Agenda
Committee of the Whole
June 24, 2021 – Following Council
Electronic Participation, Grey County Administration Building
1. Call to Order
2. Declaration of Interest
3. Delegations
9:45 AM

Kimberley Safety Group: David Nelms and Martha Rogers
Community Safety Opportunities

10:00 AM

Grey Sauble Conservation Authority: Scott Greig, Chair; Tim Lanthier,
Chief Administrative Officer; Saugeen Valley Conservation Authority:
Jennifer Stephens, General Manager/ Secretary-Treasurer
Conservation Authority Act Changes

10:30 AM

Loomex: Trent Gervais, President & CEO, Sherry Hill, CFO
Wiarton Keppel Airport Feasibility Report Findings

4. Determination of Items Requiring Separate Discussion
5. Consent Agenda
That the following Consent Agenda items be received; and
That staff be authorized to take the actions necessary to give effect to the
recommendations in the staff reports; and
That the correspondence be supported or received for information as
recommended in the consent agenda.
a. Public Meeting minutes – Development Application Connell Lake Road, Township of
Chatsworth dated June 2, 2021
That the public meeting minutes dated June 2, 2021 regarding a development
application to reestablish two parcels that were inadvertently merged in the
Township of Chatsworth, be received for information.
b. Board of Health Budget Implications Letter from Micheline Mann
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That the letter from Micheline Mann expressing concerns relating to the Board
of Health budget be received for information.
6. Items For Direction and Discussion
a. PDR-CW-17-21 Conservation Authority Act Regulatory Proposals – Phase 1
Comments
That Report PDR-CW-17-21 regarding an overview of the ‘Conservation
Authority Act Regulatory Proposals – Phase 1’ be received; and
That Report PDR-CW-17-21 be forwarded onto the Province of Ontario as the
County of Grey’s comments on the proposed changes regarding
Environmental Registry posting # 019-2986; and
That the Report be shared with member municipalities and conservation
authorities having jurisdiction within Grey County; and
That staff be authorized to proceed prior to County Council approval as per
Section 25.6 (b) of Procedural By-law 5003-18, as amended.
b. PDR-CW-16-21 Proposed Updates to Land Use Compatibility Guidelines
That Report PDR-CW-16-21 regarding an overview of the ‘Land Use
Compatibility Guideline’ be received, and
That Report PDR-CW-16-21 be forwarded onto the Province of Ontario as the
County of Grey’s comments on the proposed changes regarding
Environmental Registry posting # 019-2785, and
That the Report be shared with member municipalities and conservation
authorities having jurisdiction within Grey County; and
That staff be authorized to proceed prior to County Council approval as per
Section 25.6 (b) of Procedural By-law 5003-18, as amended.
c. Addendum to Report PDR-CW-09-21 County Official Plan Amendment 42-04-360OPA-07 (Township of Chatsworth)
That Addendum to report PDR-CW-09-21 regarding a proposed County Official
Plan Amendment be received; and
That the Committee support the proposed amendment to the County of Grey
Official Plan on lands designated ‘Rural’ and ‘Hazard Lands’, to re-establish
two parcels that inadvertently merged, with frontage along Connell Lake Road
at 200 and 201 Connell Lake Road, Concession 10 EGR PT Lot 12, geographic
Township of Holland, Township of Chatsworth;
And further, that the appropriate by-law be prepared for consideration by
County Council.
d. EDTC-CW-11-21 Regional Airport Study Recommendations
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That Report EDTC-CW-11-21 regarding Regional Airport Study
Recommendations be received; and
That staff be directed to negotiate an agreement with a two-year term
commencing in 2022 with the Township of Georgian Bluffs to provide a 50%
contribution towards the operating deficit of the Wiarton Keppel International
Airport to a maximum of $175,000; and
That this financial contribution be considered as part of the 2022 budget
process and be funded from the funded from the One Time Funding Reserve;
and
That staff work collaboratively with the Township of Georgian Bluffs to issue
an Expression of Interest for a public-private partnership to undertake
development and operations at the airport and bring back a report to both
councils by early 2022 on the results.
e. FR-CW-18-21 COVID Relief Funding Update
That Report FR-CW-18-21 regarding COVID-19 Relief Funding Update be
received for information.
f.

CAOR-CW-08-21 Update on Patrol D Property
That Report CAOR-CW-08-21 Patrol D Property Purchase Update be received;
and
That staff be directed to take no further action towards the purchase of
approximately 40 acres of land in the Municipality of Grey Highlands presently
bearing Property Identification Number 37241-0085 and described as “Part of
Lots 21 and 22, Concession 1 North of the Durham Road, Geographic
Township of Artemesia, designated as Part 1 on Reference Plan 17R-2500,
save and except that land designated as Parts 1 and 2 on Reference Plan 17R3052”; and
That staff resume the search for a suitable Patrol D depot location and bring a
report forward to Council at a future meeting date.

7. Closed Meeting Matters
That Committee of the Whole does now go into closed session to discuss:
i. Labour relations or employee negotiations pursuant to Section 239
(2) of the Municipal Act, 2001 regarding a collective bargaining
update and mandate for CUPE bargaining;
8. Other Business
9.

Notice of Motion

10. Adjournment
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Public Meeting Minutes
Joint Public Meeting – Official Plan Amendment 07
Wednesday, June 2, 2021 – 9:30 a.m.
A joint Grey County and Township of Chatsworth public meeting was held by a Zoom
video call with the following members in attendance:
Township Council Members Present: Diana Rae, Shawn Greig and Elizabeth
Thompson
County Council Members Present: Mayor/Chair Scott Mackey and Deputy
Mayor/County Councillor Brian Gamble
Township Staff Present: Patti Sinnamon, Ron Davidson, Barb Schellenberger and Mike
Givens
County Staff Present: Stephanie Lacey-Avon, Intermediate Planner and Monica
Scribner, Recording Secretary
Also present: Kristine Loft, Applicant’s Consultant and Elizabeth Thompson and Mark
Thompson, Applicants
Proposed County Official Plan Amendment, Consent and Zoning By-Law application on
lands described as Concession 10 EGR PT Lot 12, known locally as 200 and 212
Connell Lake Road in the geographic Township of Holland now in the Township of
Chatsworth. County file number 42-04-360-OPA-07.
Councillor Elizabeth Thompson declared her conflict of interest. She is one of the
owners of the property being discussed.

Call to Order
Chair Mackey called the public meeting to order then welcomed everyone on behalf of
the County and the Township. Introductions then followed.
Chair Mackey and Barb Schellenberger read the regulations.
The proposed County Official Plan Amendment and Zoning By-law Amendment affect
those lands described as Concession 10 EGR PT Lot 12, known locally as 200 and 212
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Connell Lake Road in the geographic Township of Holland now in the Township of
Chatsworth.
This development requires three applications, a County of Grey Official Plan
Amendment, a Township of Chatsworth Consent and Zoning By-law Amendment. For
the development to move forward, approvals are needed on all three of the applications.
The County makes the decision on the County Official Plan Amendment application and
the Township makes the decision on the Consent and Zoning By-law Amendment
applications.
The lands are designated as ‘Rural’ and ‘Hazard Lands’ in the County Official Plan and
zoned as Lake Residential (R3) and Environmental Protection (EP) in the Township of
Chatsworth Zoning By-law. Further lot creation is not permitted under the County
Official Plan, with reference to the lot density provisions under the rural land use type.
An amendment to the County Plan is required to reestablish two parcels that
inadvertently merged, with frontage along Connell Lake.
The Zoning By-law amendment would implement the Official Plan amendment and
amend the Township’s Zoning By-law by rezoning the Lake Residential (R3) zone to
recognize the lot frontage, lot area and the location of the existing buildings and
structures. If approved, parcels 200 Connell Lake Road and 212 Connell Lake Road will
be viewed as separately, legally conveyable lots.
As required by Section 17 and 34 of the Planning Act RSO 1990, as amended, Council
shall ensure that at least one public meeting is held, notice of which shall be given in the
manner and to the persons and public bodies containing the prescribed information.
In accordance with the Planning Act and the implementing Regulations, the County of
Grey gave notice of this Public Meeting by individual prepaid first class mail to persons
within 120 metres based on the most recent assessment information provided by MPAC
(Municipal Property Assessment Corporation) in both Grey and Bruce Counties, and to
an extensive list of agencies as set out in the regulations. A sign was also posted on the
property. The public meeting notice is located on the County web site at www.grey.ca.
It is imperative to note that:
If a person or public body would otherwise have an ability to appeal the decision of
County of Grey or the Township of Chatsworth in reference to the official plan, and
zoning by-law amendments, to the Local Planning Appeal Tribunal but the person or
public body does not make oral submissions at a public meeting or make written
submissions to Grey County or Township of Chatsworth before the plan amendments
are decided upon, the person or public body is not entitled to appeal the decisions, and
may not be added as a party to the hearing of an appeal before the Local Planning
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Appeal Tribunal unless, in the opinion of the Tribunal, there are reasonable grounds to
do so.
If you wish to be notified of the decision of the proposed Official Plan, and Zoning Bylaw Amendment you must make a written request to the County of Grey at 595 9th Ave.
East, Owen Sound, Ontario N4K 3E3, or the Township of Chatsworth at 316837
Highway 6, RR # 1, Chatsworth ON, N0H 1G0. Alternatively, you can also send an
email to Ron Davidson, Township Planner, or Stephanie Lacey-Avon, County Planner.
Both Ron and Stephanie’s email addresses can be found on the mailed public meeting
notice.
If there are any comments, questions or concerns for those in attendance this morning
please address the Chair and give your name and Lot and Concession, or civic
address, for the record.
Barb Schellenberger, Deputy Clerk read the comments received.

Comments were received from the following:

Agency Comments:
Enbridge Gas, dated March 2, 2021 & May 21, 2021
Enbridge Gas Inc. does not object to the proposed application however, we reserve the
right to amend our development conditions.
As a condition of final approval that the owner/developer provide to Union the necessary
easements and/or agreements required by Union for the provision of gas services for
this project, in a form satisfactory to Enbridge.
Saugeen Valley Conservation Authority (SVCA), dated April 15, 2021
SVCA staff has reviewed the applications in accordance with our MOA with the
Township of Chatsworth and as per our mandated responsibilities for natural hazard
management, including our regulatory role under the Conservation Authorities Act.
The applications are generally acceptable to SVCA staff.
Based on the applications, no new buildings or structures, or site grading is being
proposed, therefore a permit from SVCA is not required at this time.
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Historic Saugeen Métis, dated April 5, 2021
The Historic Saugeen Métis (HSM) Lands, Resources and Consultation Department has
reviewed the relevant documents and have no objection or opposition to the proposed
County Official Plan Amendment and Chatsworth Zoning By-law Amendment.
Ontario Power Generation (OPG), dated May 25, 2021
OPG has no concerns.

Public Comments:
To date, there have been no public comments received in writing.

COMMENTS FROM COUNTY PLANNER
The comments received to date are generally of no concern and the County is satisfied
with the submissions to date from the agent on behalf of the applicant.

COMMENTS FROM TOWNSHIP PLANNER
Township Planner Ron Davidson provided an overview of the application.
The subject property is situated on the east side of Connell lake, previously as two
separate lots, until they merged on title. There is now one lot and the new owners would
like to re-create the property into two lots so each parcel would have a cottage, a well
and accessory building on each.
A zoning amendment is required to allow for the severance to occur as well as to
acknowledge the existing setbacks of the various lot lines and recognize the private
road easement.
Connell Lake is an inland lake comprising of approximately 33 residential lots, each
containing their own wells. It is surrounded by farmland as well as conservation lands.
There are no issues conforming to the Provincial Policy Statement (PPS), and is
generally consistent with the County Official Plan.
Staff would typically not be supportive of lot creation in the rural land use type, where lot
density provisions have already been exceeded. Furthermore, the concept of creating
new lots along a road that is not owned by a public authority is not ideal and would
typically not be supported. But in this case, there are two cottages that exist today and
historically functioned as two separate lots. There are 2 cottages, 2 separate driveways,
well and septic systems.
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There should be no impact to the neighbours, the Fire Chief has no concerns, as well,
legal access along the private road is provided, as the right-of-way is acknowledged in
the deeds of the subject lands. No further development is being proposed.

COMMENTS FROM THE APPLICANTS CONSULTANT
Kristine Loft of Loft Planning Inc. presented the following information on the proposed
applications.
The property is municipally known as 200 and 212 Connell Lake Road. Historically the
lands have functioned well as two lots; each with a cottage, a boathouse, accessory
structure, driveway, own well and septic systems. When one of the two previous owners
passed away in 2018, the property was placed under one name and inadvertently
merged on title.
The property frontage is on Connell Lake Road, Zoned R3 and Environmental
Protection (EP) along the shoreline. The deeds each include easements over Connell
lake road for access.
Site specific amendment to the R3 zone would recognize the increased lot frontage and
reduced lot area. A provision would be included to identify the location of the existing
buildings as they are on the date the by-law is passed.
A County Official Plan Amendment is required with the rural property being zoned R3,
the rural density policy would be in place and would not permit further lot creation and
would identify the existing parcels.
County and Municipal staff were consulted and there were no concerns from the Fire
Services for emergency vehicle access and installation of septic services have sufficient
space if updates are required.
The proposed development is consistent with the Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) and
conforms to the goals and objectives of the County Official Plan and generally complies
with the Chatsworth Zoning By-law.
The applicant, Mark Thompson thanked everyone for their exceptional coverage of his
applications. He confirmed they are keeping everything as it was historically, not
creating anything new on the properties and just hoping to correct an error made
inadvertently by a lawyer.

COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC
Chair Mackey asked for anyone in support, opposed of, or with questions if they wished
to speak. There were none.
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COMMENTS FROM THE TOWNSHIP STAFF/COUNCIL
Councilor Rae asked if all the cottage properties at Connell Lake are designated rural.
Mr. Davidson replied that all properties on the east side of the lake are designated rural
and Ms. Lacey-Avon, County Planner agreed.
Councillor Greig referred to the small parcel and asked if they want to later build a larger
cottage, would there be room for enhancements based on the small footprint?
Mr. Davidson clarified that if they remove or expand current structures, they must
conform to the Zoning By-Law. The Building Official would review the yard setbacks for
lot coverage, it would be a tight fit to build anything larger in that space.
Chair Mackey referred to the property index map on the package and inquired if the two
small strips shown separately on each side of the property would become part of the
new property area.
Mr. Davidson explained that although helpful, the County GIS mapping, with information
provided from MPAC, can create inaccuracies in the mapping. Property surveys should
be referred to as they will show the property lot lines correctly.
Chair Mackey asked how these merges happen and how do homeowners prevent this
from happening in the future.
Mr. Davidson clarified lawyers make sure names are right through titles. If each spouse
own property side-by-side and one passes away, both properties could legally merge if
they are transferred under one name. There is new provincial legislation (Planning Act)
being proposed that would reduce these application types in the future, where it would
limit lands merging if it is a result of the death of a joint tenant.
Mayor Mackey thanked everyone for attending and adjourned the public meeting at
10:01 a.m.
Chair Scott Mackey
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County of Grey Council Members

Based on the letter I recently had read aloud at Owen Sound City council’s last meeting, it is clear that
the City of Owen Sound STILL believes that the finances of the Board of Health are not the City’s
business. This is an odd position to take as all Owen Sound citizens are, by default, Grey County
taxpayers and therefore contributors, according to the funding formula, to a percentage of the Board of
Health budget. We have two people representing our Owen Sound council and OS residents on Grey
County Council: Mayor Ian Boddy and Deputy Mayor Brian O'Leary. Mr. O'Leary is also on the Board
of Health, and as such, reports on the Board of Health at every City council meeting. This would make
it appear as though the City DOES think the Board of Health is part of it’s regular business and yet they
will do nothing to address their financial planning or recent spending. Now I turn to the County of
Grey.
The public should know that the Board of Health is composed, in large majority, of elected
representatives from municipalities in Grey and Bruce Counties. Presumably the municipal elections
every four years where citizens select their representatives is precisely the way the Board is
accountable to the people of Grey-Bruce. We citizens will be asked to consider this same
accountability again in 2022.
Although Mayor Boddy has repeatedly not permitted questions or discussion of public concerns
regarding the Board of Health he did see to it that the Chair of the Board, Ms. Sue Paterson and Dr.
Arra were invited to attend the council's March 29th meeting and he allowed them to address the
council. Together they spent the majority of their presentation attempting to answer the original
questions posed in a letter signed by four councillors that had yet to be officially asked or even to be
made public.
Ms. Paterson took the opportunity to explain why the Board had expected their employee, Dr. Arra, to
work, what amounts to be (according to Arra’s own self-reporting), an unconscionable – and by
Canadian labour standards, unsafe and unhealthy – number of hours for most of a year.
Dr. Arra, in his turn, spent his time demonstrating his position as “victim” outlining the emotional
impact of those long hours (insert photo of wife and child here) and by exclaiming the many ways he
could have made more money in less time in the private sector or by patenting ideas. He further added
that he could have worked weekend locums “across the water from the Health Unit at the Owen Sound
Family Health Team” for $10,000 per weekend. When these statements were later shown to be false
and uninformed at best, Arra pivoted to explain that he had been “extrapolating from previous
experience”, AND he amended that he did not mean OUR Family Health Team, although that was
precisely what he had said. Included in his lengthy justifications, Arra also stated that Long-Term Care
physicians make $800,000 a year with very favourable tax breaks – both claims that also have been
disproven but have yet to be publicly corrected.
Winding up his “poor me” display, he spoke of William the Second returning from the grave with a
flamethrower to make Owen Sound council great again by eliminating one seat. This statement went
without comment by the Mayor or any other council member or the Board Chair herself. This violent
and aggressive “wish” has STILL to this day not been privately or publicly addressed by those who
should and MUST address it
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I ask you now, will you follow Bruce County council’s lead, which unanimously passed a letter to the
Grey Bruce Board of Health on June 3, expressing concern about “the prudent use of public funds” at
the Health Unit, about “additional costs that might be incurred in 2021, with the continuation of
pandemic conditions” and in asking the Health Board “to provide an overview of their proposed budget
and the implications for municipal funding”? It is fully time for the County of Grey to do their part.
Surely Bruce County shouldn’t have to be the only responsible grown up at the table?
If our sitting elected representatives will not hold the Board of Health accountable, then the voters must
hold the council members accountable in 2022.
Cordially
Micheline N. Mann
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Recommendation
1. That Report PDR-CW-17-21 regarding an overview of the ‘Conservation Authority
Act Regulatory Proposals – Phase 1’ be received; and
2. That Report PDR-CW-17-21 be forwarded onto the Province of Ontario as the
County of Grey’s comments on the proposed changes regarding Environmental
Registry posting # 019-2986; and
3. That the Report be shared with member municipalities and conservation
authorities having jurisdiction within Grey County; and
4. That staff be authorized to proceed prior to County Council approval as per
Section 25.6 (b) of Procedural By-law 5003-18, as amended.

Executive Summary
The Province has made several changes to the Conservation Authority (CA) Act over the past
few years. Some of the changes made to the CA Act have not been proclaimed as they require
regulations. The Province is rolling out proposed regulations to the CA Act in phases. The
Province has recently released Phase 1 of the regulatory proposals on the Environmental
Registry for review and comment. This report provides an overview of the proposed changes,
outlines potential implications based on the proposed changes, and provides recommended
comments to be shared with the Province for their consideration prior to passing the regulations.

Background and Discussion
The Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry initiated a review of the Conservation
Authorities Act (CA Act) in 2015 which included addressing roles, responsibilities, funding and
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governance of conservation authorities in resource management and environmental protection.
The County provided initial comments on a discussion paper released by the Ministry seeking
early feedback on the review of the Act. A link to the previous staff report providing initial
comments to the Ministry can be found in the Attachments section of this report.
The Ministry released a further consultation document in 2016 entitled ‘Conserving Our Future –
Proposed Priorities for Renewal’ which was based on the comments received in response to the
discussion paper. A staff report providing comments on this consultation document was
provided to the Ministry. A link to that staff report can be found in the Attachments section.
Based on the comments received through the consultation at that time, the Ministry noted that
there was general agreement that the overall conservation authority model and principles
remained relevant. Most respondents agreed that the watershed continues to serve as an
ecologically appropriate scale for many resource management activities. The Ministry also
noted that all stakeholder sectors ‘recognized the value and public benefit of conservation
authority roles in providing environmental education, landowner and broader stewardship
programs, and the provision of access to natural areas and recreational opportunities provided
through conservation areas. Based on the feedback received, the Province made some minor
changes to the Conservation Authorities Act in 2017.
In 2019, the Province proposed further changes to the CA Act. Staff Report PDR-CW-22-19
provided an overview of the proposed changes as well comments that were provided to the
Province. In June 2019, the More Homes, More Choice Act amended the CA Act to the allow
the Province to define the core mandates of conservation authorities through future regulations.
On December 8, 2020, the Province passed Bill 229 being the “Protect, Support and Recover
from COVID-19 Act’ which contained further changes to the CA Act.
There are provisions that have not been proclaimed to date that stem from the amendments
made to the CA Act over the past few years. The Province is rolling out regulatory proposals in
phases that would proclaim some of those provisions that are currently not proclaimed. On May
13, 2021, the Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks (MECP) released a consultation
guide on Phase 1 of the regulatory proposals to the CA Act on the Environmental Registry (ERO
Posting 019-2986) and are asking for comments by June 27, 2021.

Overview of Phase 1 Proposed Regulatory Changes
The Phase 1 Regulatory Proposals can be categorized under 4 main areas:
1. Mandatory programs and services that conservation authorities must provide
versus non-mandatory programs
a. The Province has defined Mandatory Programs as programs and services
related to the following (only items related to our area have been summarized
below):
i. Risk of Natural Hazards – the proposed regulations would require each
conservation authority to implement a program or service to help manage
the risk posed by the natural hazards including: flooding, erosion,
dynamic beaches, hazardous sites (as defined on the Provincial Policy
Statement (PPS) 2020), and drought. The program shall be designed to:
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identify natural hazards, assess risks associated with natural hazards,
manage risks associated with natural hazards; and promote public
awareness of natural hazards. It should be noted that this includes the
continued Development Permit and Planning Act application reviews that
conservation authorities conduct under Section 28 of the Act and Section
3.1 of the PPS, respectively.
ii. Management of Conservation Authority owned or managed lands – the
regulatory proposal would require each conservation authority to
implement the following mandatory programs and services related to the
conservation and management of lands owned or controlled by the
conservation authority:


Administering the proposed Section 29 Minister’s regulation on
public use of land owned and managed by CA’s



Having a strategy for all conservation authority owned lands
including policy for securing, acquiring and disposing of
conservation authority owned lands



A management plan for each property owned by the conservation
authority (one management plan could cover multiple properties
on common circumstances)



Management and maintenance of conservation authority owned
lands including: protecting, restoring natural heritage features,
ecologically sensitive lands; and monitoring and enforcement.

**Other land uses such as recreational opportunities or environmental
education on conservation authority owned land are not ‘mandatory
programs or services’ but can continue if the conservation authority has
other funding sources.
iii. Drinking Water Source Protection – the regulatory proposal would require
conservation authorities to implement programs and services related to
those responsibilities as source protection authorities under the Clean
Water Act
iv. Other Items to be Prescribed:


Core Watershed-Based Resource Management Strategy – MECP
is proposing that each conservation authority be required to
develop this strategy which would document the current state of
the relevant resources (principally water resources) within their
jurisdiction in the context of ‘mandatory programs and services’.



Water Quality and Quantity Monitoring

b. ‘Non-mandatory programs and services’ are essentially any program and service
provided by a conservation authority that is not listed/defined as a ‘mandatory
program and service’ under the CA Act and the proposed regulations.
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Conservation authorities can continue to provide ‘non-mandatory programs and
services’ either:
i. At the request of and on behalf of a participating municipality through a
memorandum of understanding (e.g. planning agreements for natural
heritage review, Risk Management Official (RMO) Agreements, and for
Grey County – managing/maintaining County Forests and Trails); or
ii. Where the conservation authority determines the programs and services
are advisable to implement in the CA’s jurisdiction. If municipal funding is
required for these programs and services, each municipality would then
decide whether to fund these CA programs and services and if so, would
be required to enter into agreements with the conservation authority. The
current agreement the County has with GSCA to manage the County
Forests and Trails may fall under this category but will require further
review once the detailed regulations are released by the Province.
2. Transition plans and agreement timelines between conservation authorities and
participating municipalities for using municipal levies to fund non-mandatory
programs and services
a. The Province is proposing a regulation (Municipal Agreements and Transition
Period regulation) that would set out what would be required of these
conservation authority/municipal agreements and how they would need to be
developed.
b. Conservation authorities could provide non-mandatory programs and services
without any municipal agreement if funded by revenue that is not municipal levy.
c. The proposed regulation could require that the agreements:
i. Include a provision that the participating municipality agrees to pay its
portion of levy for the non-mandatory program or service
ii. Set out periods of review and the termination of the agreement(s)
iii. Include provisions governing early termination, notice, and resolution of
breaches of the agreement
iv. Include transparency provisions (e.g. agreements to be made available to
the public online).
d. MECP is proposing that agreement arrangements be flexible according to
program or service circumstances
e. Proposed regulations would require each CA to have a transition plan for
entering into agreements with municipalities and would govern matters to be
included in the transition plan
f.

In terms of proposed timelines:
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i. Transition plans to be completed by conservation authorities by
December 31, 2021 (this would also include a mandatory CA inventory of
programs and services)
ii. MoU/Agreements for non-mandatory programs and services are required
to be in place by January 1, 2023
iii. MECP is proposing to authorize the granting of extensions to the
prescribed date for completing municipal agreements where a
conservation authority (with the support of one or more participating
municipality in the CA) submits a written request for the extension to the
Minister at least 90 days before the end date in the transition period
regulation.
3. Requirements for conservation authorities to establish community advisory
boards
a. Regulatory proposals would require conservation authorities to establish
community advisory boards that can include members of the public.
b. MECP is proposing to include as much flexibility as possible for the conservation
authorities to determine the composition, activities, functions, duties and
procedures of the community advisory board to be addressed in terms of
references and by-laws approved by the conservation authority.
4. Consolidation of the current individual ‘Conservation Area’ regulations made
under Section 29 of the CA Act into one Minister’s regulation
a. Current Section 29 regulations manage activities on all conservation authority
owned land, including the use by the public of the lands and services on that
land, setting fees for access and use of the land, prohibited activities, activities
requiring permits, locations and time periods for public access and use, etc.
b. MECP is not considering any significant change for the proposed Minister’s
regulations to what is in the current section 29 regulations, but rather
consolidating into one Minister’s regulation.

Potential Implications of Proposed Changes
1. What we don’t know at this stage – MECP has noted that in the coming months they
will be consulting on the next phase of the regulatory proposals related to municipal
levies and standards and requirements for non-mandatory programs and services. The
next phase of regulatory proposals will also include policy and guidance to implement
the legislative and regulatory framework. Therefore, until municipalities and
conservation authorities are able to review the details being proposed in the next phase
of the proposed regulations, it is difficult to understand the potential implications for the
Phase 1 proposed regulations that are currently available for comment. It is
recommended that these details be provided to municipalities and conservation
authorities prior to finalizing and passing the Phase 1 regulatory proposals.
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2. Non-mandatory programs and service restrictions - If the proposed regulations put
restrictions on what non-mandatory services can be provided by a conservation authority
through agreements, then this could have an impact on existing programs and services
that the County and local municipalities rely on as well as an impact on future
collaboration and partnership opportunities with conservation authorities (e.g. partnering
with conservation authorities on implementation of the Climate Change Action Plan,
partnering to update subwatershed plans, natural heritage review, and specifically for
Grey County – continuing our contract with GSCA to manage the County’s Forests and
Trails).
3. Inconsistent delivery of non-mandatory programs and services potentially
resulting in confusion and a patchwork of services - The proposed framework would
allow municipalities to opt-in and continue to fund non-mandatory programs and services
being offered by conservation authorities and also allow municipalities to opt-out. If
some municipalities decide to opt out of certain programs and services, then this could
cause other municipalities to pay additional costs for the non-mandatory programs and
services and collectively there may not be enough funds to continue certain programs
and services. This framework could also create a patchwork of programs and services
offered throughout the County which could create confusion over who provides what
programs and services and result in programs and services not being provided
consistently across the County or the watershed.
4. Impact on staff resources for conservation authorities and county/municipal staff The proposed regulatory framework will have an impact on staff resources for
conservation authorities as well as county/municipal staff to be able to complete/update
the MoU’s/Agreements for the non-mandatory programs and services. The provincial
and municipal election may also impact the ability to meet the proposed timelines. The
release of the next phase of the regulatory proposals could also have an impact on
meeting the proposed timelines if these details are not provided in a timely fashion.
5. New mandatory requirements and administrative requirements could add
additional strain to rural conservation authorities - Rural conservation authorities
tend to already run on lean staff resources and budgets. The additional requirements
under the framework is likely to inflict additional strain on rural conservation authorities to
administer the framework and to address any new service standards and requirements
regarding delivery of the mandatory programs (e.g. possible increases in natural hazard
management, administering the proposed community advisory boards, developing
property management plans, developing a core watershed-based resource management
strategy and land management strategy). These new mandatory requirements could
have an impact on delivering non-mandatory services and programs as limited CA staff
resources will need to focus on meeting mandatory requirements.
6. Recreation and Education exclusion from ‘Mandatory’ definition for conservation
authority owned lands - The proposed regulations exclude recreation and
environmental education opportunities on conservation authority owned land from the
‘mandatory programs and services’. The recreational and educational opportunities that
are currently offered in the various conservation owned lands are very important to Grey
County residents and visitors to our area and by not making these ‘mandatory’ could
result in some of these opportunities no longer being offered due to funding constraints,
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etc. During the COVID 19 pandemic, Grey County and other municipalities across the
Province have seen greatly increased demand for outdoor recreational and natural
spaces. With CAs being one of the largest landowners in the Province, they are well
positioned to help provide these spaces, including related educational content, during
the pandemic and into the post-pandemic future. When comparing such spaces to
municipally-operated parkland, it is not always reasonable to assume that such spaces
(i.e. either parkland or CA properties) will be revenue generating (or even revenue
neutral) and still be accessible to residents and visitors. The County sees great merit in
having CAs continue to own and operate such spaces and educational opportunities.
Some of the educational programming also serves as an opportunity to connect Grey
County’s youth to careers and jobs within the realm of forestry, environmental
conservation, and general land stewardship. Finding trained and qualified individuals for
the above noted sectors, has proven to be more challenging in our area. By not
recognizing these environmental education opportunities as ‘mandatory’, this is likely to
have considerable impact on their ability to continue, having longstanding implications
on the County’s economic development efforts in filling the need of local employers.

Recommendations for Province to Consider
Based on the potential implications highlighted above, County staff would recommend the
following comments be provided to the Province to be considered prior to finalizing and
approving the proposed regulations:
1. Release phase 2 regulatory proposals prior to finalizing and passing the Phase 1
regulations - It is recommended that the next phase of regulatory proposals be released
prior to finalizing and passing the regulations being proposed in Phase 1. This would
allow conservation authorities and municipalities to review all the regulatory proposals
being considered in order to truly understand the potential implications for the proposed
changes and to provide comprehensive comments to the Province.
2. Flexibility for non-mandatory programs and services - It is recommended that the
regulations provide as much flexibility as possible for conservation authorities and
counties/municipalities to continue ‘non-mandatory programs and services’ being
provided today as well as into the future.
3. Regulatory framework to allow consistent development of non-mandatory
programs and services both at the county/regional scale as well as at the
watershed scale - It is recommended that the proposed regulatory framework allow for
the consistent delivery of non-mandatory programs and services both on a
county/region-wide basis as well as consistently across the watershed. This can be
achieved by allowing conservation authorities and multiple municipalities throughout the
County to enter into a single MoU/Agreement or by working collectively to create a
consistent MoU/Agreement template that all local conservation authorities, counties, and
municipalities can utilize. This would help to ensure that there is a consistent level of
programs and services county-wide and across the watershed. Conservation authority
staff and County/municipal staff were working on creating a consistent MoU/ Agreement
template prior to the release of the proposed regulations. Staff hope that the regulatory
proposals will not impact the work that has been done to date and will allow the option
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for multiple municipalities to enter into a single MoU/Agreement with a conservation
authority.
4. Provincial funding to support new mandatory programs and services and
administration of the non-mandatory programs and service requirements – it is
recommended that the Province consider providing additional funding to conservation
authorities to support the proposed new mandatory programs and services that are
being proposed in the new regulatory framework. Additional provincial funding should
also be considered to support the additional administrative requirements associated with
the non-mandatory programs and services. The additional funding would allow
conservation authorities to not have fund to these new requirements from other sources,
including through increased municipal levies.
5. Proposed timelines should be extended - It is recommended that the proposed
timeline (January 1, 2023) for conservation authorities and counties/municipalities to
enter into MoU/Agreements for non-mandatory programs and services be extended by at
least one year to January 1, 2024. Given the on-going pressures faced by the
pandemic, as well as the fact that a provincial and municipal election will be occurring in
2022 which could result in changes at the provincial and municipal governments causing
‘lame duck’ periods, etc., the current timeframes will be difficult to achieve. Extending
the deadline by one year would allow conservation authorities and
counties/municipalities enough time to finalize/update the MoU’s/agreements. The
extension would also allow more time to review and understand the Phase 2 regulatory
proposals once they are released.
6. Include recreation and education opportunities on conservation lands as
‘mandatory programs and services’ – Grey County residents and visitors to Grey
County rely on the recreation and education opportunities that conservation authorities
currently provide on some of the conservation owned lands. By adding these to the
‘mandatory’ definition it will ensure that these opportunities continue to be provided for
current and future residents and visitors to our area. Through the pandemic, the
importance of outdoor recreational opportunities and environmental education has been
heightened and we anticipate that this will continue in a post COVID environment.

Legal and Legislated Requirements
Conservation Authorities Act
Planning Act

Financial and Resource Implications
The proposed regulations could have an impact financially to conservation authorities as well as
on counties/municipalities. It is recommended that additional provincial funds be provided to
conservation authorities to offset any additional costs associated with the new proposed
mandatory requirements as well as the costs to administer the new requirements associated
with the ‘non-mandatory programs and services’.
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Should some municipalities opt-out of non-mandatory programs and services, this could cause
a financial impact to those municipalities who wish to opt-in to the programs and services and
could result in the ability of those municipalities to collectively fund the program and services.
Counties/municipalities may also have to take on additional programs and services if the
conservation authorities are no longer able to offer certain non-mandatory programs and
services due to staff and financial constraints.
The proposed regulatory framework also has the ability to hamper future partnerships and
collaboration with conservation authorities. In rural areas such as Grey County, working
together through partnerships and collaboration is how we are able to move forward with
initiatives. If this collaboration is impacted in any way, then it could cause an impact on
county/municipal staff resources and result in financial impacts if additional staff is required to
replace these partnerships.

Relevant Consultation
☒

Internal (CAO, Planning)

☒

External (Conservation Authorities, Municipalities)

Appendices and Attachments
PDR-PCD-36-15 - Conservation Authority Act Review
Addendum to PDR-PCD-36-15 - Conservation Authority Act Review - Second Phase
PDR-CW-22-19 Conservation Authority Act Changes
Environmental Registry of Ontario Posting – ERO 019-2986
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Committee Report
To:

Warden Hicks and Members of Grey County Council

Committee Date:

June 24, 2021

Subject / Report No:

Proposed Updates to Land Use Compatibility Guidelines / PDRCW-16-21

Title:

Grey County Comments on Updates to the Ministry of the
Environment Conservation and Parks Land Use Compatibility
Guidelines

Prepared by:

Grey County Staff

Reviewed by:

Kim Wingrove

Lower Tier(s) Affected:

All Municipalities within Grey County

Status:

Recommendation
1. That Report PDR-CW-16-21 regarding an overview of the ‘Land Use Compatibility
Guideline’ be received; and
2. That Report PDR-CW-16-21 be forwarded onto the Province of Ontario as the
County of Grey’s comments on the proposed changes regarding Environmental
Registry posting # 019-2785; and
3. That the Report be shared with member municipalities and conservation
authorities having jurisdiction within Grey County; and
4. That staff be authorized to proceed prior to County Council approval as per
Section 25.6 (b) of Procedural By-law 5003-18, as amended.

Executive Summary
The Province has recently released proposed updates to the Land Use Compatibility Guidelines
on the Environmental Registry for review and commenting. The proposed Guidelines would
replace earlier Ministry of the Environment Conservation and Parks (MECP) D-Series
Guidelines which provide separation distance guidance between sensitive lands uses (e.g.
residential, institutional, etc.) and more noxious uses (e.g. industrial, landfills, major
infrastructure facilities, etc.). County staff have reviewed the draft Guidelines and see potential
positive and negative impacts on the County and development within the Grey. This report will
provide a review of the proposed Guidelines as well as recommended comments to be shared
with the Province for their consideration prior to finalizing the Guidelines.
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Background and Discussion
On May 4, 2021 the Province posted new draft Land Use Compatibility Guidelines (hereafter
referred to as the ‘Guidelines’) on the Environmental Registry. A link to the Guidelines and
Environmental Registry posted can be found here. Broadly speaking, the Guidelines would
replace a number of the previous Ministry of the Environment Conservation and Parks (MECP)
D-Series Guidelines, including the following:





D-1 Land Use Compatibility,
D-2 Compatibility between Sewage Treatment and Sensitive Land Use,
D-4 Land Use On or Near Landfills and Dumps, and
D-6 Compatibility between Industrial Facilities.

Guidelines D-3 Environmental Considerations for Gas or Oil Pipelines and Facilities and D-5
Planning for Sewage and Water Services are not proposed to be replaced at this time.
Overall, the purpose for the current D-Series Guidelines and the proposed Guidelines is to
guide planning authorities in separating industrial and major infrastructure facilities from more
sensitive uses such as residential or institutional uses.
The Guidelines are not applicable law, but aid in the implementation of the Provincial Policy
Statement (PPS). The PPS contains two key definitions that are instrumental to interpreting the
proposed Guidelines.
“Major facilities: means facilities which may require separation from sensitive land uses,
including but not limited to airports, manufacturing uses, transportation infrastructure and
corridors, rail facilities, marine facilities, sewage treatment facilities, waste management
systems, oil and gas pipelines, industries, energy generation facilities and transmission
systems, and resource extraction activities.
Sensitive land uses: means buildings, amenity areas, or outdoor spaces where routine
or normal activities occurring at reasonably expected times would experience one or
more adverse effects from contaminant discharges generated by a nearby major facility.
Sensitive land uses may be a part of the natural or built environment. Examples may
include, but are not limited to: residences, day care centres, and educational and health
facilities.”
There are corresponding policies in the PPS which speak to the need to separate major facilities
from sensitive land uses. Municipalities must then be consistent with the PPS in making
decisions on development applications, or in passing new planning documents such as official
plans or zoning by-laws.
The Guidelines then contain two further definitions which guide their interpretation and allow for
both the required separation distances as well as outlining study areas (i.e. areas of influence).

“Area of Influence (AOI): an area surrounding the property boundary of an existing
or planned major facility where adverse effects on surrounding sensitive land uses
have a moderate likelihood of occurring. Within AOIs, compatibility studies are
required for proponents of proposed major facilities or proposed sensitive land uses
as part of the supporting documentation for a planning application.

PDR-CW-16-21

22

Date: June 24, 2021

Minimum Separation Distance (MSD): a recommended minimum distance from a major
facility within which adverse effects to a sensitive land use are highly likely to occur.
Planning authorities should not allow sensitive land uses within the MSD. Where a
sensitive land use is proposed within the MSD, a demonstration of need is required.”
Figure 1 on the following page, taken from the Guidelines, gives an illustration of how AOIs and
MSDs work, with the dotted yellow line being the AOI boundary and the dotted red line being the
MSD boundary. MSDs represent the minimum setback required between a major facility and a
sensitive land use. AOIs are the area where a compatibility study would be required to
determine if a new sensitive land use would be negatively impacted by an existing major facility.
Compatibility studies may include assessments on noise, odour, dust, or other contaminants
(e.g. methane or leachate from a landfill). The Guidelines also generally work in a reciprocal
manner whereby a proposed major facility would be required to assess compatibility to existing
sensitive land uses that are located within the AOI. There is one key area where the Guidelines
would not be reciprocal. If a new sensitive land use is proposed in the AOI of a major facility it
needs to complete a compatibility study as well as a demonstration of need study. However, if a
new major facility is proposed in the AOI of a sensitive land use, it only needs to complete the
compatibility study and not the demonstration of need study. Figure 2 shows the decisionmaking process in the Guidelines, starting with avoidance; if avoidance is not possible moving
onto assessing and mitigating any impacts.
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Figure 1: Diagram Showing MOIs and AOIs

Figure 2: Decision Making Flowchart
The Guidelines also contain a table which has AOIs and MSDs listed for a number of different
major facilities (see Table 1 below).
Select Major
Facility

Description of Major Facility

AOI & Class

Minimum
Separation
Distance

Aggregate
Operations

Aggregate extraction, Resource
extraction, Other mineral quarries

1,000 m

500 m*

Asphalt
Manufacturing

Asphalt mixture and block
manufacturing, Asphalt shingle
and coating manufacturing

1,000 m

Cannabis
Indoor cannabis production
production and
facilities that are located in a
processing facilities settlement area on lands that are
zoned for industrial uses; and all
cannabis processing facilities
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Select Major
Facility

Description of Major Facility

AOI & Class

Minimum
Separation
Distance

Cement
Manufacturing

Cement manufacturing and
distribution

2,000 m

500 m

Chemical Product
Manufacturing

Inorganic chemical manufacturing,
Household cleaning and
miscellaneous product
manufacturing

2,000 m

Composting
facilities

Composting facilities

1,500 m

Concrete (Readymix)

Ready-mix and concrete product
manufacturing facilities

250 m

Industrial
Anaerobic
Digesters

Anaerobic digesters that are not
agricultural uses

1,000 m

Food
Manufacturing

General industrial manufacturing
of food products

500 m

Industrial Food
Mills (nonagricultural)

Wet corn or flour mill

750 m

Landfills and
Dumps

Operating and non-operating sites

Meat and Meat
Product Processes

Slaughterhouses and rendering
facilities, Meat by-product
processing, Production of foods
using fats or oils, Cooking oil
production

1,500 m

Metal and Glass
Parts
Manufacturing

Manufacturing steel parts,
Foundries, Metal stamping,
Manufacturing glass or fiber glass
auto parts

600 m

Oil Refinery

Refinery for oil and oil products

2,000 m

Class 5
500 m

Class 5

500 m

Class 4
100 m

Class 1
500 m

Class 3
200 m

Class 1
300 m

Class 2
Case-by-case

500 m

Class 5
500 m

Class 4

300 m

Class 2

500 m

Class 5
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Select Major
Facility

Description of Major Facility

AOI & Class

Minimum
Separation
Distance

Painting/Coating

Application of paint, solvent,
lacquer or other coating/ Includes
paint spray booths, electroplating,
tanneries

400 m

100 m

Paper
Manufacturing

Paper, newsprint and paperboard
mills

1,000 m

Plastics
Manufacturing

Manufacturing plastic or rubber
products

500 m

Recycling Facilities
– General

The sorting, processing, storage
and transfer of recycled material
(except auto parts)

900 m

Recycling Facilities
– End-of-Life
Vehicles

The sorting, processing, storage
and transfer of motor vehicles

2,000 m

Scrap Yards

Scrap metal recyclers, auto
recyclers, auto wreckers

1,500 m

Iron and steel manufacturing

2,000 m

Steel Mills

Class 1

400 m

Class 3
100 m

Class 1
200 m

Class 3
300 m

Class 5
300 m

Class 4
500 m

Class 5
Waste Transfer
Stations

The sorting, processing and
transfer of waste

400 m

Sewage Lagoons

Sewage treatment lagoons

500 m

100 m

Class 1
200 m

Class 1

Municipal and
private communal
wastewater
facilities (small)

Facilities with a rated capacity less 300 m
than 25,000 cubic metres per day

Municipal and
private communal
wastewater
facilities (large)

Facilities with a rated capacity
more than 25,000 cubic metres
per day
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Table 1: AOI and MSD for Select Major Facilities
* AOI and MSD only applies to new or expanding sensitive land use proposals near major
facility aggregate operations.
The Guideline also divide major facilities into five classes, with class 1 being the least noxious
and class 5 the most noxious. The current D-Series Guidelines take a similar approach but only
have three classes.
For major facilities that are not listed above, municipalities are responsible for determining the
appropriate class of major facility (i.e. Class 1 – 5). From there, sample MSD and AOI
distances are provided in the guideline with MDSs ranging from 200 metres to 500 metres, and
AOIs ranging from 500 metres to 2,000 metres.
The Province has clarified that this Guideline does not apply to agricultural uses and does not
replace the Minimum Distance Separation (MDS) formulae, which is used to determine
separation distances to livestock facilities.
Municipalities are responsible for updating their planning documents such as official plans and
zoning by-laws to ensure compliance with the Guidelines (should the new Guidelines be
approved). Compatibility studies or demonstration of need studies are triggered by Planning Act
applications such as site plan control, consents, minor variances, zoning/official plan
amendments, and plans or subdivision or condominium. The requirement to complete
compatibility or demonstration of need studies will fall on proponents of new major facility or
sensitive use developments. Municipalities will be responsible for reviewing the compatibility
studies related to noise, odour, and dust. If needed, municipalities may need to conduct peer
reviews, if they do not have in-house staff to review said studies.
County staff had the opportunity to take part in a MECP webinar on June 2nd to learn more
about the Guidelines and to ask questions. Staff have also discussed the Guidelines with
Municipal planning staff on June 4th and Bruce County planning staff on May 31st. Comments
are due on the proposed Guidelines by July 3rd, 2021.

Staff Response and Comments
Staff are thankful that the MECP is updating the Guidelines. The MECP has been speaking
about proposed updates for a number of years now, so it is nice to have a draft document for
review and comment. Staff are also appreciative of the webinar hosted by the Province with the
ability to learn further and ask questions. Guidelines such as these are useful in (a)
implementing the PPS and (b) working to avoid land use compatibility issues in our own
communities.
Staff see great merit in having the proposed Guidelines, but do have some questions and
concerns with the draft documents as proposed. A summary of the concerns and questions is
as follows.
1. The wording of the Guidelines appears to be very rigid and leaves little room for site
specific interpretation, or consideration of existing circumstances. For example,
where one already has a major facility surrounded by sensitive uses, there would
appear to be little consideration given to the fact that those uses may already be
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2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

peacefully co-existing. If a new sensitive use were proposed within the MSD then it
would not be permitted, or if it were proposed within the AOI then compatibility studies
may be needed which may serve little purpose. Consideration should be given to
either exemptions or factoring in circumstances such as existing development
patterns in proximity to the proposed use. The Provincial MDS formulae has some
consideration of such circumstances in this regard (e.g. where there is already a
series of houses in between the livestock facility and the proposed new house, which
is further away from the barn than the other houses, MDS does not need to be
applied).
Within smaller communities we see potential for these MSDs and AOIs to potentially
‘freeze’, or severely impact existing zoned development lands. The Province has
noted that the Guidelines should not result in lands being rendered undevelopable i.e.
the land in between an industrial use and a residential use could be used as
commercial to provide a buffer between the major facility and the sensitive use. While
County staff see that as a reasonable option in some circumstances, it may not be
viable in all cases, leaving the in between lands difficult to use efficiently or develop.
The Guidelines give lots of examples of industrial facilities and the associated MSDs
and AOIs with said uses. Additional clarification would be helpful on some of the
other major facilities such as transportation corridors or airports.
Further guidance should be provided for landfills (or dumps) which are closed and no
longer in operation. Appendix E to the Guidelines has details on land uses near
landfills and dumps. It notes that the Guidelines apply to public/private sites,
operating/non-operating sites, and would also apply when looking to site a new
landfill. Staff believe the intent of the Guidelines works well here, but further criteria
needs to be established for non-operating sites. The current read of Table 1 is that
AOIs for landfills are established on a case-by-case basis, but that the MSD is 500
metres. In the previous D-4 Guideline, that 500 metre distance served as an AOI of
sorts, whereby further study was needed within 500 metres. However, the 500
metres was not applied to be a ‘hard setback’ to non-operating sites i.e. if a proponent
was able to demonstrate that their lands were free from leachate and methane gas
migration within 500 metres of the former landfill or dump, then development could
still be permitted. Having a 500 metre MSD setback to non-operating sites would
have a significant impact on Grey’s settlement areas and rural areas, and negate the
findings of many former D-4 studies which have already been completed.
Staff see the need to protect our industrial parks across the County from neighbouring
incompatible uses. Similarly new residential or institutional development should be
protected from new industry being sited ‘next door’. That said, there are a number of
smaller scale industrial uses (e.g. home industries), or on-farm diversified uses across
the countryside, that may not warrant a full ‘major facility’ label and associated MDS
and AOI setback and compatibility study requirements. Staff recommend that the
Province consider a major facility designation for some industrial uses and a minor
facility designation for others which do not have the same level of impact and
therefore do not need to meet the stringent tests outlined in the Guidelines.
The Guidelines provide criteria for demonstration of need studies. Although the
criteria are a good start, staff see these studies as still being somewhat subjective in
nature and will be difficult to evaluate. The test to look for other sites elsewhere could
be difficult to definitively pass or fail in many circumstances.
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7. Clear transition provisions will be needed when the Guidelines are passed.
Consideration of existing developments or applications in process should be taken
into account, as well as existing zoning provisions that may / may not be negated by
the requirements of the Guidelines. Flexibility should be permitted here, as
municipalities work to update their own planning documents and make landowners
aware of the new requirements.
8. The proposed Guidelines apply to aggregate extraction operations (i.e. pits and
quarries) which are already covered by the Aggregate Resources Act and associated
provincial standards. The Guidelines would require setbacks and compatibility
studies for new or expanding sensitive uses in proximity to an aggregate operation,
but the Guidelines do not apply to new or expanding aggregate operations. County
staff see high potential for public concerns here with the Guidelines not being applied
reciprocally in this regard. Staff certainly see the need for new and expanded
aggregate operations, but acknowledge that the impacts must also be considered in a
balanced manner.
9. The Province should also likely consider further distinguishing between different types
of aggregate operations i.e. the impacts of a small gravel pit are much different than
the impacts of a large quarry. Similarly a new sensitive use proposed in proximity to a
small pit versus a large quarry would also need to duly reflect that in their compatibility
study.
10. Considerations should be given to the minor expansion of existing uses without the
need for significant study i.e. adding a deck to a house which triggers a minor
variance should not trigger the need for a compatibility study. Similar considerations
should likely also be applied to development on vacant lots that are already zoned for
development, but which may require a planning application such as a minor variance
or site plan control.
11. Staff see great merit in compatibility studies being needed in certain circumstances.
However, in other cases it could add cost and time to the development process, which
may prove to be a hurdle to smaller developments, infill projects, or affordable
housing. The need for municipalities to review and/or peer review such studies could
also prove to be a barrier in the case of smaller municipalities who do not have onstaff expertise. Staff also worry about the availability of qualified individuals to
complete such studies, particularly in rural or more remote areas of the province (e.g.
odour study experts may not be available in all communities).
12. In completing compatibility studies for new sensitive uses, proponents are
encouraged to get information from the neighbouring major facility use. In instances
where the major facility is unwilling to share, or where there are vacant industrial
lands, it may prove much more difficult to complete such studies. In these instances,
assuming a worst-case scenario may be necessary to complete the study to avoid
land use incompatibility. However, using that worst-case scenario may also be overplanning and result in an inefficient use of land in settlement areas.
13. The ability to site new municipal facilities, such as wastewater treatment plants or
transportation depots, could become significantly more difficult under the proposed
Guidelines.
14. The Guidelines are clear that they do not apply to agricultural uses, but it would
appear they do still apply to agriculture-related uses such as grain elevators or grain

PDR-CW-16-21

29

Date: June 24, 2021

drying operations. Clarification on the rules which apply to such agriculture-related
uses should be provided in future drafts of the document.
15. On a Grey County specific level, the Guidelines could have the ability to impact
planned County projects such as potentially the Rockwood Terrace redevelopment
project in Durham. Further setbacks may be required, or additional compatibility
studies or demonstration of need assessments could also be triggered. This could
impact both the costs and the overall development plans for the County lands in
Durham even though the gravel pit to the south is a low volume pit (approximately
10,000 tonnes removed on average per year), there is no crushing, no blasting, and
no asphalt or redi-mix plants on site and therefore the potential impacts from this pit
are quite minimal. In speaking with municipal staff in Grey, they also identified some
municipal projects that could be similarly impacted as well.

Legal and Legislated Requirements
Under the Planning Act the Province has the ability to issue policy statements, which it
does through the Provincial Policy Statement. There are policies in the PPS which
require sensitive land uses to be separated from major facilities. Planning decisions
must be consistent with the PPS, which occurs at both the development application
stage and the policy development stage (e.g. official plans). Should new Land Use
Compatibility Guidelines be passed they will not be ‘applicable law’, but counties and
municipalities are expected to implement them in their official plans and zoning by-laws.
Zoning by-laws are then applicable law which must be considered before new building
permits can be issued.

Financial and Resource Implications
At this stage there are no immediate financial or resource implications to the proposed
Guidelines. Grey County and member municipalities, as well as landowners or developers do
have the potential to be impacted by the Guidelines in a negative manner (e.g. costs, inefficient
use of land, etc.). County staff have identified some County projects, such as our long term care
redevelopment which would be potentially negatively impacted by these Guidelines.
Staff will continue to monitor the Land Use Compatibility Guidelines and keep County Council
up-to-date.

Relevant Consultation
☒ Internal: Planning and Legal Services.
☒ External: Bruce County Planning staff and Member Municipalities within Grey

Appendices and Attachments
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Committee Report
To:

Warden Hicks and Members of Grey County Council

Committee Date:

June 24, 2021

Subject / Report No:

County Official Plan Amendment 42-04-360-OPA-07 /
Addendum to Report PDR-CW-09-21

Title:

Thompson Official Plan Amendment Final Report

Prepared by:

Stephanie Lacey-Avon

Reviewed by:

Randy Scherzer

Lower Tier(s) Affected:

Township of Chatsworth

Status:

Recommendation
1. That Addendum to report PDR-CW-09-21 regarding a proposed County Official
Plan Amendment be received; and

2. That the Committee support the proposed amendment to the County of
Grey Official Plan on lands designated ‘Rural’ and ‘Hazard Lands’, to reestablish two parcels that inadvertently merged, with frontage along
Connell Lake Road at 200 and 201 Connell Lake Road, Concession 10 EGR
PT Lot 12, geographic Township of Holland, Township of Chatsworth;
3. And further, that the appropriate by-law be prepared for consideration by
County Council.

Executive Summary
A proposed County official plan amendment application (42-04-360-OPA-07) has been
submitted to amend the rural density, minimum non-farm lot size, and development along a
private road policies as it applies to the subject lands to re-establish two parcels that
inadvertently merged, with frontage along Connell Lake Road. Each parcel, as is today has a
seasonal residential unit, separate well and septic systems, driveways, and boathouse
structures. This amendment application would also require a zoning by-law amendment and
consent application to the Township of Chatsworth.

Background and Discussion
Addendum to report PDR-CW-09-21

31

Date: June 24, 2021

The County has received an application from Kristine Loft, Loft Planning Inc (representing
private property owners Elizabeth Mary-Jean Thompson, Mark Graydon Thompson, and
Clayton Bruce Thompson) to amend the Grey County Official Plan as it applies to the subject
lands. The amendment would allow the property owners to re-establish two parcels that
inadvertently merged, with frontage along Connell Lake Road (private road).



The severed lands (200 Connell Lake Road) are 0.596 ha in area, with 30.6 m frontage
onto Connell Lake Road.
The retained lands (212 Connell Lake Road) are 0.118 ha in area, with 40.5 m frontage
onto Connell Lake Road.

The proposed amendment also requires an amendment to the Township of Chatsworth zoning
by-law and a consent application.
The subject lands are located at 200 and 201 Connell Lake Road, Concession 10 EGR PT Lot
12, geographic Township of Holland, Township of Chatsworth.

Map 1: Airphoto of the Subject Lands proposed to be severed
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Map 2: Airphoto of the Subject Lands showing the existing two
seasonal residential units (courtesy of Loft Planning)
The subject lands are designated ‘Rural’ and ‘Hazard Lands’. The reason for this amendment is
because there are limited rural lot creation provisions under the County Plan, whereas on
original township lots 80 ha in size (applicable to the subject lands), a total of 6 lots are
permitted (section 5.4.1(1)). There is upwards of 40 lots located on this original township lot.
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The subject lands are within a cluster of seasonal recreational cottages along the shoreline of
Connell’s Lake. Section 5.4.1(g) of the County Official Plan states recreational or tourist-based
rural clusters (e.g. cottages, yurts, or a similar form of development under common ownership)
are permitted. An amendment is also needed to the County’s Official Plan policy that speaks to
minimum new non-farm sized lot size requirements (being 0.8 hectares in size), as well as the
OP policies that address lot creation along a private road.
The subject lands currently comprise of two seasonal residential units, separate well and septic
systems, driveways, and boathouse structures. They inadvertently merged on title.
Existing and surrounding land uses are described as follows:
● North: Seasonal cottages, natural areas, some farmland, and an unnamed lake.
● East: Farmland immediately west and Saugeen Conservation Lands east of Concession
Road 10.
● South: Seasonal cottages along Hines Lake, Clarke’s Lake and Robson Lake and a
Residential, Subdivision to the west of Robson Lake.
● West: Seasonal cottages on Connell’s Lake and Mud Lake, Moggie Valley Timber,
Holland Pit and Campground.
Kristine Loft, a land use planning consultant working on behalf of the applicant has submitted a
Planning Justification Report in support of the proposal. The following background information
has also been provided as part of the overall submission: comments from Mike Givens, fire
chief, Township of Chatsworth, comments from Gerald Madill, licensed septic installer, and copy
of deed and PIN map.
A copy of the report and background materials can be found at the below link:
Link to Background Materials
A joint public meeting between the Township and the County was held for the County Official
Plan Amendment (OPA) as well as the Municipal Zoning By-law Amendment (ZBA) on June 2nd,
2021. The Township supports the request to amend the County of Grey Official Plan. Minutes
from that meeting can be found here:
Public Meeting Minutes

Agency Comments Received
Enbridge Gas, dated March 2nd, 2021 & May 21, 2021
Enbridge Gas Inc. does not object to the proposed application however, we reserve the right to
amend our development conditions. As a condition of final approval that the owner/developer
provide to Union the necessary easements and/or agreements required by Union for the
provision of gas services for this project, in a form satisfactory to Enbridge.
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Saugeen Valley Conservation Authority (SVCA), dated April 15th,
2021
SVCA staff have reviewed the applications in accordance with our MOA with the Township of
Chatsworth and as per our mandated responsibilities for natural hazard management, including
our regulatory role under the Conservation Authorities Act. The applications are generally
acceptable to SVCA staff. Based on the applications, no new buildings or structures, or site
grading is being proposed, therefore a permit from SVCA is not required at this time.

Historic Saugeen Metis, dated April 5th, 2021
The Historic Saugeen Métis (HSM) Lands, Resources and Consultation Department has
reviewed the relevant documents and have no objection or opposition to the proposed County
Official Plan Amendment and Chatsworth Zoning By-law Amendment.

Ontario Power Generation (OPG), dated May 25th, 2021
OPG has no concerns.

Public Comments Received
There were no comments received from the public.

Analysis of Planning Issues
In rendering decisions, planning authorities must have regard to matters of Provincial interest
under the Planning Act and be consistent with the Provincial Policy Statement (PPS). Decisions
within the County must also conform to the County of Grey Official Plan and any Provincial
plans in force and effect.
Staff are recommending approval of the subject County Official Plan Amendment. Key
Provincial and County policies have been flagged below for consideration.

Provincial Legislation – The Planning Act
Most notable to this proposed official plan amendment are the following clauses from the
Planning Act, which will need to be considered.
(a) the protection of ecological systems, including natural areas, features and functions,
The subject lands abut Connell Lake. No further development is proposed through the subject
proposal, aside from severing the two respective parcels.
(b) the protection of agricultural resources of the Province,
The subject lands are designated ‘Rural’ as per Schedule A of the County Official Plan. As per
section 5.4.1(g) of the County Official Plan, recreational or tourist-based rural clusters (e.g.
cottages, yurts, or a similar form of development under common ownership) are permitted.
There are two existing cottages on the subject lands, no further development is proposed.
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(e) the supply, efficient use and conservation of energy and water,
Comments were received from Mr. Gerald Madill, a licensed septic installer to determine
whether the subject lands can safely and adequately accommodate two septic systems, given
the property size for both the severed and retained is significantly less than 0.8 ha. Both
properties are currently being serviced by a Class 4 septic system, one with a raised leaching
bed and the other with an in-ground leaching bed. Both water systems feature a UV filtration
system. Mr. Madill confirmed that these properties can adequately accommodate private
servicing today and in the future.
(o) the protection of public health and safety
Mr. Mike Givens, fire chief for the Township of Chatsworth confirmed that the Township fire
department provides emergency fire protection coverage to both 200 and 212 Connell Lake
Road. The properties also have confirmed legal right to access and drive on Connell Lake Road
(private road).

Provincial Policy Statement (PPS 2020)
Section 1.1.5 of the PPS outlines recreational and residential uses as permitted uses in the rural
area, provided development is compatible with the rural landscape and can be sustained by
rural service levels. No additional development is being proposed, the subject lands currently
comprise of two seasonal residential units, separate well and septic systems, driveways, and
boathouse structures.
Section 1.6.6.4 of the PPS details the provisions that should be considered when individual onsite sewage services and individual on-site water services are proposed. These include
ensuring the site conditions are suitable for the long-term provision of such services with no
negative impacts. Mr. Gerald Madill, a licensed septic installer confirmed that these properties
can adequately accommodate private servicing today and in the future.

County of Grey Official Plan
Section 5.4.1(2) of the County OP states recreational uses or tourist-based rural clusters (e.g.
cottages, yurts, or a similar form of development under common ownership) are recognized as a
permitted use.
Section 5.4.2(2) outlines minimum new non-farm sized lot size requirements, being 0.8 hectares
in size. 5.4.3(1) further states that consideration can be given to a smaller lot, without an
amendment to this Plan, provided adequate justification is provided, and the lot is large enough
to sustain the use over the long-term. It has been demonstrated through comments received
from Mr. Mike Givens - fire chief for the Township of Chatsworth and Mr. Gerald Madill - a
licensed septic installer, that emergency protection is being provided to the subject properties,
and these properties can adequately accommodate private servicing today and in the future.
Section 5.4.2(4) states new non-farm sized lot creation shall not be permitted within Aggregate
Resource Areas on Schedule B to this Plan. Schedule B of the County OP identifies the entirety
of the subject lands as an ‘aggregate resource area’. These properties currently have existing
development (2 cottages), meaning the sensitive land use boundaries are established. By recreating the two lots as separate parcels, the sensitive land use boundaries would remain the
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same, as it would still encompass the existing 2 cottages (200 & 212 Connell Lake Road).
These properties are also within an existing built up cluster of development and would not be
further adding a sensitive use to the area.
Section 5.4.3(1) details the lot density provisions under the rural land use designation. This
policy is proposed to be amended as part of the subject application, as the lot density of the
original township lot significantly exceeds the total lots permitted on an 80-hectare lot. The
subject property forms part of an original 80-hectare crown-surveyed parcel, described as Lot
12, Concession 10 EGR, geographic Township of Holland, Township of Chatsworth. A
maximum of 6 total lots (including the retained) is permitted on an original 80-hectare crownsurveyed parcel. There is upwards of 40 lots that have been created, greatly exceeding the
number of severances permitted under the County’s density policy. Staff would typically not be
supportive of lot creation in the rural land use type, where lot density provisions have already
been exceeded. But in this case, there are two cottages that exist today and historically
functioned as two separate lots. There are 2 cottages, 2 separate driveways, well and septic
systems. Staff see merit in re-establishing these lots as separate, legally conveyable lots, as
they were previously recognized as such without concern from a planning perspective.
Section 7.2 of the County OP details the policy requirements for ‘Hazard Lands’. There is
identified hazard lands on the subject lands, but no further development is proposed through
these applications. The property is also within vicinity of a ‘provincially significant wetland’.
Section 7.3.1 states that no development or site alteration may occur within the adjacent lands
of this natural heritage feature unless it can be demonstrated there will be no impact. The
application was reviewed by SVCA and there were no comments or concerns.
Section 8.3.4(4) states new lot creation is not permitted on a private road, unless the roads are
established through a plan of condominium. The seasonal use of the subject lands has long
been accessed via Connell Lake Road (private road). Because both lots (200 & 212) have
existing cottages, separate well and septic systems, driveways, and boathouse structures, no
new development is being proposed. There were also no recognized risks to public health and
safety, as the fire chief for the Township confirmed fire department provides emergency fire
protection coverage to both lots. The County is generally not supportive of development on
private roads, or seasonally maintained roads, without the owner acknowledging limited
services are currently/will be available to the subject site, and that the municipality does not or is
not responsible for future servicing. No change to the properties is being proposed.
As well, through recent proposed changes to the Planning Act, there will be fewer application
types of this nature, as there is intended recognition to limit lands merging if it is a result of the
death of a joint tenant. In this case, the lands had already merged, and were purchased as one
lot by the current owners. The proposed change to the Planning Act would not apply here, but it
is worthwhile raising for general comment.
Staff are recommending approval of the proposed County Official Plan Amendment. Through reestablishing the two lots along Connell Lake Road, there would be no negative impact to the
land use and neighbours as development exists today and no further development is being
proposed. It has been confirmed that emergency services can safely reach the subject property,
the lands can be adequately serviced, and there is established legal access.
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Legal and Legislated Requirements
The application will be processed in accordance with the Planning Act.

Financial and Resource Implications
There are no anticipated financial, staffing, or legal considerations associated with the proposed
official plan amendment, beyond those normally encountered in processing an amendment. The
County has collected the requisite application fee and peer review deposit for this application.

Relevant Consultation
☒ Internal: Planning Staff
☒ External: Township of Chatsworth, required agencies under the Planning Act, and the public

Appendices and Attachments
Report PDR-CW-09-21
Draft Official Plan Amendment 7
Schedule A Official Plan Amendment 7
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To:

Warden Hicks and Members of Grey County Council

Committee Date:

June 24th, 2021

Subject / Report No:

EDTC-CW-11-21

Title:

Regional Airport Study Recommendations

Prepared by:

Steve Furness, Manager of Economic Development

Reviewed by:

Kim Wingrove, Chief Administrative Officer

Lower Tier(s) Affected: All
Status:

Recommendation
1.

That Report EDTC-CW-11-21 regarding Regional Airport Study
Recommendations be received; and

2.

That staff be directed to negotiate an agreement with a two-year term
commencing in 2022 with the Township of Georgian Bluffs to provide a
50% contribution towards the operating deficit of the Wiarton Keppel
International Airport to a maximum of $175,000 annually; and

3.

That this financial contribution be considered as part of the 2022 budget
process and be funded from the One Time Funding Reserve; and

4.

That staff work collaboratively with the Township of Georgian Bluffs to
issue an Expression of Interest for a public-private partnership to
undertake development and operations at the airport and bring back a
report to both Councils by early 2022 on the results.

Executive Summary
Based on the findings of the Feasibility Study recommending the development of
Wiarton Keppel International Airport (WKIA) as a regional economic asset, staff
recommend that the County support a 50% share of the operating deficit for a two-year
period commencing in 2022 with a maximum contribution of $175,000 annually in 2022
and 2023 so that the facility can continue operations while a search for a private
investor / partner is undertaken. WKIA is a unique economic asset that is ideally suited
to take advantage of the forecasted growth in aviation and tourism post pandemic, fiscal
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stimulus funding by upper levels of government and low interest environment for
infrastructure investment. As a certified aerodrome with Port of Entry customs services
(seasonal) and weather monitoring to support instrument landings, if lost or shutdown, it
is highly unlikely the asset could ever be replaced.

Background
Wiarton Keppel International Airport (WKIA) is wholly owned by the Township of
Georgian Bluffs. It is an example of the type of asset and opportunity that the Grey
County Economic Development Strategy identified several years ago with the primary
focus on developing investment ready assets. Development of the airport lands and
infrastructure would drive significant employment, new business investment and
diversify the economy.
Grey County Council gave direction to undertake an Airport Feasibility Study of the
Wiarton Keppel International Airport in early 2021, and to retain The Loomex Group to
undertake the feasibility study with funding from RT07, Grey County and Georgian
Bluffs.
WKIA runs an operating deficit of approximately $350,000 annually and the Township of
Georgian Bluffs is not in a position to be the sole funder or to drive its development
without assistance. Without further development and investment, the facility cannot
become profitable. Completing a master development plan, business plans and
infrastructure improvements can be self-financed through land sales or leases. The
feasibility study suggests that by year four (4) the operating deficits will have declined
and with a growing assessment base and employment, by year 10 the airport will be
operating at a breakeven basis. This assumption is based on achieving similar growth
patterns and positive investment attraction to what other certified aerodromes in Ontario
are experiencing.
Staff have discussed the airport with potential new users (aerospace, tourism, medical
isotopes) and have confidence that the necessary private sector investments can be
attracted to WKIA if it’s operations can be supported through a short-term transition.

Study Findings
The Wiarton Keppel International Airport Feasibility Study was commissioned by Grey
County to determine the airport’s economic feasibility and potential. The selected
consultant, The Loomex Group, is uniquely qualified to undertake the feasibility study as
they currently manage numerous municipal airports, as well as undertake consulting
services. They currently manage the Wiarton Keppel International Airport on a monthto-month basis. This unique perspective gives them expertise in the successful
operations of airports, their management and growth. The study cost $40,000 excluding
HST and was funded from Grey County ($10,000), Georgian Bluffs ($10,000), and
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RT07 ($20,000). The feasibility study was comprehensive, and peer reviewed by
industry experts and included input from local stakeholders and public surveys.
The feasibility study confirms the Wiarton Keppel International Airport is a strategic
regional economic asset and has the potential to generate significant business
investment, employment, and assessment growth. The Wiarton Keppel International
Airport is the only certified aerodrome in Grey or Bruce with a runway over 5000ft
capable of landing a 737, with over 400 developable acres.
The study is proposing a vison of the airport called the Grey Bruce Prosperity Hub. The
vision is to attract airport related investment across numerous sectors. Because of the
400 acres of developable lands, a wide range of different airport related sectors can be
accommodated, more specifically:
-

General aviation (site seeing, recreational, medivac health care, government)
Aviation and aerospace investment (manufacturing and servicing of airplane
parts),
Training, international flight schools
Aviation dependent manufacturing / warehousing (firms that rely on the airport to
transport goods /people)
Tourism (hotels, charter flights, regularly scheduled flights)
that the time and resources required to realize the complete vision of the Grey
Bruce Prosperity Hub will be significant and will require a regional approach,
support from upper levels of government and private sector commitment. The
study outlined different ownership / management models including a public /
private partnership.

Some of these investments could occur relatively quickly, such as flight schools and
hangar leases, while other larger investments will require a longer lead time and new
infrastructure. The time and resources required to realize the complete vision of the
Grey Bruce Prosperity Hub will be significant and will require a regional approach,
support from upper levels of government and private sector commitment. The study
outlined different ownership / management models including a public / private
partnership.
The feasibility study detailed an overall master plan which highlights how the airport
lands can be utilized. The significant amount of developable lands (after setbacks, and
hazard lands are accounted for), make the Wiarton Keppel International Airport one of
the more underdeveloped aerodromes in Southern Ontario. Other Ontario aerodromes
are starting to face restrictions in land supply or noise constraints related to residential
encroachment. Pearson International Airport, one of the busiest airports in North
America, has a stated objective to focus primarily on passenger traffic and has been
actively pushing out non-passenger aviation traffic to other aerodromes. The pandemic
has also changed normal business practices and has accelerated decentralization of
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both employees and supply chains. The pandemic has also thrown the airline industry
into a deep economic decline but also holds promise of a strong rebound. While these
are uncertain times, the broader and longer-term view is that the aviation sector will
have a strong resurgence, and that airports in general are key economic drivers that
support the movement of goods and services and human capital. As the economy
rebounds back to a post pandemic norm, the Wiarton Keppel International Airport can
become a link to the world economy and drive regional prosperity.

How to Realize the Vision?
While the study outlines the overall opportunities and potential of the airport, there are
three important steps to realize that potential and vision:
1. The airport has been well operated in a safe and professional manner over the
last number of years, however, it has lacked a clear mandate and confidence
from its owner as Georgian Bluffs reflected on the airport’s future. Uncertainty
causes investment and investors to pause. Investors will not make a commitment
without the full confidence that the airport will continue to operate.
2. Secondly, the airport needs a development master plan complete with servicing
and costing. Large tracks of vacant land with no phased development plan is not
something investors can act on. The airport needs to be investment ready.
3. Thirdly, the airport needs human and financial resources dedicated to master
planning, marketing, and investment attraction. It was clear from discussions with
the Southern Ontario Airport Network (SOAN) that no one was aware of the
Wiarton Keppel International Airport and its status as a certified aerodrome.
Raising awareness and promoting opportunities to aerospace investors requires
significant lead time as their timeline for investment decisions are made years in
advance.
In conclusion, the airport operations have been safely and professionally managed from
a day-to-day perspective, but has lacked the mandate, planning and marketing to attract
investment and realizing its economic potential. Moving forward, the feasibility study
makes recommendations in all three areas to achieve the vision and opportunities.
Financial Analysis - Currently the airport has a financial operating deficit of
approximately $350,000 annually and without new revenues streams, will continue to
have an operating deficit. There are regional economic benefits associated with the
airport which the feasibility details. The challenge and concern from Georgian Bluffs is
that they alone are absorbing these costs while the benefits are regional. This is
primarily why other municipal airports have regional airport ownership that includes
larger upper tier municipal players to reflect the benefit /cost more appropriately. The
feasibility study, using conservative assumptions, looked at the impacts of attracting
new aerospace related manufacturing and other users. The results demonstrate
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significant cashflow and tax revenues resulting from the development of the airport
lands. The result is that the airport can finance most of the on-going operations
including pre-existing infrastructure and main runways. While the study used the
assumption of selling the lands another option would be to lease lands with the payback
overtime. Further financial analysis would be required to determine the best long-term
approach, but it is assumed the payback would be positive, or a combination of land
sales and leases. The critical factor being the ability to attract new investment which will
directly impact the overall financial health of the airport. The feasibility study also
recommended exploring private / public partnerships for the development of the
industrial / commercial lands to share risks and capital costs. Pre-existing infrastructure
including the airport runways will need significant capital investment in the next 3 to 5
years of approximately $4.6 million. Federal and Provincial governments often provide
various levels of financial support ranging from 50% to 80% in situations of runway
rehabilitation.
Management and Ownership - Finally, the study recommends various management
and ownership options for consideration. Staff recognize that the Wiarton Keppel
International Airport is a unique asset in Grey and Bruce Counties, and requires
specialized skills and management that are not easily found. The economics of the
airport are also difficult for one municipality to absorb. To realize the airports vision, a
comprehensive business plan and dedicated resources are required to implement the
plan. With the economic benefits across a wider region, it makes sense for Grey and
Bruce to become more involved, and this could take different forms and structures. Staff
recommends that Grey County Council provide direction to negotiate a two year
agreement to share 50% of the operating deficit with Georgian Bluffs that is estimated at
$175,000 annually and to bring back a report in 2022 outlining opportunities that include
the results of an expression of interest for public / private partnership options.

Legal and Legislated Requirements
Transport Canada regulates aerodromes in Canada at a federal level which includes the
operations, maintenance, and safety standards.

Financial and Resource Implications
WKIA’s total annual deficit is approximately $350,000. Staff proposes that Grey County
enter into a two year agreement with Georgian Bluffs that would commence in 2022 and
provide a 50% contribution towards the operating budget shortfall (maximum of
$175,000 per year). This financial contribution would be considered as part of the 2022
budget process and be funded from the One Time Funding Reserve. Development of
the airport would result in increased assessment and tax revenues for both Grey County
and Georgian Bluffs. The potential for assessment growth is significant given the airport
has over 400 acres of developable lands.
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Relevant Consultation
☒

Internal – Chief Administrative Officer, Director of Finance

☒

External – Township of Georgian Bluffs, Loomex
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Status:

Recommendation
1. That Report FR-CW-18-21 regarding COVID-19 Relief Funding Update be received
for information.

Executive Summary
The Federal and Provincial Government has provided various funding programs to provide
assistance to municipalities in order to respond to COVID-19 costs and pressures. This report
discusses the funding utilized in 2020 as well as announced for 2021. Departmental staff,
Finance and Human Resources continue to work through the various funding announcements to
maximize use of funding and complete reporting requirements. When ministry reconciliations
are completed, unspent funds will be recovered.

Background and Discussion
COVID-19 has had a significant impact on our residents, staff, operations and community over
the past 15 months and the Federal and Provincial governments have responded with funding
streams to assist with offsetting costs. This report discusses the funding streams that have
been provided.

COVID-19 Temporary Pandemic Pay
On April 25, 2020, the Province announced the COVID-19: Temporary Pandemic Pay initiative,
aimed at helping frontline staff who are experiencing severe challenges and are at a heightened
risk during the COVID-19 outbreak. The Temporary Pandemic Pay provided an additional $4
per hour for eligible front-line workers, effective for 16 weeks from April 24, 2020 to August 13,
2020. Eligible workers who worked at least 100 hours in a designated 4-week period received
an additional lump sum payment of $250 per 4-week period, for a possible total of $1,000 over
the 16-week period.
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The following table details the temporary pandemic pay announced allocations and the amount
of funding that had been utilized.
2020 Temporary Pandemic Pay – Funding and Expenditures
Department
Temporary Pandemic Pay
Funding Allocation

Funding Expensed

Grey Gables

$310,991

$235,731

Lee Manor

$601,759

$533,565

Rockwood Terrace

$406,486

$341,441

Paramedic Services

$575,400

$308,325

$51,019

$51,019

$158

$158

$1,945,813

$1,470,239

Housing
Social Services - Homemakers
Total

Personal Support Worker Temporary Wage Enhancement
On November 30, 2020, the Province announced that Ministry of Long-Term Care would
provide funding for a temporary wage enhancement for personal support workers providing
publicly funded personal support services in Long-Term Care Home, in support of Ontario’s Fall
Preparedness Plan.
This funding was intended to encourage stabilization and retention of the current complement of
personal support workers as they continue to work during COVID-19 and the influenza season.
It also supports ongoing efforts to attract and recruit new employees to maintain safe staffing
levels and operations in long-term care homes. The Temporary Personal Support Services
Wage Enhancement Pay is to be applied to hours worked by eligible workers delivering eligible
services on or after October 1, 2020, was set to expire on June 30 and has recently been
extended to August 23, 2021.
Personal Support Worker – Funding and Expenditures
Personal Support Worker Funding
Department

Grey Gables

2020

2020

2021

Funding
Allocation

Funding
Expensed

Funding
Allocation*

$88,332

$51,631

$29,444

Lee Manor

$196,149

$107,683

$65,383

Rockwood Terrace

$132,498

$66,307

$44,166

Total

$416,979

$225,621

$138,993

*2021 Funding Allocation as of March 31, 2021 (On June 11, 2021 it was announced that the program
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has been extended to August 23, 2021; staff is awaiting funding details).

Social Services Relief Funding – Phase 1, 2, and 3
The County of Grey received Social Services Relief Funding (SSRF) through the Community
Homelessness Prevention Initiative (CHPI) to assist community agencies that support people
experiencing homelessness or at risk of homelessness with COVID-19 related expenses. The
funds are to provide supports through the pandemic and into the recovery phase. For Phase 1
funding, Grey County received a total allocation of $2,312,900 for 2020-21 out of the $148
million allocated to service managers. Phase 1 funds were expended by March 31, 2021. A
staff report was presented to Committee of the Whole on May 14, 2020 HDR-CW-04-20 Social
Services Relief Fund and COVID Related Housing Initiatives .
Service Managers determine the local need and distribute the funding to ensure agencies and
people are receiving the support they need. The funds could be used for initiatives such as:


Emergency Housing



Food and Supplies



Use of Motels and Hotels



Enhanced Cleaning Services



Transportation Costs



Non-Medical Staffing



Isolation Centres



Protective Equipment

SSRF Funding Allocation - Phase 1
SSRF Phase 1 Summary
Organization/Program

Expensed

United Way

$228,725

Indigenous Housing Initiatives

$39,300

Housing with Supports

$114,550

Emergency Shelter

$532,293

YMCA Community Initiatives

$330,000

Canadian Mental Health Association

$155,313

Safe N Sound

$155,720

Community Connections 211

$25,000

Non-Profit Housing

$162,000

OSHaRE

$142,676

Meaford & Thornbury Community Meal(s)

$76,500

Community Living

$56,000

Flesherton Food Bank and SEGCH Meal Program

$34,820
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SSRF Phase 1 Summary
Organization/Program

Expensed

Small Organization Funding

$132,477

Rent and Utility Arrears Program

$18,531

Grey County Cleaning, PPE, Minor Modifications

$108,995

Total

$2,312,900

The County of Grey received an allocation of $793,347 in Social Services Relief Fund Phase 2
funding, a capital component, which was added to provide much needed transitional housing
options. These funds were used to assist with three renovation proposals. Grey County also
received an additional allocation of $433,900 in SSRF Phase 2 funding, plus an additional
$120,000 one-time mental health and addictions investment for a total of $1,347,247.
HDR-CW-08-20 Social Services Relief Fund Phase 2
HDR-CW-03-21 Funding Agreements for Social Services Relief Fund Phase 2
HDR-CW-06-21 Additional Funds Social Services Relief Fund Phase 2
SSRF Funding Allocation – Phase 2
SSRF Phase 2 Funding Summary
Organization

Expensed/Committed

Women’s Centre Grey Bruce

$360,000

Maam-Wiim-Win

$120,000

Lutheran Social Services Owen Sound

$355,000

Rent and Utility Arrears Program

$174,547

Emergency Housing

$100,000

Housing Outreach Support

$200,883

Housing with Related Supports

$36,817

Total – Phase 2 Funding

$1,347,247

SSRF Funding Allocation – Phase 3
The Province extended the Social Service Relief Fund and added Phase 3 of funding to assist
agencies providing services to the County’s most vulnerable populations to navigate through
COVID-19 to the end of December 2021. These funds will assist with rental arrears due to
COVID-19, short-term emergency accommodations, and provide assistance to community
agencies to provide extended or additional services and supplies. The funds will maintain and
improve on infection prevention and control measures in congregate care settings and other
non-profit settings. The County has received $1,770,258 in SSRF Phase 3 funding. A report
was provided to Council on April 8, 2021 HDR-CW-07-21 Social Services Relief Fund Phase 3.
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Federal-Provincial Safe Restart Agreement – Municipal Operating
Funding
On July 27, 2020, as part of the federal-provincial Safe Restart Agreement, the Ontario
government announced that it had secured up to $4 billion in emergency assistance to provide
Ontario’s 444 municipalities with the support they need to respond to COVID-19.
Under the Municipal Operating Funding Phase 1, the County of Grey received funding in the
amount of $3,088,500 to support COVID-19 operating costs and pressures; after funding eligible
expenditures in 2020, $2,687,390 was transferred to reserve for use in 2021.
On December 16, 2020, the County received notice that the government was investing an
additional $695 million under the Safe Restart Agreement’s municipal operating stream to help
municipal partners manage the financial impacts of COVID-19 and start 2021 in a more secure
financial position. The County of Grey’s allocation is an additional $619,000 to help with
COVID-related operating pressures.

2021 COVID-19 Recovery Funding for Municipalities Program
On March 4, 2021, the Government of Ontario committed financial support to the County of
Grey through the 2021 COVID-19 Recovery Funding for Municipalities program to support
COVID-19 operating costs and pressures. All municipalities in Ontario are eligible for this
program and the level of funding is based on the proportion of COVID-19 cases in the Public
Health Unit for the respective municipality during the period of January 1, 2021 to February 18,
2021.
Grey County received $619,680 under this funding program for the purpose of addressing the
County’s priority COVID-19 operating costs and pressures. If the amount of funding received by
the County exceeds its 2021 COVID-19 operating costs and pressures, the province’s
expectation is that the municipality will place the excess funding into a reserve. Staff is
reviewing eligibility criteria and will maximize use of the Safe Restart and Recovery Funding
streams that unlike other programs, are not tied to specific departmental operations.

Federal Safe Restart Funding – Child Care
On August 14, 2020, the Ministry of Education notified Consolidated Municipal Service
Managers (CMSMs) with details regarding the distribution of Federal Safe Restart Funding to
ensure a safe, sufficient and adequate supply of child care to support the gradual return to work
of parents as the economy reopened in September.
In addition to the procurement and delivery of face coverings directly to child care operators,
funding was provided through CMSMs to child care operators for additional PPE, enhanced
cleaning, additional staffing to meet health and safety requirements, and support for short term
vacancies as operators transitioned to return to full capacity. Minor capital required by public
health and/or the Ministry of Education was also an eligible expenditure under this funding.
The allocation for Grey County was $954,328. Children’s Services staff developed a local plan
and has distributed the funds in accordance with the funding guidelines.
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Federal Safe Restart Child Care Funding
Program

Funding Allocation

Total Funding

Administration

5.0%

$47,763

EarlyON

0.7%

$6,421

Licensed Child Care

94.3%

$900,089

Total

$954,273

Provincial Emergency Childcare Funding
To support the parents of school-aged children who were not able to support their child’s
learning or care at home, the Ministry of Education implemented the Emergency Child Care
(ECC) program for school-age children of front-line workers, at no cost to eligible parents,
during the period when schools operated remotely. ECC funding was provided to CMSMs to
fund costs associated with managing and operating ECC sites. The County received $43,383 in
ECC funding to offset operating costs reported by Licensed Home Child Care Providers and
Child Care Operators during the school closure in January 2021.

Provincial Re-Investment Funding – Child Care
On February 2, 2021, the Ministry of Education announced that $66,000,000 in unused funding,
that had been recovered from CMSMs during the Child Care closure and reopening periods,
was available for redistribution. The County of Grey’s re-investment allocation was $358,375
and the use of the funds was consistent with the parameters taken for the Federal Safe Restart
Funding. Eligible expenditures included PPE, enhanced cleaning, additional staffing, support
for child absenteeism and short-term vacancies, as well as minor capital in accordance with the
Ministry’s reopening operational guidance or local public health requirements.

Museums Assistance Program, COVID-19 Emergency Support
Fund Component
In a letter dated September 21, 2020, Grey Roots Museum and Archives received $100,000 in
financial support from the Department of Canadian Heritage with funding allocated over the
government’s fiscal year 2020-2021. This fund is used to maintain jobs and promote the
continuity of the activities of Grey Roots whose viability has been affected by COVID-19. This
funding was allocated to the 2021 budget to offset the financial pressures that COVID-19 is
having on Grey Roots. Grey Roots has utilized the full funding entitlement to offset staff salaries
in the first quarter of 2021.

COVID-19 Prevention and Containment Funding
The Ministry announced on May 7, 2020, that the Ministry of Long-Term Care would be
providing additional one-time emergency funding to the long-term care home sector to support
the efforts in preventing and containing the spread of COVID-19.
Every LTC home would receive a base allocation of $12,000 and $200 per bed to support the
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necessary incremental expenditures of long-term care homes to prevent and contain COVID-19.
Small and medium homes with B, C and/or D beds would receive additional funding of $15,000
(for small homes – with 96 beds or fewer) or $10,000 (for medium homes – with between 97
and 160 bed, inclusive) per home respectively. This is intended to provide further support to
homes that are facing greater prevention and containment challenges due to the older physical
structure and living spaces within the homes.
Homes with COVID-19 infection are expected to incur more costs as more efforts are needed
for further prevention and containment, and in recognition of this, these homes will receive an
additional allocation of $10,000 per home and $200 per bed. This adjustment applies to all
homes with infections reported or resolved as of April 30th, 2020. The additional per bed
allocation applies to all beds in operation. Funding will be reconciled through the Ministry of
Long-Term Care Annual Reconciliation Report at the end of the 2020-2021 fiscal year and any
unspent funds will be recovered.
COVID-19 Prevention and Containment Funding
COVID-19 Prevention and Containment Funding
Long-Term Care Home

Grey Gables
Lee Manor
Rockwood Terrace
Total

2020

2020

2021

Funding

Funding

Funding

Allocation

Expensed

Allocation*

$529,000

$521,598

$109,500

$1,043,100

$899,436

$365,100

$679,700

$633,803

$127,200

$2,251,800

$2,054,837

$601,800

*2021 Funding Allocation as of March 31, 2021

Infection Prevention and Containment (IPAC) Minor Capital
Funding
On October 9, 2020, the Province announced new funding for long-term care homes to support
minor capital improvements directly linked to improved infection prevention and control (IPAC)
practices.
This funding is part of the ministry’s response to provide timely and effective support to the longterm care sector to help stabilize homes amidst the evolving challenges of the COVID-19
pandemic. This funding is intended to help long-term care homes make rapid priority physical
infrastructure upgrades that will improve IPAC conditions and practices. Eligible measures will
include (but are not limited to) minor renovations to support physical distancing, plumbing or
water supply cleaning and repair, HVAC systems upgrades or repairs and/or replacement of
furniture and equipment that cannot be fully cleaned.
Homes will receive a base allocation, with funding being weighted towards homes with older
facilities where IPAC-minor capital needs are likely to be higher than those built to newer
standards. Homes will receive a base allocation of $50,000 plus a per-bed allotment that will be
determined by bed classifications. Homes with B through D-upgraded classifications will
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receive $600 per bed, while newer homes with New or A classifications will receive $254 per
bed.
On March 19, 2021, the Ministry announced a second allocation of IPAC Minor Capital as a
continuation of the first allocation announced initially on October 9, 2020. The Ministry also
provided an extension to spend the first allocation of IPAC Minor Capital to March 31, 2022.
Both allocations of IPAC Minor Capital Funds must be used by March 31, 2022 and any unspent
funds will be recovered. The following staff reports concerning IPAC Minor Capital were brought
forward to the LTC Committee of Management.
LTCR-CM-32-20 IPAC Minor Capital Funding
LTCR-CM-10-21 IPAC Minor Capital, Minor Capital and New Cooling Requirements
IPAC Minor Capital
Long-Term Care Home

IPAC Minor Capital

IPAC Minor Capital

2020

2020

Funding

Funding

Allocation

Expensed

IPAC Minor
Capital
2021
Funding
Allocation

Grey Gables

$67,272

$7,987

$67,272

Lee Manor

$88,354

$0

$88,354

Rockwood Terrace

$111,200

$11,379

$111,200

Total

$266,826

$19,366

$266,826

Infection Prevention and Containment – Personnel and Training
In November 2020, the South West Local Heath Integration Network (LHIN) advised that each
of the LTC homes would receive one-time funding in 2020-21 to support the hiring of infection
prevention and control (IPAC) personnel across the long-term care sector and one-time funding
in 2020-21 for training to support staff in enhancing their understanding of, and skills related to
IPAC practices and protocols. These funds must be used by March 31, 2021 and any unspent
funds will be recovered.
IPAC Personnel and Training
Long-Term Care Home

IPAC Personnel and Training
Funding

IPAC Personnel and
Training Funding

2020

2020

Funding Allocation

Funding Expensed

Grey Gables

$25,035

$20,381

Lee Manor

$56,897

$45,125

FR-CW-18-21

52
8

Date: June 24, 2021

Long-Term Care Home

IPAC Personnel and Training
Funding

IPAC Personnel and
Training Funding

2020

2020

Funding Allocation

Funding Expensed

Rockwood Terrace

$37,931

$25,261

Total

$119,863

$90,767

Testing Adherence Funding
On January 18, 2021, as part of the government’s ongoing efforts to stop the spread of COVID19, the province announced funding in the 2020-21 funding year to ensure adherence to critical
testing and screening requirements in long-term care homes across the province’s long-term
care sector. These funds must be used by March 31, 2021 and any unspent funds will be
clawed back by the Ministry of Long Term Care.
This funding allows long-term care homes to hire screeners, such as security guards, to ensure
that people entering long-term care homes are adhering to applicable screening requirements.
Testing Adherence Funding
Long-Term Care Home

Testing Adherence Program
2021
Funding Allocation

Testing Adherence
Program
2021
Funding Expensed

Grey Gables

$54,000

$15,962

Lee Manor

$54,000

$14,996

Rockwood Terrace

$54,000

$19,058

Total

$162,000

$50,016

HVAC Air Conditioning and Ventilation Upgrade
On April 30, 2021 the Ministry of Health and Long-Term Care advised that an application
submitted under the COVID-19 Resilience Infrastructure stream of the Investing in Canada
Infrastructure Program (ICIP) to upgrade HVAC Air Conditioning and Ventilation at Lee Manor
has been approved. The federal government is contributing $520,000 and Ontario $130,000 for
a total funding allocation of $650,000 with the project to be completed by December 31, 2023.

COVID-19 Paramedic Services Funding
The Ministry of Health announced on January 20, 2021 that County of Grey would receive up to
$686,472 in one-time funding for the 2020 calendar year to support paramedic services and
dispatch centres as part of the COVID-19 response in the emergency health services sector.
This one-time funding is to cover the County’s COVID-19 related expenses from March 1, 2020
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to December 31, 2020.
COVID-19 Paramedic Services Funding
2020 Funding Allocation
2020 Funding Expensed
$686,472

$656,898

2021 Funding Allocation
$158,797*

*funding announced to March 31, 2021

The province recently requested a forecast on vaccine distribution related costs for the period
April 1 to December 31, 2021 to help determine the magnitude of the financial requirement.
Staff has responded with an estimate of $251,850 and awaits information on funding.

Legal and Legislated Requirements
Each funding announcement is subject to the terms, conditions and reporting requirements set
out in the Ministry documents.

Financial and Resource Implications
The various funding announcements provide financial assistance in dealing with the impacts of
COVID-19. Accompanying the funding is the requirement to track spending separately from
regular program operating costs and meet ministry reporting timelines. As much of the funding
is related to staffing, this has resulted in added administrative work for receiving departments,
finance and human resources in creating accounts in scheduling and financial software as well
as reallocating costs and completing ministry claim forms.
In addition, human resources staff has worked with departments to review and interpret
eligibility criteria, ensured eligible hours have been paid and captured correctly, processed
separate pandemic pays, tracked leaves of absence, calculated pension buy backs and issued
records of employment.

Relevant Consultation
☒

Internal Senior Management Team and Finance staff.

☐

External (list)

Appendices and Attachments
none
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Committee Report
To:

Warden Hicks and Members of Grey County Council

Committee Date:

June 24, 2021

Subject / Report No:

CAOR-CW-08-21

Title:

Patrol D Property Purchase Update

Prepared by:

Kim Wingrove

Reviewed by:
Lower Tier(s) Affected:
Status:

Recommendation
1. That Report CAOR-CW-08-21 Patrol D Property Purchase Update be received; and
2. That staff be directed to take no further action towards the purchase of
approximately 40 acres of land in the Municipality of Grey Highlands presently
bearing Property Identification Number 37241-0085 and described as “Part of Lots
21 and 22, Concession 1 North of the Durham Road, Geographic Township of
Artemesia, designated as Part 1 on Reference Plan 17R-2500, save and except that
land designated as Parts 1 and 2 on Reference Plan 17R-3052”; and
3. That staff resume the search for a suitable Patrol D depot location and bring a
report forward to Council at a future meeting date.

Executive Summary
In March of 2021, Grey County conditionally offered to purchase a 40-acre parcel of land in the
Municipality of Grey Highlands as the site for a new Patrol D depot. Recently the County was
advised of the historic significance of the adjacent Black Pioneer Cemetery and of strong
objections by members of the community to siting a depot next to it. Out of respect for the
difficult history and the ancestors of those buried there, staff recommend that no further action
be taken towards purchasing the property.

Background and Discussion
Grey County has been actively searching for a suitable property for the Patrol D Transportation
depot as per staff direction endorsed by County Council on July 12, 2018 within TR-CW-1818. In the fall of 2020, a suitable, vacant 40-acre parcel on Old Durham Road was identified.
Council directed staff on December 10, 2020 to negotiate an offer to purchase. A formal
offer, subject to various conditions being met, was executed in early March of 2021.
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Significant concerns were recently raised via correspondence and social media, regarding the
proposal to purchase the property. Council and staff were advised that the proposed depot site
was adjacent to the Old Durham Road Black Pioneer Cemetery which dates from the 1800s and
has a great deal of history associated with it. Upon learning of the site’s significance further
activity regarding the property purchase was halted. Two follow up meetings between County
representatives and key stakeholders were held. These confirmed that the Black Pioneer
Cemetery Committee, ancestors of those interred at the site and other key stakeholders believe
that a Transportation Depot would not be compatible with the historic and sensitive nature of the
cemetery. As a result, County staff recommend that the depot not be located at this site.
Furthermore, staff recognize that there is an opportunity to do more work with organizations to
increase the visibility of the County's Black history, raise awareness, nurture, and support
community group efforts in this regard, and bring better heritage awareness to our work. Grey
Roots Museum can play an important role in enabling this and building on earlier work. For
many years, the County’s museum and archives, Grey Roots, has been proud to host annual
events and exhibits that celebrate Black history in Grey County. This includes a number of
Owen Sound Emancipation Festival events and an annual exhibit during Black History Month.
Transportation and Purchasing staff will renew their efforts to find an appropriate site for the
new depot.

Legal and Legislated Requirements
If the County does not formally waive its conditions in its purchase offer by 4:00 PM on June 30,
the offer will terminate, and the County will not be in a position to purchase the property.

Financial and Resource Implications
The County will forgo the $5,000 deposit paid to the property owners as part of the conditional
offer to purchase.

Relevant Consultation
☒

Internal Randy Scherzer, Michael Letourneau

☐

External (list)

Appendices and Attachments
None
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