Agricultural Zones – there are three zones established for agricultural and related
uses, including an Agricultural (A) Zone to replace the current Agricultural (A) and Rural
(RU) Zones of the existing General Zoning By-law, a new Agricultural-Related (AR) Zone
for commercial and industrial uses that are related to and/or support agriculture, and a
new Agricultural Purposes Only (APO) Zone intended for application to the retained land
as required in the case of a surplus farm dwelling severance;



Part 6 – Residential Zones – to implement the corresponding Residential land use
designations in the Official Plan and provide for a greater range of housing types and lot
sizes, and to recognize existing residential areas, a total of thirteen (13) Residential Zones
and zone variations are included in the draft Zoning By-law for low density (R1, R2, R3)
and medium density (RM1, RM2, RM3) uses in Settlement Residential areas, and to
recognize existing Rural Residential areas with appropriate zoning including Rural
Residential (RR), Estate Residential (RE), Shoreline Residential (RS) areas and Mobile
Home Park (RMH) Zones;



Part 7 – Commercial Zones – the Commercial land use designations in the new draft
Official Plan are proposed to be implemented with a total of six (6) Commercial Zones in
the new draft Zoning By-law, including Core Commercial (C1), Settlement Commercial
(C2), Tourism Commercial (C3), Service Commercial (C4), Rural Commercial (C5) and
Marine Commercial (C6) Zones;



Part 8 – Employment Zones – the Employment land use designations in the new draft
Official Plan are proposed to be implemented with a total of four (4) Employment Zones,
including the Industrial Employment (M1) and Office and Business Park Employment (M2)
Zones for employment areas within settlement areas, the Rural Employment (M3) Zone
for existing industrial employment areas outside of settlement areas, and the Extractive
Industrial – Mineral Aggregate Resources (MAR) Zone for existing licensed pits and
quarries;
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Part 9 – Institutional Zone – the Institutional (I) Zone applies to existing schools,
community facilities and other institutionally zoned areas within settlement areas and in
the rural area of the Township;



Part 10 – Open Space and Recreation Zone – establishes two (2) zones, including the
Open Space (OS) Zone recognizing existing locations zoned for parks and outdoor
recreational areas and facilities, and the Open Space Recreation (OSR) Zone which
provides for both indoor and outdoor recreational facilities and uses;



Part 11 – Greenlands Zones – two (2) zones are included in the draft Zoning By-law and
represent a refinement of the mapping of the Greenlands designation in the Official Plan
to recognize existing land uses, the Greenlands Type One (GL1) Zone includes
provincially significant wetlands where no development or site alteration is permitted, and
the Greenlands Type Two (GL2) Zone includes other natural heritage features and areas
where development and site alteration are not permitted unless it is demonstrated through
an EIS that there will no negative impacts to the natural heritage features and areas and
their ecological functions and where existing uses are recognized and accessory buildings
and structures may be permitted;



Part 12 – Drinking Water Source Protection Zones – three (3) zones corresponding to the
three (3) Intake Protection Zones (IPZ-1, IPZ-2 and IPZ-3) identified as required to
implement Source Protection Plan requirements to protect municipal drinking water
supplies from significant drinking water threats which are defined in the draft Zoning Bylaw;



Part 13 – Other Zones – includes the Development (D) Zone which recognizes areas that
are restricted to existing uses and accessory buildings and structures, and also allows for
conservation uses – these areas will require approval of a re-zoning application prior to
development with proposals to be evaluated based on the policies of the Official Plan.

A new set of zoning maps has been prepared using a consistent scale and format for the entire
Township, and are included in Schedule “A” to the new draft Zoning By-law. The final Zoning Bylaw will also include the current, in effect version of the Minimum Distance Separation (MDS)
Guidelines as Schedule “B”.
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4. Consultation Summary
In accordance with the Planning Act, a public meeting was held by Township Council at the outset
of the Official Plan and Zoning By-law Review to obtain input regarding revisions to the Official
Plan that may be required. Comments received at that meeting are summarized in the
Background, Issues and Options Report.
A public open house was held on April 5, 2016, to provide an opportunity for the community to
obtain information regarding the new draft Official Plan and Zoning By-law, ask questions of
Township staff and the consultants, and to provide feedback. In some cases, revisions to the draft
Official Plan and/or Zoning By-law are recommended or would be required to address the
comments received, or other follow-up is required to further consider and address the comments.
A summary of these comments and related changes/considerations for the draft Official Plan is
provided below:


The mapping of the Greenlands designation and the GL2 Zone boundaries is to be
reviewed further to ensure it accurately reflects the location of existing uses for properties
along the east side of Rosemount Road, north and south of Hogg Valley Road, north-east
corner of Newton Street and Granny White Sideroad, and will be revised to reflect a
previously approved amendment to the Zoning By-law for the property located at 4220
Hogg Valley Road;



Proposed zoning provisions for dog kennels were discussed with two kennel operators,
one whom indicated no concerns with the proposed standards, and another who indicated
that minimum setback requirements to dwellings on adjoining properties will be
problematic for a proposed/potential future expansion. The process for seeking relief/
variance from Zoning By-law standards was also discussed, and that applications can be
brought forward in the future and would need to be supported with information to
demonstrate that noise and other issues can be addressed on the basis of a reduced
setback, with appropriate mitigation measures. The proposed kennel provisions in the
Zoning By-law are to be reviewed further in conjunction with the kennel licensing by-law
to ensure clarity and consistency of the proposed regulations for dog kennels;



Questions were raised regarding the proposed surplus farm dwelling severance policy and
minimum lot area for agricultural uses and clarification was provided regarding the
rationale for the draft policy and other options that may be considered for eligible farm
consolidations, as follows:
1. Surplus farm dwelling severance limited to consolidation of two or more adjacent farm
properties into one farm operation located entirely within the Township of Tay (current
draft Official Plan policy 4.4.5) – the primary concern with this option is that the
restriction to adjacent farm properties is limiting and does not assist farm operators
who consolidate operations involving properties that do not share a common lot line,
and the related issues and costs of either renting or demolishing the farm dwelling(s);
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2. Surplus farm dwelling severances for eligible farm consolidations including
consolidation of two or more farm properties into one farm operation located entirely
within the Township of Tay but not restricted to adjacent farm parcels – the primary
concern with this approach is that it could result in increased parcel fragmentation of
the prime agricultural area, farm dwellings severed from the farm property become
non-farm dwellings and a source of potential complaints regarding agricultural
operations and normal farm practices, and since the farm parcels are not adjoining
they may be conveyed separately in the future, effectively providing a work-around to
enable severing of farm dwellings from the farm property without permanently
consolidating the land holdings of one farm operation;
3. As in Option 2, with eligible farm consolidations including farm properties that are not
located entirely within the Township of Tay (i.e. including parcels that straddle
municipal boundaries or within a certain distance of the Township). For this option,
there are similar concerns as in Option 2.
The issue of eligible farm consolidations for surplus farm dwelling severances will be
reviewed further with Township staff and a recommendation will be brought forward for
Council consideration with the final draft of the Official Plan. Final direction from Council
will be required regarding the preferred policy approach. Comments from the County of
Simcoe will also be considered and have not yet been received regarding this issue.


The application of holding provisions in the Zoning By-law will be reviewed further to
determine the required studies and conditions to be satisfied for each area/property that
is subject to a holding zone. A resident who attended the open house indicated that a
study/testing had been completed in the early 1990s for properties on Tanners Road and
cleared any contamination/leachate concerns related to the stump dump, and that these
properties should not be subject to holding provisions. This will be reviewed further with
Township staff to determine if a copy of the study/testing results are on record and
appropriate application of the holding provisions where required to implement waste
disposal assessment requirements.



A representative of the Simcoe Muskoka District Health Unit (SMDHU) attended the open
house and the work they are doing to promote healthy communities and that comments
will be provided based on the SMDHU review of the draft Official Plan through a health
lens and based on healthy community principles.



Questions were raised regarding the land use designation and zoning of Township owned
property, specifically vacant property on Sallow’s Drive. This will be reviewed further with
Township staff and a recommendation will be brought forward with the final draft of the
Official Plan. Final direction from Council will be required regarding the preferred
designation of the property, whether it should remain designated as Shoreline Residential
or re-designated as Open Space.

12

5. Next Steps
The Official Plan and Zoning By-law Review project will be finalized as follows:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Public Meeting – April 27, 2016
Circulation Review and Summary of Agency Comments/Response
Final Revisions to draft Official Plan and draft Zoning By-law
Council Adoption of draft Official Plan and Enactment of Zoning By-law
Notice of Adoption of new Official Plan and Passing of new Zoning By-law
County Approval of Official Plan and Notice of Decision

The timing of items (2) to (4) above will depend on the timing of agency/circulation comments and
scope of related revisions to the draft Official Plan and Zoning By-law. It is anticipated that
finalized Official Plan and Zoning By-law documents will be available and presented for Council
consideration in the late summer or early fall of 2016. The new Zoning By-law does not come into
effect until the new Official Plan is approved by the County and is in effect, and both the Official
Plan and Zoning By-law are subject to related appeal provisions under the Planning Act.
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