Committee Report
To:

Warden Hicks and Members of Grey County Council

Committee Date:

May 23, 2019

Subject / Report No:

PDR-CW-25-19

Title:

Recolour Grey – Draft Provincial Modifications

Prepared by:

County Planning Staff

Reviewed by:

Kim Wingrove

Lower Tier(s) Affected: All Municipalities
Status:

Recommendation adopted by Committee of the Whole as
presented as per Resolution CW121-19; Endorsed by
County Council on June 13, 2019 as per Resolution CC4319.

Recommendation
1.

That Report PDR-CW-25-19 be received which provides a summary of
the draft modifications proposed by the Ministry of Municipal Affairs;
and

2.

That staff be directed to provide the comments outlined in the attached
‘Appendix A – Recolour Grey Provincial Modifications Chart’ to the
Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing staff for their consideration
prior to issuing a final decision; and

3.

That staff be authorized to proceed prior to County Council approval as
per Section 25.6 (b) of Procedural By-law 5003-18.

Executive Summary
County Council adopted Recolour Grey, the County’s new Official Plan, in October
2018. The Province has reviewed the plan, commended the County for the
collaborative approach taken during development and is proposing only minor
modifications as part of their final decision. County staff generally have no objections to
the proposed changes and are recommending some minor revisions to add further
clarity and to in some cases to maintain original intent of the adopted policies. The final
version of the Official Plan also includes modifications brought forward by Grey to
address some errors and omissions that staff identified post-adoption. It is
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recommended that the comments identified in the draft modifications chart attached to
this Report be sent to Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing staff for their
consideration prior to issuing a final decision.

Background and Discussion
County Council adopted Recolour Grey, the County’s new Official Plan, on October 25,
2018. Following Council’s adoption, the Official Plan was sent to the Ministry of
Municipal Affairs and Housing for approval. On May 9, 2019, County staff received
correspondence from Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing staff which included a
chart with draft modifications that the Ministry is proposing to Recolour Grey. Attached
to this report is the correspondence and the draft modifications chart from the Ministry.
Ministry staff have asked for comments from the County by May 24th.
County staff have reviewed the proposed modifications and generally have no
objections to the proposed changes. County staff have recommended some minor
wording changes to some of the proposed modifications to add some further clarity.
County staff also recommend revising Appendix E as it appears that there are some
areas where the Bedrock and Shale Resource Areas overlap with designated
Settlement Areas and it was the intent that these areas not overlap. There are some
proposed changes that would delete some text (e.g. proposed Modification 6 and 8) and
County staff are recommending that some of this text be kept as it adds further clarity to
the policies. All the comments from County staff can be found in the proposed
modifications chart attached to this Report.
Some of the proposed modifications include suggested modifications made by County
staff based on some errors and omissions we have identified following adoption of the
Plan. These include the following:
1. Revisions to Schedule C – Natural Heritage System – Cores and Linkages.
Following adoption, staff noticed that there were still some areas where the
Cores and Linkages mapping overlapped certain Settlement Area Designations.
The intent was that Cores and Linkages would be removed where they overlap
designated Settlement Areas and therefore it was recommended that Schedule C
be revised. County staff also received some comments from a landowner
following adoption recommending that we consider revising the location of a
Linkage east of Maxwell. Upon further review with the Grey Sauble Conservation
Authority (GSCA) staff, GSCA identified a watercourse near the proposed
Linkage and therefore we recommended a slight alternation to the Linkage to
follow this watercourse which exists just north of the rural residential lots. The
Province has addressed these recommended changes through proposed
Modification 21.

PDR-CW-25-19

2

Date: May 23, 2019

2. Following adoption, County staff received some Hazard Land mapping revisions
from Grey Sauble Conservation Authority (GSCA) for a property near Big Bay.
GSCA staff were working with a landowner in that area to refine the mapping to
make it more accurate. Based on the revisions received, Grey County staff
recommended that Secondary Schedule Map 1b be replaced to show this
updated hazard land mapping. The Province has addressed this recommended
change through proposed Modification 18.
3. Comments were received post adoption concerning parcel mapping shown on
Secondary Schedule 3n – Ayton in that there was a concern that the parcel
mapping was not depicted correctly. We have updated the parcel mapping using
the latest Ownership Parcel data from Teranet. It was recommended that
Secondary Schedule Map 3n – Ayton be replaced with the revised parcel
mapping. The Province has addressed this recommended change in proposed
Modification 20.
4. West Grey – Industrial Business Park designation (Schedule A – Map 3). When
the Hazard Lands were changed, a portion of the existing Industrial Business
Park should have been mapped to match what exists on the ground. We
recommended that Schedule A – Map 3 be replaced to show the correct
boundary of the existing Industrial Business Park area as a result of the Hazard
Land mapping being revised previously. The Province has addressed this
recommended change in proposed Modification 20.
5. Staff recommended some minor wording changes to Section 5.2.1(1)(g) to clarify
that this only applies to segments of the population whose primary means of
transportation is horse and buggy and active transportation and not just active
transportation (i.e. replacing ‘or’ with ‘and’ and rearranging the wording). The
Province addressed this recommended change in proposed Modification 5.
County staff greatly appreciate the Province’s inclusion of the County recommended
modifications in their draft modification list. Once the Province has approved the Official
Plan, the decision is final and the Province’s decision can no longer be appealed based
on the most recent changes to the Planning Act.
It is recommended that the comments provided in the draft modifications chart attached
to this Report be sent to the Province for their consideration. Given the due date for
comments, it is recommended that staff proceed with sharing these comments prior to
the formal adoption by Council as per Section 25.6(b) of Procedural By-law 5003-18.

Legal and Legislated Requirements
Planning Act including the Provincial Policy Statement
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Financial and Resource Implications
None

Relevant Consultation
☒

Internal (CAO, Clerks)

☐

External (list)

Appendices and Attachments
Ministry Correspondence dated May 9, 2019 which includes draft modifications to
Recolour Grey – County’s Adopted Official Plan (Attached)
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#

1

Official Plan
Policy/
Schedule
Policy 3.4
19)

2

Policy 3.4.2
2) b)

3

Policy 3.4.3

Provincial
Legislation/
Policy
PPS s. 6.0

Ministry Staff comments

The deletion of the sentence “In cases where
local municipalities do not have official plans and
where employment lands are being reallocated,
a zoning by-law amendment would initiate a
comprehensive review.” is consistent with the
PPS definition of comprehensive review, which
is an official plan review or official plan
amendment and not a zoning by-law
amendment.
PPS policy
The replacement of the phrase “not encouraged,
1.1.3.8 c) 1.
and will only be considered as a last resort,
where all other avoidance and mitigation
measures have been exhausted” with “not
permitted” is consistent with PPS policy 1.1.3.8
c) 1., which prohibits settlement area boundary
expansions into specialty crop areas.
Municipal Act The replacement of this policy clarifies the
s. 173 and
Minister’s role in municipal restructuring
PPS policy
proposals (i.e., Minister’s orders for annexations
1.1.3.8
and amalgamations) set out in Section 173 of
the Municipal Act and is consistent with the PPS
policy 1.1.3.8 requirement for a comprehensive
review to justify any proposed expansion of a
settlement area.

Proposed Modification for Consideration

Grey County comments

In policy 3.4 19), delete the sentence “In cases where
local municipalities do not have official plans and where
employment lands are being reallocated, a zoning by-law
amendment would initiate a comprehensive review.”

No concerns but it does leave those without official plans more
‘leeway’ than those that have gone through an exercise to
designate employment lands in their municipal official plan.

In policy 3.4.2 2) b), delete the phrase “not encouraged,
and will only be considered as a last resort, where all
other avoidance and mitigation measures have been
exhausted” and replace it with the phrase “not permitted”.

While it has the potential to impact settlement areas like Thornbury,
this is clearly a PPS consistency issue, and therefore the Province
is justified in making this change.

In policy 3.4.3, delete the policy in its entirety and replace it
with “Municipal restructuring is a process under the
Municipal Act to alter municipal boundaries through
annexation and amalgamation. Annexations alter
municipal boundaries by moving jurisdiction for land from
one municipality to another. Amalgamations are mergers
of neighbouring municipalities. A local municipality may,
subject to the requirements of the Municipal Act, make a
restructuring proposal by submitting a restructuring report
to the Minister of Municipal Affairs and Housing.
Municipal restructuring may only occur through a Minister’s
order, at the Minister’s discretion.
Following a restructuring order from the Minister, a
comprehensive review would be required to justify any
proposed expansion of a settlement area, as per Section
3.4.2 of this Plan.”

No concerns.
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4

5

Policy 4.5.1
2)

Policy 5.2.1
1)

Ontario
Heritage Act
O. Reg
170/04 and
PPS policy
2.6

Ministry of Tourism Culture and Sport records
indicate that registered marine archaeological
sites are located within the County. The addition
of a new bullet requiring a marine archaeological
assessment for planning applications or
infrastructure projects located at or below the
high-water mark complies with O. Reg 170/04
under the Ontario Heritage Act and is consistent
with PPS policy 2.6.2 regarding archaeological
resources.

PPS policy
2.3.6.1 b)
and
Guideline
#37 of
OMAFRA
Publication
853

The replacement of bullet g) at the request of
Grey County staff clarifies that institutional uses
on existing lots may be permitted, subject to
PPS policy 2.3.6.1 b) criteria, for communities
whose primary means of transportation is by
horse and buggy and active transportation. This
modification is aligned with Guideline #37 of
OMAFRA Publication 853: The Minimum
Separation (MDS) Document, which considers
existing, new and expanding churches, schools
and cemeteries intended to serve communities
reliant on horse-drawn vehicles as a
predominate mode of transportation to be
considered as Type A (less sensitive) land uses
for the purposes of MDS and is also consistent
with PPS policy 2.3.6.1 b) regarding limited nonresidential uses in prime agricultural areas.

In policy 4.5.1 2), add a new sixth bullet with the following
wording: “The County shall, prior to approving planning
applications or infrastructure projects impacting areas at or
below the high- water mark of any body of water, require a
marine archaeological assessment to be conducted by a
licensed marine archaeologist, pursuant to the Ontario
Heritage Act. Any marine archaeological resource that is
identified shall be reported to the Ministry of Tourism,
Culture and Sport.”

While this appears onerous on the face of it, if it only applies to
applications or infrastructure projects below the high-water mark
then it really should not impact that many applications, or Countylevel infrastructure projects. This policy makes sense in the scope
of major projects but should not be interpreted to include every new
dock or shoreline well installation across the County (though
typically we would not see planning applications for docks or
shoreline wells).

In policy 5.2.1 1), delete bullet g) and replace it with
No concerns – County staff requested this minor modification.
“Institutional uses on existing lots, serving those segments Not sure if municipalities that have harbours, ports, or water lines
of the population whose primary means of transportation is into Georgian Bay would have concerns or not.
via horse and buggy and active transportation, subject to
policy 5.2.2(4)(b);”.
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6

Policies 5.2.3 PPS policies
1) a) and
2.3.4.1 a)
5.2.3 3)
and 2.3.4.2

This modification clarifies that, for consent to
sever a farm lot smaller than 40 hectares, an
agricultural report is required to demonstrate that
smaller farm lots sizes are appropriate and
economically viable, which is consistent with
PPS policy 2.3.4.1 a) regarding lot creation for
agricultural uses in prime agricultural areas.
Additionally, the modification clarifies that lot
adjustments in prime agricultural areas may only
be permitted for legal or technical reasons in
accordance with PPS policy 2.3.4.2.

In policy 5.2.3 1) a), delete the phrase “smaller farm lot” and No concerns with the modification to 5.2.3 1) a).
replace it with the phrase “farm lot smaller than 40
hectares”. In policy 5.2.3 3), delete the policy in its entirety
and replace it with the following wording: “Lot adjustments in
With respect to 2.3.4.2, the Provincial modification is consistent with
the Agricultural land use type may only be permitted for
the PPS. However, the wording in the adopted Recolour Grey
legal or technical reasons.”
County Plan offers more explanation as to when such lot additions
may be appropriate and what justification is required. The Provincial
wording can lead to unintended policy interpretation issues as to
what the term ‘minor boundary adjustments’ means. For example,
farmer ‘A’ has 60 hectares and farmer ‘B’ has an abutting farm with
40 hectares. Farmer A wishes to sell farmer B 20 hectares to add
onto their existing 40 hectares. The end result of the land
transaction is that both farms would still meet County policies of
maintaining farm sizes of generally 40 hectares or greater, and
therefore would be supported. However, staff have been
questioned as to whether a 20-hectare addition can be considered
a ‘minor boundary adjustment’. Staff can ‘live with’ the Provincial
modification as it is the direct wording from the PPS, but prefer the
wording as adopted in Recolour Grey as it provides further clarity.

7

Policy 5.3.2
4)

PPS policy
1.1.3.8 c) 1

In policy 5.3.2 4), delete the phrase “, unless there is
no other alternative outside of the Special Agricultural
land use type”.

While it has the potential to impact settlement areas like Thornbury,
this is clearly a PPS consistency issue, and therefore the Province
is justified in making this change.

8

Policy 5.3.3
3)

PPS policy
2.3.4.2

The deletion of the phrase “, unless there is no
other alternative outside of the Special
Agricultural land use type” is consistent with
PPS policy 1.1.3.8 c) 1., which prohibits
settlement area boundary expansions into
specialty crop areas.
The replacement of this policy clarifies that lot
adjustments in specialty crop areas may only be
permitted for legal or technical reasons, in
accordance with PPS policy 2.3.4.2.

In policy 5.3.3 3), delete the policy in its entirety and
replace it with the following wording: “Lot adjustments in
the Special Agricultural land use type may only be
permitted for legal or technical reasons.”

See comments on modification # 6 above.

9

Policy 5.6.2
6)

PPS policy
2.5.2.4

This modification reflects the wording of PPS
policy 2.5.2.4 regarding the protection of mineral
aggregate operations from development that
would preclude or hinder their expansion or
continued use.

In policy 5.6.2 6), delete the phrase “future aggregate
extraction” after the word “hinder” and replace it with the
phrase “expansion or continued use” .

No concerns provided the term “of aggregate operations” is added
after “continued use”. The Provincial modification as worded does
not make it clear what is being expanded or what use is being
continued.
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10 Policy
5.6.2.7 a)

PPS policy
2.5.2.5

The replacement of “aggregate operation” with
the defined term “aggregate resource area”
clarifies the purpose of the policy and is
consistent with PPS policy 2.5.2.5 regarding the
protection of lands adjacent to mineral
aggregate resources.

In policy 5.6.2.7 a), delete the phrase “aggregate operation”
and replace it with the italicized term “aggregate resource
area”.

The County wording in Recolour Grey is currently unclear, but the
Provincial modification wording could also lead to interpretation
issues. As the aggregate resource areas may extend well beyond
the property boundaries of the proposed development. The wording
should be changed as follows:
In policy 5.6.2.7 a), delete the phrase “aggregate operation” and
replace it with the italicized term “proposed non-agricultural uses or
non-farm sized lot creation”.

11 Policy 5.6.2
11)

This modification further clarifies that lot
adjustments in prime agricultural areas and
specialty crop areas may only be permitted for
legal or technical reasons, in accordance with
PPS policy 2.3.4.2.

In policy 5.6.2 11), add the following new sentence after
the existing policy: “Lot adjustments in the Agricultural land
use type and Special Agricultural land use type may only
be permitted for legal or technical reasons.”

No concerns.

12 Policies 5.6.5 PPS policies
5) and 5.6.5
2.3.3.3,
11)
2.5.3.1, and
2.5.4.1

This modification clarifies the purpose of the
policy and identifies “agricultural condition” as a
defined term, which is consistent with PPS
policies 2.3.3.3, 2.5.3.1, and 2.5.4.1 regarding
aggregate extraction and rehabilitation in prime
agricultural areas.

In policy 5.6.5 5), add the phrase “the requirement” after
the word “trigger”. In policy
5.6.5 11), italicise both instances of the term
“agricultural condition”.

No concerns.

13 Policy 5.6.6
2)

The replacement of this sentence adds the
requirement to protect Bedrock and Shale
Resource Areas identified in Appendix E, subject
to criteria, which is consistent with PPS policy
2.5.2.5.

In policy 5.6.6 2), delete the sentence “This mapping will
not be used to assess site-specific development
applications at this stage.” and replace with the following
sentence: “Within Bedrock and Shale Resource Areas
shown on Appendix E and on adjacent lands, development
and activities which would preclude or hinder the
establishment of new operations or access to the
resources shall only be permitted if resource use would not
be feasible; or the proposed land use or development
serves a greater long-term public interest; and issues of
public health, public safety and environmental impact are
addressed.”

County staff had raised concerns about the lack of public
consultation on this mapping and the impacts. That said, the
Province is correct that the PPS requires said policy.

The replacement of the phrase “Wildland Fire
Assessment and Mitigation Standards” with
“Hazardous Forest Types for Wildland Fire”
corrects a technical error and clarifies the intent
of the policy, which is consistent with PPS policy
3.1.8 regarding wildland fires.

In policy 7.8, delete the term “Wildland Fire Assessment
and Mitigation Standards” before the phrase “are
defined as forest types” and replace it with the italicised
term “Hazardous Forest Types for Wildland Fire”.

No concerns.

14 Policy 7.8

PPS policy
2.3.4.2

PPS policy
2.5.2.5

PPS policy
3.1.8

Upon further review of the Bedrock and Shale Resource Area
mapping, there appears to be some overlap with some of the
Settlement Area designations. The intent was to remove the
Bedrock and Shale Resource Areas where they overlapped with a
designated Settlement Area. As such, County staff recommend
that Appendix E be replaced with a revised Appendix E to ensure
that these areas do not overlap Settlement Areas. See revised
Appendix E attached to this Report.
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15 Policy 8.11.1
(Significant
Threats)

South
Georgian
Bay Lake
Simcoe
Source
Protection
Plan

This modification corrects a typographical error
by renumbering the second occurrence of policy
8.11.1, as this policy number occurs twice in the
adopted new Plan. Additionally, the modification
clarifies that some Source Protection Plans,
namely the South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe
Source Protection Plan, contain low or moderate
threat policies (e.g., Policy number LUP-5
encouraging master environmental servicing
plans as part of a complete application) that
apply to decisions under the Planning Act and
Condominium Act. The modification complies
with the South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe
Source Protection Plan.

In the second instance of policy 8.11.1, in relation to
significant threats, renumber this policy “8.11.2”. In
renumbered policy 8.11.2 1), delete the word “no” after the
phrase “generally have” and replace it with the word “few”.
Delete the sentence “A future official plan amendment to
this Plan may consider including implementing policies and
mapping associated with significant groundwater recharge
areas and/or highly vulnerable aquifers if recommended
through the local source protection plans.”

No concerns.
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16 Policy 9.18

PPS s. 6.0

The definitions of agricultural land use type,
areas of archaeological potential,
comprehensive review, prime agricultural area,
and rural land use type are modified to improve
consistency with PPS section 6 definitions.
Additionally, the PPS definitions of hazardous
forest types for wildland fire and rural lands are
added as new definitions to improve consistency
with the PPS.

In policy 9.18, modify the following definitions:

No concerns.

In the definition of AGRICULTURAL LAND USE TYPE,
delete the term “prime agricultural lands” after the phrase
“Any new or revised mapping of” and replace it with the
italicised term “prime agricultural areas”.

County staff recommend that the definition for ‘Wildland Fire’ be
removed from Section 9.18 as it is being replaced by the added
definition of ‘Hazardous Forest Types for Wildland Fire’.

In the definition of AREAS OF ARCHAEOLOGICAL
POTENTIAL, delete the
phrase “Criteria for determining” and replace it with the
phrase “Methods to identify”.
In bullet 6) of the definition of COMPREHENSIVE
REVIEW, delete the phrase “, unless otherwise
unavoidable”.
Add the following new definition after the definition of
HAZARD LANDS: “HAZARDOUS FOREST TYPES FOR
WILDLAND FIRE means
forest types assessed as being associated with the risk of
high to extreme wildland fire using risk assessment tools
established by the Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources
and Forestry, as amended from time to time.”
In the definition of PRIME AGRICULTURAL AREA, delete
the word “soils” and replace it with the word “lands”.
In the definition of RURAL LAND USE TYPE, delete the
term “prime agricultural areas” and replace it with the
italicised term “prime agricultural lands”. Italicise the
following terms: “settlement areas”, “rural lands”, and
“natural heritage features and areas”.

17 Policy 10.4

Ontario
Heritage Act

The deletion of this bullet addresses that the
Cultural Heritage Area designation was removed
from Secondary Schedule 1q prior to Council
adoption of the new Plan and conforms to the
Ontario Heritage Act.

Add the following new definition after the definition of
RURAL LAND USE TYPE: “RURAL LANDS means lands
which are located outside settlement areas and which are
outside prime agricultural areas.
In policy 10.4, delete the bullet “Cultural Heritage Area”.

No concerns in principle, as such lands are no longer shown on
schedule 1q, however staff would note that policies for such lands
are still included in section 10.4.5 of Recolour Grey.
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18 Schedule A – Niagara
Map 1 and
Escarpment
Secondary
Plan
Schedule
Map 1b – Big
Bay

The replacement of Schedule A – Map 1 and
Secondary Schedule Map 1b – Big Bay was
requested by Grey County staff. Revised
schedules were received post-adoption from the
County and contain updated Grey Sauble
Conservation Authority (GSCA) hazard mapping.
Additionally, at the request of the Niagara
Escarpment Commission, the text following the
double asterisk at the bottom of Schedule A –
Map 1 was revised by deleting the word
“settlement” to clarify that certain areas outside
of settlement areas within the NEP boundary
may be subject to Development Control.

Schedule A – Map 1 is deleted and replaced with
Schedule A – Map 1 in Appendix A. Secondary Schedule
Map 1b – Big Bay is deleted and replaced with Secondary
Schedule Map 1b – Big Bay in Appendix A.

No concerns.

19 Schedule A – Niagara
Map 2
Escarpment
Plan

The replacement of Schedule A – Map 2 was
requested by the Niagara Escarpment
Commission. The text following the double
asterisk at the bottom of Schedule A – Map 1
was revised by deleting the word “settlement” to
clarify that certain areas outside of settlement
areas within the NEP boundary may be subject
to Development Control.

Schedule A – Map 2 is deleted and replaced with
Schedule A – Map 2 in Appendix A.

No concerns.

20 Schedule A – Niagara
Map 3 and
Escarpment
Secondary
Plan
Schedule
Map 3n –
Ayton

The replacement of Schedule A – Map 3 and
Secondary Schedule Map 3n – Ayton was
requested by Grey County staff. Revised
schedules were received post-adoption from the
County with updated Industrial Business Park
designation mapping, which was inadvertently
missed by County staff prior to Council-adoption,
and updated lot fabric mapping based on
Teranet data. Additionally, at the request of the
Niagara Escarpment Commission, the text
following the double asterisk at the bottom of
Schedule A – Map 3 was revised by deleting the
word “settlement” to clarify that certain areas
outside of settlement areas within the NEP
boundary may be subject to Development
Control.

Schedule A – Map 3 is deleted and replaced with
Schedule A – Map 3 in Appendix A. Secondary Schedule
Map 3n – Ayton is deleted and replaced with Secondary
Schedule Map 3n
– Ayton in Appendix A.

No concerns.

The replacement of Schedule C was requested
by Grey County staff. The revised schedule was
received post-adoption from the County and
removes all Core Areas that erroneously overlap
with designated settlement areas, as well as
corrects minor errors in the Natural Heritage
System Linkage mapping east of the community
of Maxwell.

Schedule C is deleted and replaced with Schedule
C in Appendix A.

No concerns.

21 Schedule C

N/A –
Technical
corrections
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