Agenda
Committee of the Whole
April 11, 2019 – Following Council
Council Chambers, Grey County Administration Building
1. Call to Order
2. Declaration of Pecuniary Interest
3. Delegations
10:00 AM

Cathy Innes, Board Chair and Carolyn Letourneau, Executive Director –
Beaver Valley Outreach
Beaver Valley Outreach Update

10:15 AM

Peter Frise, Vice President, Corporate & Client Services – Municipal Tax
Equity Consultants Inc.

12:00 PM

University of Guelph Students
Climate Change Action Plan

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. Saugeen Valley Conservation Authority Correspondence dated March 21, 2019
That the Saugeen Valley Conservation Authority correspondence dated March
21, 2019 confirming that Saugeen Valley Conservation Authority will continue
to provide Natural Heritage comments in the Planning process be received for
information.
b. FR-CW-10-19 Quarterly Purchasing Report – Quarter 1 2019
That Report FR-CW-10-19 regarding the quarterly purchasing report for
Quarter 1 of 2019 be received for information.
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c. TR-CW-14-19 Road Widening Acquisition Plan Grey Road 25 - Chatsworth
That Report TR-CW-14-19 regarding the acquisition of road widening be
received and that the property identified as Part of Lot 30 Concession 3 being
Part 2 Plan 16R-6961; Geographic Township of Sullivan, Township of
Chatsworth, County of Grey be acquired by The Corporation of the County of
Grey.
d. Grey County Planning Active Development File List
That the Grey County Planning Active Development File List be received for
information.
e. Grey County Active Local Planning Appeal Tribunal (LPAT) List
That the Grey County Active Local Planning Appeal Tribunal (LPAT) List be
received for information.
f.

Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks Discussion Paper
That the Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks Discussion
Paper regarding Reducing Litter and Waste in Our Communities be received
for information.

g. Minister of Infrastructure and Communities Correspondence dated March 27, 2019
That the Minister of Infrastructure and Communities correspondence dated
March 27, 2019 regarding the Gas Tax Fund be received for information.
h. Correspondence from Roy Love and Virginia Stewart Love dated April 4, 2019
That the correspondence from Roy Love and Virginia Stewart Love dated April
4, 2019 regarding the Farm Property Tax Rate be received for information.
6. Items For Direction and Discussion
a. FR-CW-11-19 2019 Tax Policy
That Report FR-CW-11-19 regarding 2019 property tax policies be received;
and
That the 2019 tax policies remain the same as 2018 for:
 Tax Ratios
 Tax Reductions for Mandated Subclasses of Vacant Lands
 Tax Reductions for Farmland Awaiting Development Subclasses
 Optional Classes of Property; and
That the County utilize all of the optional capping tools available in order to
move as many commercial properties as possible towards full current value
assessment (CVA) based taxation; and
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That the necessary By-laws be drafted for Council’s consideration and
approval; and
That staff inform Council on any flexibility that may be provided in 2019 by the
Provincial Government regarding the current vacancy rebate reduction
programs to seek input and direction.
b. Addendum to PDR-CW-06-18 Plan of Subdivision Davenport Revised Submission –
Georgian Bluffs
That Addendum to Report PDR-CW-06-18 regarding an overview of revised
plan of subdivision application 42T-2017-05, that now proposes to establish a
plan of subdivision consisting of twenty nine (29) single detached dwelling
lots on lands described as Part of Lot 27, Concession 3, (geographic
Township of Sarawak) in the Township of Georgian Bluffs, be received for
information.
c. TR-CW-09-19 Award of RFT-TS-01-19 Grey Road 13 Road Rehabilitation,
Pulverizing and Hot Mix Paving – Grey Highlands
That Report TR-CW-09-19 containing the tender results for RFT-TS-01-19 Grey
Road 13 Road Rehabilitation, Pulverizing and Hot Mix Paving be received; and
That Harold Sutherland Construction Ltd. be awarded the Tender for a total
amount of $1,059,672.90, excluding HST.
d. TR-CW-10-19 Award of RFT-TS-03-19 Holstein Bridge Replacement - Southgate
That Report TR-CW-10-19 containing the tender results for RFT-TS-03-19
Holstein Bridge 109-353 Replacement be received; and
That South Shore Contracting of Essex County Inc. be awarded the tender for
a total amount of $1,499,810.00, excluding HST.
e. TR-CW-11-19 Keppel and Sarawak Storage Agreements – Georgian Bluffs
That Report TR-CW-11-19 be received and the agreements with the Township
of Georgian Bluffs to share the Sarawak and Keppel storage buildings, located
at 323554 East Linton Sideroad West, in the Township of Sarawak and 401297
Grey Road 17 in the former Township of Keppel be approved; and
That the by-laws be brought forward for Council’s consideration.
7. Other Business
8. Notice of Motion
9. Adjournment
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Randy Scherzer
Director of Planning
Grey County

March 21, 2019

Mr. Scherzer,
I am writing to provide an update on the Planning Services agreements between SVCA and upper and lower
tier watershed municipalities and more specifically as those services relate to Natural Heritage commenting by
SVCA.
As you know, Grey County council asked SVCA to continue providing Natural Heritage commenting as part of
its services. Last year, under direction of the Authority Members, upper and lower tier municipalities were
notified that SVCA would no longer provide Natural Heritage commenting in order to concentrate on its core
mandate. At its February 19 Authority meeting the Members voted to reconsider the matter of Natural
Heritage commenting at its March meeting. At the March 19 Authority meeting the following motion was
passed:
“Moved by: Barbara Dobreen
Seconded by: Paul Allen
Whereas motions G16-80 and G18-69 are interpreted to indicate that SVCA cease providing Natural Heritage
comments under its Planning Services Agreements with upper and lower tier municipalities;
Be it resolved that Natural Heritage comments in the Planning process should continue to be provided to those
counties and municipalities whose councils specifically request the continuation of the provision of Natural
Heritage commenting.”
Grey County has previously provided a council motion requesting that SVCA continue to provide Natural
Heritage commenting in the provision of its planning services. Accordingly, the requirement to provide such a
motion has been met.
Staff will be preparing a draft Planning Services Memorandum of Understanding shortly for your review.
Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions on this issue or require further clarification.
Regards,

Wayne Brohman
General Manager/Secretary-Treasurer
Saugeen Conservation

Watershed Member Municipalities
Municipality of Arran-Elderslie, Municipality of Brockton, Township of Chatsworth, Municipality of Grey Highlands,
Town of Hanover, Township of Howick, Municipality of Morris-Turnberry, Municipality of South Bruce,
Township of Huron-Kinloss, Municipality of Kincardine, Town of Minto, Township of Wellington North,
Town of Saugeen Shores, Township of Southgate, Municipality of West Grey

4

Committee Report
To:

Warden Hicks and Members of Grey County Council

Committee Date:

April 11, 2019

Subject / Report No:

FR-CW-10-19 Quarterly Purchasing Report

Title:

Quarterly Purchasing Report – Quarter 1 2019

Prepared by:

Mike Alguire, Purchasing Manager
Sharon Melville, Buyer

Reviewed by:

Kim Wingrove, Pat Hoy

Lower Tier(s) Affected:

None

Status:

Recommendation
1. That Report FR-CW-10-19 regarding the quarterly purchasing report for Quarter 1
of 2019 be received for information.

Executive Summary
Grey County’s purchasing policy A-FIN-001, as endorsed by County Council on March 4, 2014,
gives Directors the authority to award items and services up to $250,000 that have prior budget
approval. This policy requires Directors to provide a summary of all purchases between $25,000
and $250,000 on a quarterly basis.

Background and Discussion
The attached chart summarizes all purchases made between $25,000 and $250,000 by
Departments between January 1, 2019 and March 31, 2019.
Grey Roots
Contract

RFT-CAO-01-19

FR-CW-10-19

Description

Cleaning at Grey
Roots

# of
Bids

8

Awarded Bid

Gerald & Carolyn
McKnight

5

Approved
Amount

$45,000.00

Awarded
Amount
(excl. HST)
$43,444.00

Date: April 11, 2019

Transportation
Contract

Description

# of
Bids

Awarded Bid

Approved
Amount

Awarded
Amount
(excl. HST)

$74,643.26

RFT-TS-05-19

Street Sweeping

1

Road
Maintenance
Specialists

Within the combined
$100,000 Street
Sweeping (NonIntersection and
Intersection) Budget
Item

RFT-TS-06-19

Catch Basin
Cleaning

1

B Edwards
Transfer

$36,000

$31,928.80

2

Roadmaster
Road
Construction &
Sealing Inc.

$125,000.00

$120,000.00

Carson Supply

Within the $300,000
Maintenance Minor
Capital Culverts
under 3m Budget
Item

$12,504.93

2

Maximum
Signs

Within the $60,000
Sign Shop
Manufacture Budget
Item

$26,486.60

4

Harold
Sutherland
Construction
Ltd

Within the $300,000
Maintenance Minor
Capital Culverts
under 3 metres
Budget Item

$47,387.00

7

Saffa
Engineering
Inc.

Within the $377,000
Inspection & Quality
Assurance Budget
Item

$46,330.00

RFT-TS-07-19

RFT-TS-10-19

RFT-TS-11-19

RFT-TS-14-19

RFT-TS-17-19

Rout and Seal
(Crackfilling)

Culverts

Regulatory Signs

Asphalt Patches

Quality Assurance

2

Legal and Legislated Requirements
None

Financial and Resource Implications

FR-CW-10-19
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Date: April 11, 2019

Relevant Consultation
☒ Internal
☐ External

Appendices and Attachments
None

FR-CW-10-19
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Committee Report
To:

Warden Selwyn Hicks and Members of Grey County Council

Committee Date:

April 11, 2019

Subject / Report No:

TR-CW-14-19

Title:

Road Widening Acquisition Plan 16R-6961 Grey Road 25

Prepared by:

Lacey Thompson, Law Clerk/Realty Specialist

Reviewed by:

Pat Hoy, Director of Transportation Services

Lower Tier(s) Affected:

Township of Chatsworth

Status:

Recommendation
1. That Report TR-CW-14-19 regarding the acquisition of road widening be received
and that the property identified as Part of Lot 30 Concession 3 being Part 2 Plan
16R-6961; Geographic Township of Sullivan, Township of Chatsworth, County of
Grey be acquired by The Corporation of the County of Grey.

Executive Summary
Property is required from a landowner along Grey Road 25 for road widening purposes to
achieve a 100 foot road allowance which supports the County’s long term goal in accordance
with the Transportation Master Plan.

Background and Discussion
Transportation Services wishes to obtain land for road widening purposes on Grey Road 25 to
achieve a 30.5 metre (100 foot) right-of-way width in this area, which supports the County’s long
term goal in accordance with the Transportation Master Plan.
Transportation tried to acquire the property several years ago and had the widening surveyed
and Reference Plan was deposited at the Land Registry office in 1998. The widening was not
acquired at that time.
The property is identified as Part of Lot 30 Concession 3, Township of Chatsworth, (in the
former geographic Township of Sullivan), in the County of Grey depicted as Part 2 on reference
Plan 16R-6961.
Grey County’s Acquisition of Land Procedure No. G-GEN-003-002 authorizes an offer of
$1,000.00 for 0.017 hectares (0.04 acres) of land. Negotiations were initiated with the
landowner and an agreement was drafted and forwarded to the landowner for signature.

TR-CW-14-19
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Legal and Legislated Requirements
The property transfer will be registered on title to the lands in the local Land Registry Office
(Grey No. 16).
The agreement follows the County’s standard land acquisition agreement.

Financial and Resource Implications
The total compensation to the landowner is $1,000.00 for 0.017 hectares of land in accordance
with Grey County’s Land Acquisition Procedure.
The legal costs to finalize the transfer are estimated to be under $1,000.00.
The anticipated total cost of the acquisition is expected to be approximately $2,000.00.
The Funding will come from the Transportation Services land acquisition budget.

Relevant Consultation
☒ Internal
Clerks Department
☒ External
Property Owners of Part 2, Reference Plan 16R-6961

Appendices and Attachments
Location Map
Reference Plan 16R-6961
Grey Road 25 Road Widening Acquisition Agreement

TR-CW-14-19
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Location Map

TR-CW-14-19
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Plan 16R-6961

TR-CW-14-19
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Grey Road 25 Road Widening Acquisition Agreement
This Agreement made in duplicate this ________ day of _________________, 20____ between:
The Corporation of the County of Grey
(herein called the “County”)
- andPaul Anthony Culver
(herein called the “Owner”)
WHEREAS the Owner owns a parcel of land situated in the Township of Chatsworth in the County of
Grey; adjacent to County Road 25.
AND WHEREAS the County wants to purchase and the Owner is agreeable to sell part of the land for
road widening purposes.
The Owner and the County agree that in consideration of the rounded sum of $1,000.00, (which
compensation is in accordance with Schedule ‘A’ of Grey County’s Acquisition of Land Procedure No. GGEN-003-002 which states that compensation for land less than 0.08 hectares in size is $1,000.00)
receipt and sufficiency of which is hereby acknowledged, the parties, intending to be legally bound,
agree as follows:
The Owner agrees to sell to the County, a parcel of land with a total area of 0.017 hectares and being
legally described as Part of Lot 30, Concession 3 Township of Chatsworth (in the former geographic
Township of Sullivan), in the County of Grey depicted as Part(s) 2 on Reference Plan No. 16R-6961 (the
“Purchased Parcel”).
Additional Details: N/A
The Owner agrees to provide the County with a valid Transfer/Deed of Land conveying unencumbered
title to, and releasing all claims in respect of, the Purchased Parcel and the additional lands. The
Transfer/Deed of Land shall be prepared at the expense of the County by its lawyers.
The Owner shall obtain release of any existing mortgage or other encumbrance on the purchased parcel
and additional lands. The Owner represents that spousal consent is not necessary to this transaction
under the provisions of the Family Law Act (Ontario), unless the Owner’s spouse has executed the
consent below. The Owner represents that the Owner is not a non-resident of Canada within the
meaning of the Income Tax Act.
The obligation of the County to complete the transaction contemplated by this agreement shall be
conditional upon County Council passing a motion approving the acquisition of the Purchased Parcel.
The transaction shall be completed on or before a date specified by the County by notice sent to the
Owner not less than 30 days prior to the specified completion date.
If this transaction is subject to Harmonized Sales Tax such tax shall be included in the purchase price.
The heirs, executors, administrators, successors in title and assigns of the Owner are bound by the terms
of this agreement.
In witness, the parties have signed, sealed and delivered this agreement.

The Corporation of the County of Grey
(seal)

____________________________________________
Selwyn Hicks, Warden
____________________________________________
Heather Morrison, Clerk
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______________________________
Owner

________________________________________ (seal)
Witness

______________________________
Owner

________________________________________ (seal)
Witness

The undersigned Spouse of the Owner consents to the disposition agreed to herein pursuant to the
provisions of the Family Law Act (Ontario), and hereby agree with the County that he or she will execute
all necessary documents to complete the sale.
______________________________
Spouse of Owner (if not property owner)

________________________________________ (seal)
Witness

13
TR-CW-14-19

April 11, 2019

Grey County Planning Active Development File List
Updated as of March 29, 2019
Municipality

File Number/Name

Description

Status

Chatsworth

42-04-36-OPA-123
Bumstead Pit

OPA & ZBLA

Georgian Bluffs

42T-2017-05
Davenport

Plan of Subdivision

Georgian Bluffs

42T-2018-11
Kilsyth Subdivision

Plan of Subdivision

A proposed OPA for a gravel pit. The nondecision on the OPA was appealed to the Local
Planning Appeal Tribunal (LPAT). A report was
presented to the December 14th 2017
Committee of the Whole recommending that the
County support the application, subject to a haul
route agreement, and take no part in the OMB
matter. Committee supported the
recommendation of this report. A LPAT hearing
has been scheduled for August 2019.
Public Meeting was held by the Township of
Georgian Bluffs on September 5th, 2018. Based
on comments received by agencies and public,
the Township and the County had the
stormwater management report peer reviewed.
Developer has submitted a revised plan to
address peer review comments. Revised plan
includes additional lands and proposes to create
29 single detached lots within the settlement
area of East Linton. Revised plan and updated
supporting documents have been circulated to
agencies and Township. Township has
scheduled a second public meeting for June 5,
2019. Revised plan and technical documents to
be peer reviewed.
An application has been received to create a
total of 33 residential units within the settlement
area of Kilsyth. An information report was
presented to Committee of the Whole on
November 8th, 2018. A peer review has been
conducted for the servicing and stormwater
aspects of the development,
and the developer
14

Draft Approval date /
Lapse Dates (if
applicable)

Consultants /
Groups
Involved
Cuesta
Planning
Consultants

County Staff
involved

Ron Davidson

Randy

Ron Davidson

Scott

Scott

Grey County Planning Active Development File List
Updated as of March 29, 2019
Municipality

File Number/Name

Description

Georgian Bluffs

42T-2004-02
Cobble Beach
Georgian Villas Inc.
Phase 1

Plan of Subdivision

Grey Highlands

Talisman – two file
#’s – 42-CDM2007-02 & 42CDM-2007-03

Plan of Condo

Grey Highlands

42T-2007-06 Grey
Plan of Subdivision
Highlands Property
Ltd. (Maxwell)
42T-2005-01 – East Plan of Subdivision
Mountain
Padfield Youngblood
42T-2016-08
Plan of Sub / ZBLA
Georgiou

Grey Highlands

Hanover

Status

is working to address the comments raised. A
public meeting will be held by the Township of
Georgian Bluffs following the resolution of the
peer review.
Redline revision draft approved on February 16,
2016 combining the lapsed draft plan being 42T2006-12 with this draft approved plan. Draft
approval extension request recently submitted.
A redline revision has been recently submitted
and staff are currently reviewing the proposed
revisions. The proposed revised plan and
supporting documents have been circulated for
review and comment. The Township has
scheduled a Public Meeting for April 10, 2019.
Received applications after a significant amount
of pre-consultation. Notice of complete
application has been circulated to agencies and
neighbors. Comments on Dev. Permits sent.
Application on hold until further notice.
Met with the applicant and their agent on March
20th, 2018 to look at possibly revising this
application and moving forward.
County/Municipal staff are to meet with the
proponent in late April 2018 to look at possibly
reviving this application and moving forward.
A proposed plan of subdivision to create 67 new
lots and a medium density block for up to 59
townhouses. Both the zoning amendment and
the plan of subdivision were approved by the
Town and County respectively, but both
decisions have been 15
appealed to LPAT by the

Draft Approval date /
Lapse Dates (if
applicable)

Consultants /
Groups
Involved

County Staff
involved

Draft approved: Revised
February 16. 2016
Lapse Date: February 16,
2022

TJ Cieciura –
Design Plan
Services

Randy

D.C. Slade
amongst
others

Randy

Ron Davidson

Scott

Astrid J. Clos
(formerly Ron
Davidson)

Scott

Ron Davidson

Scott

Grey County Planning Active Development File List
Updated as of March 29, 2019
Municipality

File Number/Name

Description

Hanover

42T-2018-09
Saugeen Cedar
Heights East

Plan of Subdivision /
ZBLA

Meaford

42-07-10-480-OPA143 Meaford
Winery

OPA / LOPA / ZBLA

Meaford

Meaford Highlands
Resort
42-10-48-OPA-117

OPA / LOPA

Status

neighbour to the south.
A plan of subdivision application has been
submitted that proposes to create a total of 98
residential units. A public meeting was held on
November 5, 2018. The Town of Hanover
recently passed the associated zoning by-law
amendment. County staff are awaiting answers
to a few questions by the proponent, and
recommended draft plan conditions by the
Town.
A proposed official plan amendment to allow for
a new winery. Public Meeting has been held.
Based on comments received at the public
meeting, Meaford and the County are having the
Traffic Study peer reviewed. Following
completion of the peer review, a meeting will be
held with Meaford, Town of The Blue Mountains,
Grey Highlands and the County. The applicant is
currently revising the initial submission. Staff are
waiting for the newly revised winery proposal.
A draft version of the peer review has been
received and was shared with the developer. A
subsequent meeting was held with the
developer in late 2013, with the peer reviewer,
the Municipality and the County to discuss the
results of the peer review. The developer has
shared a draft peer review response (March
2014), and the County’s peer review team has
reviewed that response. An initial discussion
regarding the response was held between the
proponent’s planner and the County /
Municipality’s peer reviewer.
Awaiting a
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Draft Approval date /
Lapse Dates (if
applicable)

Consultants /
Groups
Involved

County Staff
involved

Ron Davidson

Scott

Georgian
Stephanie
Planning
Solutions,
Krystin Rennie

Ryan Guetter,
Weston
Consulting

Scott

Grey County Planning Active Development File List
Updated as of March 29, 2019
Municipality

File Number/Name

Description

Meaford

42-CDM-2005-06
Von Teichman

Condo

Meaford

42-10-510-OPA146
Chatsworth Farm
Orchard and Cidery

County OPA, LOPA,
ZBLA, and Site Plan
Approval

Meaford

42-10-480-OPA147
Georgian Heights
Church of God

County OPA, LOPA, and
ZBLA

Southgate

Artic Clear – Water
Taking

County OPA

Southgate

Peyton Pit

LOPA/ZBA

Status

response from the developer. Contact was
made with the proponent in late 2018, and they
indicated that they still intend on moving forward
with this project and would like to set up a
meeting to discuss further.
A number of issues outstanding on this file.
Developer submitted a revised concept in
December 2011, County and Municipal staff
have provided comments on the concept plan
and are awaiting a response from the proponent.
Applications have been received by the County
and the Municipality to permit a new cidery.
County and Municipal staff have deemed the
applications incomplete and are awaiting further
information from the proponent. Based on
recent correspondence, it appears this
information will be coming soon. Although it’s
branded as the Chatsworth Farm Orchard and
Cidery, this development is actually located in
the Municipality of Meaford.
Applications have been received by the County
and the Municipality to permit a new church /
school in the Agricultural designation. County
and Municipal staff have deemed the
applications incomplete and are awaiting further
information from the proponent.
Received written correspondence from the
proponent on February 28, 2014 indicating that
they wish to move forward with this file. No
further action has been taken since then.
County approved the LOPA application, two
appeals were received.
17 The County will not be

Draft Approval date /
Lapse Dates (if
applicable)

Consultants /
Groups
Involved

County Staff
involved

Colin Travis

Scott

Krystin
Rennie,
Georgian
Planning
Solutions

Scott

Krystin
Rennie,
Georgian
Planning
Solutions

Scott

Formerly
Ron Davidson

Scott

Murray Group

Sarah

Grey County Planning Active Development File List
Updated as of March 29, 2019
Municipality

File Number/Name

Description

Southgate

42T-2018-08
White Rose Park

Plan of Subdivision

Southgate

42T-2018-12
Southgate
Meadows/Glenelg
Street

Plan of Subdivision

Southgate

42T-2015-05 –
Flato East –
Redline Revision

Plan of Subdivision

TOTBM

42T-2015-03 Home
Farm Development

Plan of Sub / LOPA /
ZBLA

Status

involved with this 10 day hearing, which has
been scheduled to start on March 16, 2020.
A subdivision application has been received that
proposes to create a total of 101 residential
units. Application has been deemed complete.
The applicant is seeking a new consultant to act
on their behalf. County staff are waiting for the
applicant to submit supporting studies for their
application prior to proceeding with next steps.
A subdivision application has been received that
proposes to create a total of 153 residential
units. Application has been deemed complete
and circulated to agencies and the Township for
review and comment. County staff will
coordinate a public meeting date with Township
staff.
Proposed revisions have been submitted by the
Applicant. County staff are in the process of
reviewing the proposed revisions and will be
circulating them to agencies and the Township
for review and comment. An information report
will be presented at a future Committee of the
Whole meeting. Following agency and
Township review, a final report will be
presented.
Plan of subdivision application to permit 277
residential units. The application has been
appealed by the Applicant. The local official
plan amendment and zoning by-law amendment
have also been appealed by the Applicant to the
Tribunal. When the appeal was received, the
applicant also amended
18 their application to

Draft Approval date /
Lapse Dates (if
applicable)

Consultants /
Groups
Involved

County Staff
involved

Don Scott,
Cuesta
Planning

Stephanie

Kris Menzies,
MHBC

Randy

Draft Approved: November MHBC
10, 2016
Lapse Date: November
10, 2019

Glenn
Wellings

Randy

Scott

Grey County Planning Active Development File List
Updated as of March 29, 2019
Municipality

File Number/Name

Description

TOTBM

42-CDM-2006-18
The Trillium
Apartments

Condo

TOTBM

42T-2016-06 Peaks
Meadows

Plan of Sub

TOTBM

42-CDM-2007-01
Victoria Close
42-CDM-2018-06
(former 42-CDM2010-01
Camperdown East
1 Ltd. replaces
lapsed 42T-200301)
42-42-000-OPA135
Gibraltar Pit

Condo

TOTBM

TOTBM

Condo / LOPA

Official Plan Amendment

Status

remove the Town-owned lands from the
development. A pre-hearing was held on
January 23, 2019, and a second pre-hearing
teleconference is coming up on April 12, 2019.
Comments from agencies were due in
December 2006. Public meeting was held March
5, 2007 and local minutes have been received.
Concerns from the Public. Waiting for Report
from the Town.
Subdivision application received July 2016 for a
total of 12 residential units. A public meeting
was held on November 15, 2017. County/Town
raised some issues with the density of the
proposal. The developer has recently
suggested a revised proposal, but a formal resubmission has not yet occurred.
Issues with Drainage and road entrance.
Waiting for comments from the Town.
A new application has been received to create a
total of 34 residential units. Notice of complete
application has been circulated to agencies and
the public. Public meeting to be scheduled by
the Town at a later date.

County Council approved the County Official
Plan Amendment application to permit the pit.
That application has been appealed.
Applications to the Town of The Blue Mountains
have also been appealed. The County will not
be involved in these hearings. A pre-hearing
conference, as well as
19a separate case

Draft Approval date /
Lapse Dates (if
applicable)

Consultants /
Groups
Involved

County Staff
involved

D.C. Slade

Scott

Keith
MacKinnon,
KLM Planning
Partners Inc.

Scott

Scott
Darren Vella,
Innovative
Planning
Solutions

Randy

MHBC (Brian
Zeman)

Scott

Grey County Planning Active Development File List
Updated as of March 29, 2019
Municipality

File Number/Name

Description

TOTBM

42T-89009
Monterra
North/Westbooke

Plan of Subdivision

TOTBM

42T-2016-10
Parkbridge

Plan of Sub

TOTBM

42-CDM-2016-07 –
Blue Mountain
Village Site ‘F’

Plan of Condo

TOTBM

42T-2018-10
Lora Bay Phase 4

Plan of Subdivision

TOTBM

42T-2018-13

Plan of Subdivision

Status

management conference, was held in November
2018.
A major redline revision application has been
received to revise draft approved plan 42T89009 to create a total of 32 single detached
lots. Public Meeting held by the Town. Waiting
for applicant to address comments received
from agencies and the public.
Plan of Subdivision was draft approved by
Committee on September 27th, 2018. Decision
has been appealed along with the Town’s
decision on the zoning by-law amendment.
LPAT Hearing to be scheduled at a later date.
The County will not be participating in the LPAT
process in accordance with the appeal protocol.
A Plan of Condominium application has been
received for a 31 unit townhouse development in
the Blue Mountain Village on Site ‘F’. We are
currently waiting for further information to be
provided by the applicant to deem the
application complete. Application currently on
hold.
A plan of subdivision application has been
received to create a total of 38 residential units
and a future multiple residential block. Notice of
Complete Application and Public Meeting has
been circulated. Public Meeting was held on
January 14, 2019. Comments received by
agencies. Town staff and County staff to meet
with agencies to clarify comments and discuss
next steps.
A plan of subdivision 20
has been received to

Draft Approval date /
Lapse Dates (if
applicable)

Consultants /
Groups
Involved

County Staff
involved

Krystin
Rennie,
Georgian
Planning
Solutions

Randy

Andrew
Pascuzzo, DC
Slade
Consultants
Inc.

Randy

MHBC

Randy

Andrew
Pascuzzo,
Pascuzzo
Planning Inc.

Randy

Andrew

Randy
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Municipality

File Number/Name

Description

Ridge
Estates/Solcorp

TOTBM

42T-2018-14
Long Point

Plan of Subdivision

TOTBM

42T-2010-03
Georgian
Gate/Windfall

Plan of Subdivision

West Grey

42-05-280-OPA137
John Spaleta

Official Plan Amendment
/ ZBLA

Status

create a total of 31 residential units. Application
has been deemed complete and has been
circulated. An information report will be
presented to Committee of the Whole on
January 10, 2019. Staff will coordinate a
scheduling of a public meeting with the Town.
A plan of subdivision application has been
received that proposes to create a total of 22
residential units. County/Town staff are
currently reviewing the applications and then we
will coordinate a scheduling of a public meeting
with the Town.
Committee draft approved the plan of
subdivision in November 2011 and approved
redline revisions May 2012. Phase 1, 2a to 2c,
and 3 have been approved and registered.
Proposed redline revisions for Phases 4, 5 and 6
were submitted. Based on comments received
from the public, the Applicant has asked that the
proposed revisions be put on hold as they are
working on further revisions to the proposed
plans to address the comments received.
A proposed official plan amendment to consider
allowing for a seasonal dwelling on a road which
does not have year-round maintenance. Both
the County Official Plan Amendment and Zoning
By-law Amendment have been refused and
have been appealed by the proponent, and the
packages have been sent onto LPAT. LPAT
hearing held on September 25/26, 2018.
Written closing statements have been sent to
LPAT and we are awaiting
21 a LPAT decision.

Draft Approval date /
Lapse Dates (if
applicable)

Consultants /
Groups
Involved
Pascuzzo,
Pascuzzo
Planning Inc.

County Staff
involved

Andrew
Pascuzzo,
Pascuzzo
Planning Inc.

Scott

Draft Approved: November Colin Travis
15, 2011 (redline revision
approved May 2012)
Lapse Date: November
15, 2020

Cuesta
Planning
Consultants

Randy

Scott

Grey County Planning Active Development File List
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Municipality

File Number/Name

Description

Status

Draft Approval date /
Lapse Dates (if
applicable)

West Grey

OPA to permit a
spiritual retreat

County OPA & ZBLA

Application received and circulated. Comments
from MOE have led to more work being
required. Following the receipt of the additional
work, and any peer reviews a public meeting will
be scheduled. Waiting for additional servicing
and environmental work from the developer.
Correspondence was received from the
proponent indicating they are still proceeding
forward.

22

Consultants /
Groups
Involved
Peter
Ferguson /
Kristine Loft

County Staff
involved
Scott

Grey County Planning Active Development File List
Updated as of March 29, 2019
Draft Approved Files – Waiting for Applicant to Address Conditions of Draft Approval
Municipality

File Number/Name

Description

Status

Chatsworth

42-T-2004-04 –
Mac Taylor
Replaced by File#
42T-2010-02
42T-2006-19
Georgian Shores
Bill Curneau or
2081411 Ont. Inc.

Plan of Sub

Georgian Bluffs

42-CDM-2013-03
Blue Bay Villas
(Cobble Beach)

Plan of Condo

Georgian Bluffs

42T-2013-04
Boulter Estates
2018 Resubmission

Plan of Subdivision

Phase 1 Approved and registered. Phase 2
expired, and re-application has now been
submitted. Re-draft approved July 20, 2010.
Waiting for applicant to meet the conditions.
Settlement reached amongst parties. Phase 1
draft approved and future development block
identified for remaining part requiring that a
Servicing Options Study be completed. Waiting for
Applicant to satisfy draft plan conditions.
Draft Approved at the February 18, 2014 Planning
Committee Meeting. Redline revision approved by
Committee on September 16, 2014. Waiting for
developer to meet conditions.
Draft approved by Committee on July 12, 2018.
Waiting for developer to address draft plan
conditions.

Grey Highlands

42T-91001
Dimakos

Plan of Sub

Grey Highlands

42T-2017-02

Plan of Sub/ZBLA

Grey Highlands

Beaver Valley

Plan of Sub

Georgian Bluffs

Plan of Sub

Redline Revision was draft approved on August
15, 2013, now waiting for the developer to meet
conditions. Emergency Extension has been
granted and waiting for Applicant to submit
information to consider a further draft plan
extension.
Received application. Notice of complete
application was circulated to agencies and
neighbours. Public Meeting scheduled for April 25,
2017. Commenting period finished on May 8,
2017. Draft Approved.
16 lots and one Future Development
Block draft
23

Draft Approval date /
Lapse Dates (if
applicable)
Draft Approved: July
20,2010
Lapse Date: July 20, 2022
Draft Approved by OMB:
November 22, 2011
Lapse Date: November 22,
2020
Draft Approved: February
18, 2014
Lapse Date: February 18,
2020
Draft approved – July 12,
2018
Lapse Date – July 12, 2021

Draft Approved: August 15,
2013
Lapse Date: August 15,
2019

Consultants /
Groups
Involved
Robert Black,
RBA Planning
Consultants
Ltd.
Shelley Wells

County
Staff
involved
Randy

TJ Ciecuira,
Design Plan
Services

Randy

Randy

Ron Davidson, Scott
Land Use
Planning
Consultant
Inc.
Ron Davidson, Scott
Land Use
Planning
Consultant

Draft Approved: July 27,
2017
Lapse Date: July 27, 2020

Georgian
Sarah
Planning
Solutions,
Krystin Rennie

Draft Approved: May 10,

D.C. Slade

Randy

Grey County Planning Active Development File List
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Village
42T-2007-16

Grey Highlands

42T-2018-02 Stonebrook Phase
2

Plan of Subdivision

Grey Highlands

Stonebrook Phase
III
42T-2018-07

Plan of Subdivision

Grey Highlands

42T-2017-06
Centre Point South

Plan of Sub / ZBLA

Meaford

42T-2011-03
Meaford Haven

Subdivision / LOPA
/ ZBLA

Meaford

42-CDM-2007-09 –
Gates of Kent

Condo

Southgate

42T-2016-05 Flato
North

Plan of Subdivision

TOTBM

42T-91009
42-CDM-2017-04

Plan of Sub and
Condo Exemption

approved on May 10, 2012. Committee of the
Whole approved the redline revisions to the Plan
on January 12, 2017. Notice of Decision sent out.
Waiting for developer to address the draft
approved conditions.
Draft approved by Committee on September 13,
2017. Developer to address conditions of draft
approval.

2012
Lapse Date: May 10, 2020

A plan of subdivision to create 54 residential units.
The Municipality has approved the associated
zoning amendment and provided draft plan
conditions. The County is bringing forward a final
staff recommendation to the January 24th
Committee of the Whole Meeting.
Plan of Subdivision draft approved by Committee
of the Whole to create a total of 393 residential
units. Last date of appeal was October 30, 2018
and no appeals received. Developer to address
conditions of draft approval.
Draft approved on December 18, 2012. Waiting
for developer to meet conditions.

Draft approved – January
24, 2019
Lapse Date – January 24,
2022

Draft approved –
September 13, 2018
Lapse Date – September
13, 2021

Draft Approved –
September 27, 2018
Lapse Date – September
27, 2021

Draft approved: December
18, 2012
Lapse Date: December 18,
2019
Draft Approved. Phases 1 to 6 have received final Draft Approved: May 15,
approval. Waiting for developer to meet conditions 2008
on remaining phases.
Lapse Date: May 15, 2020
Subdivision application received mid-June 2016 for Draft Approved: September
a total of 267 residential units. Public Meeting held 14, 2017
on March 1, 2017.
Lapse Date: September 14,
2020
Redline revision was draft approved by the
Committee of the Whole. 24
Waiting for applicant to

Redline Draft approved:
January 11, 2018

Krystin
Rennie,
Georgian
Planning
Solutions
Krystin
Rennie,
Georgian
Planning
Solutions

Scott

Scott

Krystin
Scott
Rennie,
Georgian
Planning
Solutions
Krystin Rennie Scott

Krystin Rennie Randy

MHBC

Randy

D.C. Slade

Scott
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Artisan

TOTBM

42T-2012-01 Eden
Oak/Trailshead
(previously 42T2006-20 which
lapsed July 2011)

Plan of Sub

TOTBM

42-CDM-200810(A)
42T-2008-10(B)
Havens

Sub / Condo

TOTBM

42T-2007-14
Chasson

Plan of Sub

TOTBM

42-CDM-2005-05
Trillium House
Intrawest

Condo

address draft plan conditions. Condo exemption
application has also been received which will be
approved following registration of the plan of
subdivision.
Draft approval of 42T-2006-20 on subject lands
lapsed. New Subdivision Application received and
deemed complete on June 18, 2012. Applicant
submitted a revised plan proposing a total of 194
residential units (previously seeking approval for
217 residential units). Applicant appealed the plan
of subdivision, local official plan amendment and
zoning by-law amendment to the Board. The
Town, the County, the Developer and the other
parties reached an agreement which was
presented to the Board on April 3, 2017. Decision
issued by the Board and has approved the
development in principle and is withholding final
decision until an agreement has been reached
between the developer and the Town regarding
bonusing.
Minutes of Settlement entered between the
Applicant, the Town and the County. Board
accepted the Minutes of Settlement and draft
approved 16 residential lots. Waiting for developer
to meet conditions of draft approval.
Conditions were revised by the Planning
Committee on November 14, 2013 and a 3 year
extension to draft approval was also granted.
Waiting on developer to meet conditions. Draft
approval extension request received for an
additional 3 years.
Draft Approval given waiting on developer to meet
conditions. Redline revisions requested by
Applicant. Report presented to Committee on
October 18, 2011 and Committee
approved the
25

Lapse date: January 11,
2021

Waiting for final decision
from the Tribunal which
requires a bonusing
agreement between the
Town and the Developer.

Draft Approved: November
13, 2008
Lapse Date: November 14,
2019

D.C. Slade

Randy

D.C. Slade

Randy

PMG Planning
Consultants

Randy

Draft Approved: October 13, Intrawest
2005 – extensions granted
Lapse Date: October 13,
2021

Randy

Grey County Planning Active Development File List
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redline revisions. Trillium House, Mosaic
Commercial Units and Boathouses 1 & 2 was
given final approval on February 23, 2012.
Boathouses 3 & 4 still draft approved and waiting
for developer to meet conditions to complete the
final phase.
Redline revisions approved. Phase 1 has been
given final approval. Waiting for developer to
address conditions of approval for Phase 2.

TOTBM

42T-94004
Plan of Sub
Second
Nature/Plateau East

TOTBM

42-CDM-2007-07
Red-line Revision
Private Residences
at Georgian Bay
Club
Matesa – 42T2006-04

Condo / LOPA /
ZBLA

LOPA has been approved and the red-line revision
was also approved and no appeals were received.
Phase 1 has been given final approval. Waiting for
developer to address conditions for future phases.

Plan of Sub/ZBLA

42T-2012-03 –
Craigleith
Development
Project (former
Terrasan)

Plan of Subdivision

Board draft approved subdivision based on
Minutes of Settlement. Waiting for Applicant to
complete conditions. Revisions recently submitted
by the Applicant for the Town and County’s
preliminary review. Revisions will need to be
approved by the Tribunal.
Block Plan application submitted in September
2012. Application deemed complete and
circulated to agencies and members of the public.
Committee draft approved in May which was
appealed by an adjacent landowner based on
drainage/stormwater management concerns.
Appeal has been withdrawn and the Board has
confirmed that the appeal has been withdrawn and
therefore the Subdivision is in force and effect.
Waiting for developer to satisfy
conditions.
26

TOTBM

TOTBM

Lapse date: March 15, 2020

Draft Approved: November
13, 2014
Lapse Date: November 13,
2020

Lapse Date: December 31,
2019

Georgian
Planning
Solutions
(Krystin
Rennie) and
Dan Piggott Skyline
Developments
Ken Hale

Randy

Shelley Wells

Randy

Loft Planning
Inc.

Randy

Scott
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TOTBM

42-CDM-2010-04
Harbourvista

Condo Exemption

TOTBM

42T-2014-01

Sleepy Hollow
Developments East

TOTBM

42T-2014-03

Sleepy Hollow
Developments West

TOTBM

42-CDM-2015-02

Condo Exemption

TOTBM

42-CDM-2006-11
Keepers Cove

Plan of Condo &
ZBLA

TOTBM

42T-2017-01 –
Clarksbury (former
Georgian Glen –
42T-2002-06)
42T-2018-05
Sunvale Homes

Plan of Subdivision

Plan has been draft approved. Waiting for
developer to satisfy conditions of draft approval.

Plan of Sub/ZBLA

Committee draft approved the plan of subdivision
on October 25, 2018 to create
27 a total of 242

West Grey

Phase 1 and Phase 2 have been given final
approval. Phase 3 and 4 to be submitted by
Applicant for final approval at a later date.
Application has been received for a proposed 8 lot
plan of subdivision.
Draft Conditions were presented and approved by
Committee on December 16,2014.
Application received for a proposed 10 lot plan of
subdivision. Application deemed complete.
Information brought forward to Planning
Committee in July 2014. Public Meeting held
September 8, 2014.
Application was appealed to the OMB for nondecision. Minutes of Settlement agreed upon by all
parties and have been approved by the Board.
Waiting for developer to satisfy conditions.
County has received an application from Skyline
Blue Mountain Development Inc. to reinstate 28
condominium units for the proposed Snowbridge
development that lapsed on March 16, 2009.
Planning Committee supported this development
to be processed as a condominium exemption
given the history of the development. Waiting for
applicant to submit plans for final approval.
The proposed revised draft plan
of condominium changed phases 3 and 4,
reducing the unit count to 194 residential units
(from 198 units).

Draft Approved: December
16, 2014
Lapse Date: December 16,
2020

Draft Approved: August 24,
2017
Lapse Date: October 12,
2021

Travis and
Associates

Randy

D.C. Slade
(Andrew
Pascuzzo)

Sarah

D.C. Slade
(Andrew
Pascuzzo)

Sarah

Skyline Blue
Mountain
Development
Inc.

Randy

Krystin
Rennie,
Georgian
Planning
Solutions
Draft Approved: June 14,
Innovative
2018
Planning
Lapse Date: June 14, 2021 Solutions
(Darren Vella)
Draft Approved: October 25, Kristine Loft –
2018
Loft Planning

Scott

Randy

Scott
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residential units.
West Grey

Gutzke Red-line
Plan of Subdivision
Revision 42T-91011 Red Line Revision

Public meeting was held in West Grey on August
13, 2012, awaiting the developer to address
agency concerns. Committee draft approved
redline revisions. Waiting for Applicant to address
conditions. Extension request has been approved
for a 2 year extension.

28

Lapse Date: November 25,
2021
Draft Approved: April 16,
2013
Lapse Date: April 16, 2021

Inc.
Jim Uram,
Mainline
Planning

Scott

Grey County Planning Active Local Planning Appeals Tribunal (LPAT) File List – March 29, 2019
Municipality File Number /
Name

File Type

Status / Links to Documents

Town of the
Blue
Mountains

Local Official
Plan Amendment

The County received an appeal for the subject
application by the neighboring property owners to the
north. The application is to consider an overflow
parking area on the subject lands to support the
adjacent Scenic Caves Nature Adventures property.
The Town of the Blue Mountains received a similar
appeal for the associated Zoning By-Law
Amendment.

42-42-000LOPA-01

Scenic Caves Appeal Letter

Township of
Chatsworth

42-04-36-OPA123
Bumstead Pit

Official Plan
Amendment

At this stage there have been no pre-hearing or case
management conferences scheduled yet.
The applicant has submitted an appeal based on the
County not making a decision within 180 days of
receiving the County Official Plan Amendment
application. A similar appeal has also been filed with
the Township of Chatsworth for the Zoning By-law
Amendment. The Ministry of Natural Resources and
Forestry’s License application has also been referred
to the Ontario Municipal Board. A link to the appeal
letter has been provided below:

Consultants
/ Groups
Involved
Georgian
Planning
Solutions
Krystin
Rennie on
behalf of the
applicant
and Plan
Wells
Associates
Miriam Vasni
on behalf of
the appellant
Cuesta
Planning
Consultants

Appellants /
Participants

County
Involvement or
Party Status *
Based on the OMB
Attendance
guidelines, the
County would not
be a party or
participant at the
hearing.

County
Staff
Involved
Stephanie

Pearl and Brian
Bumstead are the
applicants and the
appellants. Further
parties and
participants would be
determined at a prehearing.

As per Report PDRCW-01-18 the
County will not be
involved in the OMB
proceedings for this
file.

Scott

MHBC

County of Grey

The County would
be a party to this

Stephanie
/ Randy

Dr. Elizabeth
Stephenson and Dr.
Bruce Perkins

Bumstead Appeal Letter
Based on the direction from Report PDR-CW-01-18,
a letter was sent to the Board and all people on our
mailing list advising them of the County’s position.

Township of
Georgian

Georgian Bluffs Zoning By-law
Comprehensive

A prehearing conference for this appeal was held on
September 4, 2018 in Chatsworth. A pre-hearing
decision has been issued. The full hearing has been
scheduled for August 12, 2019.
The County has appealed the Township of Georgian
29
Bluffs Zoning By-law based on the minimum
lot area

Municipality File Number /
Name
Bluffs

Zoning By-law
– 2018-084

Municipality
of Grey
Highlands

Municipality of
Grey Highlands
Official Plan

File Type

New Official Plan

Status / Links to Documents

within the Agricultural (AG) Zone not conforming to
the minimum lot size in the County Official Plan. The
Township and County have agreed on revised
wording to address the conformity issue with the
County Official Plan. Grey Sauble Conservation
Authority has also appealed based on hazard land
mapping discrepancies. Township staff are
presenting a report to Township Council on April 3,
2019 recommending that the Zoning By-law be
repealed and replaced with a new Zoning By-law to
address the appeals. A case management
conference has been scheduled for July 2, 2019.
Should Township Council not repeal the Zoning Bylaw, the Township and the County will present
minutes of settlement to the LPAT to resolve the
appeal.
The County has received two appeals on the
Municipality of Grey Highlands Official Plan. Links to
the two appeal letters have been provided below.

Consultants Appellants /
/ Groups
Participants
Involved
Grey Sauble
Conservation Authority
has also appealed
based on hazard land
mapping
discrepancies.

County
Involvement or
Party Status *
matter based on the
County being an
appellant; however
the hope is to
resolve this matter
without the need for
an LPAT hearing.

County
Staff
Involved

Cuesta
Planning
Consultants

Cuesta Planning
Consultants and
Michael Hawkins

As per Addendum
to Report PDR-CW40-17 the County
will be involved in
the OMB
proceedings for this
matter.

Scott

Ron
Davidson on
behalf of the
proponents

Don and Donna
Tedford

Based on the OMB
Attendance
guidelines, the
County would not

Scott

Hawkins Appeal Letter
Cuesta Appeal Letter

Town of
Hanover

42T-2016-08
Georgiou
Subdivision

Plan of
Subdivision

A prehearing for this file was held on September 5,
2018. Minutes of settlement on the Cuesta appeal
were accepted by the Tribunal. A hearing for the
Hawkins appeal was held on March 20, 2019.
Minutes of settlement were presented to the Tribunal
to resolve some of Mr. Hawkins’ concerns, and the
hearing dealt with the remaining contested matters.
The Tribunal reserved their decision and a written
decision will follow.
The County’s approval of the Georgiou plan of
subdivision has been appealed by the neighbouring
property owners to the south. A similar appeal has
also been filed with the Town of Hanover for the
30

Municipality File Number /
Name

File Type

Status / Links to Documents

Zoning By-law Amendment. A copy of their appeal
submission has been included below.
Tedford / Cuesta Appeal Letter
At this stage there have been no pre-hearing or case
management conferences scheduled yet.

Town of The
Blue
Mountains

42T-2012-01 –
Eden
Oak/Trailshead

Plan of
Subdivision

Town of The
Blue
Mountains

2016 Town of
The Blue
Mountains
Official Plan

New Official Plan

Consultants Appellants /
/ Groups
Participants
Involved
and Cuesta
Planning
Consultants
on behalf of
the
appellants

The Applicant has submitted an appeal based on the DC Slade
County not making a decision within 180 days of
Consulting
receiving the Plan of Subdivision application. The
Applicant has also appealed the non-decision from
the Town regarding the zoning by-law amendment
and the local official plan amendment. The Applicant,
the Town, the County and the other parties reached a
settlement and presented that to the Board on April 3,
2017. A Board decision was issued on September 6,
2017, conditionally approving the development,
subject to a bonusing agreement between the Town
and the Developer.
The Town of The Blue Mountains Official Plan was
N/A
approved by the County on June 21, 2016. The Plan
was subsequently appealed by six parties.
Addendum to Report PDR-PCD-22-16 Blue
Mountains Official Plan was presented at the August
11, 2016 Planning and Community Development
Committee meeting as a summary of the appeals and
to determine the County’s future role in the appeals.
A letter has been issued by Town staff noting that the
majority of the Official Plan is in force and effect, with
only certain sections remaining under appeal.
Town/County staff will work with the appellants to
explore any potential settlement opportunities.
A pre-hearing with the OMB was held on March 21,
31

Eden Oak Trailshead
Inc.

1. Ivi Xhelili
2. Tomson Xhelili
3. Elisabeth Ecker
Vanderploeg
4. Dinaz Dadyburjor
5. Gerard Borean,
Parente Borean
LLP, on behalf of
Eden Oak
(Trailshead) Inc.
6. Quinto M.
Annibale, Loopstra
Nixon LLP, on
behalf of
MacPherson

County
Involvement or
Party Status *
be a Party at any
future hearings, but
County staff will
continue to assist
with any local
planning on this file,
as they have
throughout the
processing of the
applications.
Based on the OMB
Attendance
guidelines, the
County would be a
Party at any future
hearings.

County
Staff
Involved

As per Addendum
to Report PDRPCD-22-16 the
County will be a
party to the
proceedings.

Scott

Randy

Municipality File Number /
Name

Town of The
Blue
Mountains

42T-2015-03 –
Home Farm

File Type

Plan of
Subdivision

Status / Links to Documents

2017. Signed minutes of settlement that resolve the
Ivi Xhelili, Tomson Xhelili, Elisabeth Ecker
Vanderploeg and Dinaz Dadyburjor appeals were
accepted by the Board at the pre-hearing. A four day
hearing for the other two appeals (Eden Oak and
MacPherson Builders) was scheduled for September
12 – 15th 2017, but has now been adjourned to see if
the parties can work out any remaining issues. The
Eden Oak appeal should be resolved by the
conditional Board order dated September 6, 2017,
subject to a bonusing agreement between the Town
and the Developer.
The Applicant has submitted an appeal based on the
County not making a decision within 180 days of
receiving the Plan of Subdivision application. The
Applicant has also appealed the non-decision from
the Town regarding the zoning by-law amendment
and the local official plan amendment.

Consultants Appellants /
/ Groups
Participants
Involved
Builders (Blue
Mountains) Limited

Wellings
Planning
Consultants
Inc.

County
Involvement or
Party Status *

County
Staff
Involved

Home Farm –
MacPherson Builders

Based on the OMB
Attendance
guidelines, the
County would be a
Party at any future
hearings.

Scott

Town of The Blue
Mountains
Friends of the Pretty
River Valley

Based on the OMB
Attendance
guidelines, the
County would not
be a party or
participant at the
hearing.

Scott

Home Farm Appeal Letter

Town of The
Blue
Mountains

42-42-000OPA-135
Gibraltar Pit

County Official
Plan Amendment

A pre-hearing conference was held on January 23,
2019. A second pre-hearing teleconference has been
scheduled for April 12, 2019.
Two appeals have been filed on County Official Plan MHBC
Amendment 135 by the Town of The Blue Mountains Planning
and the Friends of the Pretty River Valley. Copies
of their appeal letters have been included below. The
Town applications have also been appealed to LPAT.
Town of The Blue Mountains Appeal Letter
Friends of the Pretty River Valley Appeal Letter
Pre-hearing and case-management conferences
were held in November 2018. A hearing has been
scheduled for October 21, 2019.
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Municipality File Number /
Name

File Type

Status / Links to Documents

Town of The
Blue
Mountains

4T-2016-10
Parkbridge
Subdivision –
Craigleith

Plan of
Subdivision

Township of
Southgate

42-07-060Local Official
OPA-16 Peyton Plan Amendment
Pit

County Committee of the Whole draft approved 42T2016-10 – Parkbridge Subdivision on September 13,
2018. One appeal has been filed on this application.
County staff are currently in the process of preparing
the appeal package to be sent to LPAT. Once
received by the LPAT, they will determine if it is a
valid appeal and once validated future hearing dates
will be scheduled. The Zoning By-law Amendment
that was passed by the Town of The Blue Mountains
has also been appealed by the same Appellant.
The Peyton Pit LOPA was approved by the County
on July 10, 2017. It was appealed by two separate
parties that are neighbours to the pit.

Consultants Appellants /
/ Groups
Participants
Involved
Andrew
Pamela Spence
Pascuzzo,
Pascuzzo
Planning Inc.

Stovel and
Associates
(Rob Stovel)

A hearing has scheduled for March 16, 2020.

Municipality
of West
Grey

42-05-280OPA-137
Spaleta

County Official
Plan Amendment

The Spaleta OPA was refused by the County on
January 11, 2018. An associated zoning amendment
was also refused by the Municipality of West Grey.
This zoning amendment was also appealed to the
OMB (now LPAT). A two day LPAT hearing occurred
on September 25 – 26, 2018. Awaiting a decision
from LPAT.

Cuesta
Planning
Consultants

1. Jo-Anne
Based on the OMB
Chisholm
Attendance
2. Douglas Karrow guidelines, the
County would not
be a party or
participant at the
hearing.
Cuesta Planning
Based on the OMB
Consultants
Attendance
guidelines, the
County will be a
party at the hearing
since the County
refused the OPA
application.

Cuesta Appeal Letter on Spaleta
*County involvement and party status will generally be in accordance with the guidelines established in Report PDR-PCD-08-13 – see link below:
PDR-PCD-08-13 Ontario Municipal Board Attendance
The status of any LPAT file can be found at the below link:
http://elto.gov.on.ca/tribunals/lpat/e-status/
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County
Involvement or
Party Status *
Based on the OMB
Attendance
guidelines, the
County would not
be a party or
participant at the
hearing.

County
Staff
Involved
Randy

Sarah

Scott

Ministry of the Environment,
Conservation and Parks

Reducing Litter and Waste in Our
Communities: Discussion Paper

Delivering on the Made-in-Ontario
Environment Plan

1
34
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1.0 INTRODUCTION
On November 29, 2018 the Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks released
Preserving and Protecting our Environment for Future Generations: A Made-in-Ontario
Environment Plan to help protect and conserve our air, land and water, address litter
and reduce waste, increase our resilience to climate change and help all of us do our
part to reduce greenhouse gas emissions.
Recognizing that true environmental stewardship starts with real action on the
environmental challenges we face close to home, the Made-in-Ontario Environment
Plan outlined a number of commitments aimed at reducing litter and waste in our
communities including:
•
•
•
•

Reducing and diverting food and organic waste from households and
businesses.
Reducing plastic waste.
Reducing litter in our neighbourhoods and parks.
Increasing opportunities for the people of Ontario to participate in waste
reduction efforts.

We are committed to make producers responsible for the waste generated from their
products and packaging, and to outline actions to explore how to recover the value of
resources in waste, provide clear rules for compostable products and packaging, and
support competitive and sustainable end-markets for Ontario’s waste.
These changes will enable the province to move forward with a clear, comprehensive
and outcome-based approach to reducing litter and waste in our communities and
increase recycling, while keeping this province clean and beautiful for future
generations. It will not only allow the province to build on progress that has already
been made but provide for real and practical solutions that are aligned with a new vision
for Ontario; one where hardworking taxpayers are protected and respected, and where
our actions produce concrete and tangible results for Ontarians in their every day lives.
Through this discussion paper, we intend to show the steps we will take to make waste
reduction, reuse, and recycling easier for the people of Ontario, not only at home or at
work, but also throughout our communities.

2.0 MOVE ONTARIO TOWARDS A MORE SUSTAINABLE FUTURE
The people of Ontario have long-embraced opportunities to reduce and recycle waste
both at home and on the go. Many of Ontario’s municipalities and businesses have also
shown leadership in finding innovative ways to reduce the waste they send to landfill.
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Ontario is a leader in recycling, being the birthplace of the Blue Box Program. Ontario
offered the first curbside recycling program in the world, beginning in its infancy in
Kitchener in 1981, and growing into a world class system that is now replicated in
hundreds of jurisdictions around the world.
We have made progress, but we still have a long way to go.
Ontario generates nearly a tonne of waste per person each year. Our overall diversion
rate has stalled at 30 per cent over the past 15 years. This means that 70 per cent of
our waste materials continue to end up in landfills.
Ontario’s waste stream is composed of 4.7 million tonnes of residential waste and 6.9
million tonnes of Industrial, Commercial and Institutional (IC&I) waste. This means that
residential waste makes up 40 per cent of the waste stream while 60 per cent of
Ontario’s waste comes from the IC&I sector. The residential sector does a better job of
diverting waste at nearly 50 per cent while the IC&I sector diverts just 17 per cent.
Ontario’s Residential and IC&I Waste Management

Residential Waste (left): Managed by municipalities and includes waste generated by residents in
single-family homes, some apartments and some small businesses. Mix of mandatory and voluntary
diversion programs.
Business Waste (right): Managed by the private sector and includes food processing sites,
manufacturing facilities, schools, hospitals, offices, restaurants, retail sites and some apartments. These
diversion programs are largely voluntary.
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Sources: Statistics Canada, Waste Management Industry Survey 2017 for non-residential data; Resource
Productivity and Recovery Authority, Datacall data and residential diversion rates for residential data.
Data on IC&I organic waste from 2018 study prepared for MECP by 2cg.

Sending waste to landfill is economically inefficient and unsustainable. It puts a strain on
our environment by taking up valuable land resources that could be used more
productively. When we create waste, in our manufacturing processes and in the
services we deliver and in our homes, we’re not making full use of the scarce natural
resources that power our economy. By reducing and diverting waste from landfill we can
make our economy more productive. We know that every 1,000 tonnes of waste
diverted from landfill generates seven full-time jobs, $360,000 in wages and more than
$700,000 in Gross Domestic Product (GDP). 1
Furthermore, landfills release methane, a potent greenhouse gas. Reducing our
reliance on landfills is an important part of meeting the greenhouse gas emission target
outlined in our Made-in-Ontario Environment Plan.
Sending waste to landfill also impacts local communities. Municipalities, often in rural
areas, are hosting landfills that accept waste from locations far beyond their
communities, often with limited say in their approvals.
The people of Ontario are on board with these changes. Residents, businesses,
institutions and governments alike are moving towards viewing waste as a resource that
has value and can be integrated back into the economy. This mindset recognizes the
need to manage our resources more effectively to build Ontario’s competitiveness and
protect our environment.
To achieve this change, we need to reduce waste before it is made, increase the range
of materials we divert from landfill, and make diversion and recycling easier for the
people of Ontario. This will require affordable solutions, both provincial and local, that
create economic benefits and jobs, allow us to use our natural resources more
efficiently, and increase the competitiveness and productivity of our businesses and
industries.
We want to move towards an Ontario where we produce less waste, maximize the
resources from waste through reuse, recycling, or other means such as thermal
treatment, and ultimately send less of our waste to landfill. Less waste means more
sustainable use of our resources, less litter in our communities, parks and urban
spaces, and a cleaner, healthier environment for all Ontarians to enjoy now and for
years to come.

Conference Board of Canada, The Value of Garbage Greater Waste Diversion Would Boost Ontario’s Economy,
May 29, 2014 and Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks.
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Our goal is for an Ontario where we strive to decrease the amount of waste going
to landfill, increase the province’s overall diversion rate, and reduce greenhouse
gases from the waste sector. This goal will guide our work over the next four years.
The province will continue to mark its progress towards the aspirational interim targets
of 30 per cent diversion by 2020, which has now been achieved, 50 per cent diversion
by 2030, and 80 per cent diversion by 2050.
Below are the proposed steps we will take to meet our goal. We need to reduce the
amount of waste we generate, divert more waste from landfill and better recover and
manage the remaining waste so it can be integrated back into the economy, which will
support the health of both Ontario’s environment and communities.

2.1 PREVENT AND REDUCE LITTER IN NEIGHBOURHOODS AND PARKS
The prevalence of litter in our streets, green spaces and along our shorelines is a
growing blight that threatens the quality of life in many Ontario communities and
6
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neighbourhoods. Litter can have negative impacts for wildlife, spill into our waterways,
and interfere with the enjoyment of our parks. Illegal dumping in rural communities
burdens local landowners and can have negative effects on farmland.
While many organizations, volunteers and communities have mobilized to hold clean-up
days and take other initiatives to combat litter, we recognize that there is much more
that can be done to engage our citizenry and keep our communities clean and free of
litter and waste.
The province will take a number of actions to support these efforts. We will announce a
day of action on litter in Ontario, coordinating with municipalities, schools, organizations
and businesses who have been leading efforts to clean-up litter in Ontario. We will work
with partners to sponsor events across the province to keep Ontario clean.
We will develop future conservation leaders through supporting programs that will
actively clean up litter in Ontario’s green spaces, including provincial parks,
conservation areas and municipalities. We will connect students with recognized
organizations that encourage local environmental stewardship, so they can earn
valuable, lasting experiences by cleaning up parks, planting trees and participating in
other conservation initiatives.
But the best way to clean up our communities is to avoid litter in the first place. The
people of Ontario have shown that when given the opportunity, they will do the right
thing and divert or dispose of their waste properly. By and large, we see litter in our
public spaces mainly when people lack convenient, accessible and effective diversion
and disposal access.
That’s why, as we move to a full producer responsibility approach, we will look for
opportunities to support our communities by promoting better access to diversion and
disposal in our neighbourhoods, parks, and public spaces.
We will also look for opportunities, where feasible, to give producers responsibility for
the collection and diversion of recyclables in parks and public spaces. We will explore
options for producer responsibility in this area as we move towards transitioning our
existing waste diversion programs to producer responsibility. We will look at ways to
harmonize what is collected across the province which will help reduce the chance of
litter and dumping in rural, remote and northern communities.
Education and awareness around the impacts of litter and waste is also imperative. In
all our efforts we intend to work with municipal, non-profit and private partners to raise
awareness of the impacts of litter and waste on our shorelines, green spaces and
streets through public education campaigns.
We will also work with our municipal partners to take strong actions against those who
illegally dump waste or litter in our neighbourhoods, parks and coastal areas. We will
7
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review enforcement tools, including the fines for littering in the Environmental Protection
Act to ensure they are adequate and incorporate the appropriate level of polluter pays.
Ultimately, litter-reduction efforts hinge on fostering a greater sense of personal
responsibility for the people of Ontario. It begins with recognizing that true
environmentalism begins with a sense of civic responsibility and meaningful action close
to home. By making a concerted effort to not litter and to pick up the litter of others we
can all make a lasting difference in ensuring Ontario’s environment is protected.
Discussion Questions
Let us know your thoughts on the discussion questions below.
1. How best can the province coordinate a day of action on litter?
2. What do you or your organization do to reduce litter and waste in our public spaces?
What role should the province play to facilitate this work?
3. What and where are key hotspots for litter that you think should be addressed?
4. How do you think litter can best be prevented in the first place? Where is access to
diversion and disposal particularly limited?

2.2 INCREASE OPPORTUNITIES FOR ONTARIAN’S TO REDUCE WASTE
Through municipal programs such as the Blue Box and the green bin, the people of
Ontario have made a lot of progress in reducing and diverting their waste at home.
But more needs to be done to enable the people of Ontario to continue to do the right
thing, whether at home, at work or on the go. In fact, some of greatest opportunities for
improvement in the reduction and diversion of waste in Ontario lie with the businesses
and institutions in this province.
Ontario’s diversion rate in the IC&I sectors has been stagnant for years. Ontario’s
regulatory framework for the IC&I sectors is over 20 years old and largely ineffective.
We have heard from stakeholders that the regulations are cumbersome and focused on
process rather than progress. We also need better and more reliable data on the types
of waste reduction and diversion efforts that are currently underway in the private
sector. As we move forward, we need to focus on getting results, reducing burden on
Ontario’s businesses and taking the right action to reduce and divert even more of our
waste in Ontario’s businesses, institutions and places of commerce.
The province intends to take several actions that will enable businesses to innovate and
apply their expertise to get our diversion rate moving in the right direction again. We will
also take steps to avoid regulatory burden and maintain competitiveness.
Help people reduce and divert more waste
The patchwork of materials collected by Blue Box programs across the province can be
confusing, often resulting in reduced recycling rates. What is acceptable in a Blue Box
8
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program in one municipality may not be acceptable in another, and for some small or
remote municipalities there is no program at all.
This results in non-recyclable materials contaminating diversion streams, costing
municipalities money when they sort out unrecyclable materials or sell processed
materials of lower quality.
We can do better in making diversion consistent across the province. To reduce
confusion, we will work with producers and municipalities to harmonize the list of
materials accepted in Blue Box programs across the province. We also intend to consult
on the collection and diversion of additional materials for the Blue Box Program. This
will be accomplished by transitioning the existing Blue Box Program to full producer
responsibility.
We may also designate new materials that are currently not covered under any of our
diversion programs. We know that more materials can and should be diverted.
Potential items which could be designated include:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Small and large appliances.
Power tools.
Rechargeable batteries.
Fluorescent bulbs and tubes.
Mattresses.
Carpets.
Clothing and other textiles.
Furniture and other bulky items.

While we know that materials such as clothing and textiles are already re-used and
recycled through many voluntary initiatives such as thrift stores, donation programs,
community swaps, and some more recent retail take back initiatives, more can be done.
The province could work with this sector to provide greater opportunities to encourage
the collection and recovery of unwanted clothing and textiles instead of sending these
valuable items to landfills.
Recycling in multi-unit residential buildings in Ontario also remains very low. There are
several reasons for this, including the age of some buildings, which were designed to
manage their waste stream through a single “garbage” chute. The people living in these
buildings often have limited accessibility to source separation services. There are also
costs associated with developing a multi-stream collection system that includes food
and organic waste, Blue Box materials, and residual garbage.
The province has heard from stakeholders that greater efforts are needed to increase
participation in waste reduction and resource recovery in multi-unit residential buildings
and will work with municipal, non-profit and private partners to develop guidance to
increase diversion in apartments and condominiums.
9
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Help businesses and institutions reduce and divert more waste
As noted previously, 60 per cent of Ontario’s waste comes from the IC&I sector (e.g.
hospitals, restaurants, and offices). It is therefore important that we work closely with
this sector to better understand the challenges they face and develop solutions that help
them increase their participation in diversion efforts.
The current approach to the sector has been focused on process, rather than making
progress. Businesses and institutions already know their operations best and simply
require clear, results-based rules that are applied fairly and consistently across their
sector.
Currently, Ontario Regulations 102/94 (Waste Audits and Waste Reduction Work Plans)
and 103/94 (IC&I Source Separation Programs) require large businesses and
institutions to identify the amount and types of waste they generate, develop waste
reduction work plans, separate certain wastes at source and make reasonable effort to
ensure that separated wastes are sent for reuse or recycling. Ontario Regulation 104/94
(Packaging Audits and Packaging Reduction Work Plans) requires manufacturers,
packagers and importers to audit their packaging practices and develop packaging
reduction plans.
These regulations, known as the 3Rs regulations, are more than 20 years old and do
not adequately drive increased waste diversion. We need a new approach.
We will engage directly with businesses and institutions to assess how and where waste
reduction and recycling is currently taking place and see how best to build on those
efforts in the most cost-effective way.
As we work with businesses and institutions, we will develop an approach to help
increase recycling with on-the-ground feedback that will need to take into consideration:
•
•
•
•
•
•

How best to focus our efforts on the IC&I sector, both in terms of the establishments
that will be subject to regulatory requirements and the types of waste materials that
will help drive improvements in diversion rates.
The greater use of results-based outcomes (e.g. setting waste reduction and
diversion targets) for the IC&I sector, based on current waste volumes or high value
materials.
The processes that need to be developed for establishments to measure their waste
reduction activities and hold the IC&I sector accountable for meeting provincial
waste reduction goals.
How best to collect information that will track improvements in waste diversion rates,
while cutting red tape and minimizing regulatory burden.
The alignment of any changes with producer responsibility and other existing policy
(e.g. the Food and Organic Waste Policy Statement).
The role of promotion and education in improving diversion rates.
10
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•

How best to apply greater use of best practices (e.g. in multi-unit residential
buildings), new technologies (e.g. mixed waste processing) and sector-specific pilot
projects.

Any new approaches to diversion in the IC&I sector need to complement, not duplicate,
producer responsibility requirements. In broadening the materials we divert in Ontario,
we will make sure that we implement clear, streamlined requirements that are
consistent with the principle of producer responsibility.
Get the right information to make sure we make progress
When residents and municipalities reduce or divert waste, we should be able to show
them how their actions have resulted in progress. When we ask businesses to take
responsibility for their waste, we need to be able to take clear action to maintain a
competitive and level playing-field and also show that businesses are doing their part. In
the past, this has been a challenge because we have lacked up-to-date information of
how we are managing our waste.
It’s not fair to ask businesses, municipalities, and the people of Ontario to do more
without being able to show them the results of their hard work. Information, along with
clear rules and strong enforcement, is critical to ensuring we are getting real results
from our efforts to reduce, divert and manage our waste. To provide real-time
monitoring of our waste management systems, we need a clear picture of what is
happening on the ground.
The challenge isn’t getting more information – it’s getting the right information. More
specifically, we need information that will help Ontario:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Assess the current state of resource recovery, waste reduction and future needs.
Understand where opportunities exist to recover resources and increase waste
reduction.
Determine whether environmental standards are being met.
Hold polluters accountable while reducing regulatory burden for responsible
businesses.
Improve our understanding of the costs and benefits of resource recovery and waste
reduction.
Evaluate and assess our performance against targets.

Any initiative to collect information must be flexible, nimble, and reduce burden on
businesses. That’s why we propose to use the Resource Productivity and Recovery
Authority (RPRA) to set up a one window approach for the collection of information.
Producers for waste diversion programs, such as tires, currently report to RPRA. RPRA
will use their established information clearinghouse (i.e. a registry) to collect important
information from producers and other parties that conduct activities related to resource
recovery and waste reduction (e.g. generators, service providers and municipalities).
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These efforts will help the province effectively set targets and develop policies while
RPRA monitors and assesses producer performance to ensure a fair and competitive
market. To build trust and transparency, the province may also require RPRA to make
information available to the public, where appropriate, through its public-facing registry.
Discussion Questions
Let us know your thoughts on the discussion questions below.
1. How can the province best help the public participate in waste reduction and
diversion activities? How can the province facilitate better diversion in lagging areas,
such as multi-unit residential buildings?
2. What types of initiatives do you think would result in effective and real action on
waste reduction and diversion for the IC&I sectors?
3. What role do you think regulation should play in driving more waste reduction and
diversion efforts from the IC&I sectors?
4. How can we get accurate information on waste reduction and diversion initiatives in
the IC&I sectors?
5. What do you think about a province-wide program for the recovery of clothing and
textiles?

2.3 MAKE PRODUCERS RESPONSIBLE FOR THEIR WASTE
Ontario’s municipalities pioneered some of the world’s first curbside recycling programs
in the 1980s.
A lot has changed since that time. Today, products and packaging are drastically
different than the newsprint, and food and beverage containers managed by early Blue
Box programs. Materials are more complex than ever, and changes to our economy
mean markets for processed recyclables are global, not local. This leaves municipalities
in the unenviable position of trying to manage materials they can’t anticipate and
generate revenues from processed materials in highly-variable markets.
While municipalities will always have a critical role in our waste management systems,
we believe that taxpayers should not be on hook for costs they cannot control.
Producer responsibility makes sense. The businesses that develop products and
packaging are best positioned to make decisions that reduce waste or increase the
resources that can be recovered from their products at end of life. It’s producers that
know how to get their products to market, how their products are used, and when their
life-span is expected to end.
Making producers responsible for the full waste cycle of their products will make
recycling easier and more accessible across the province. A producer responsibility
model also reduces the burden on taxpayers and promotes a competitive market for
diversion.
12
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Producer responsibility is the most effective and accountable way to promote waste
diversion, align the true costs of managing products and packaging at their end of life,
and save taxpayers money. For example, shifting the Blue Box Program to full producer
responsibility is estimated to save municipalities over $125 million annually, with this
cost avoidance anticipated to rise in the coming years. That’s why Ontario is moving
forward with a new producer responsibility system that will help encourage competition
and innovation among producers while reducing the amount of valuable materials that
end up in landfill.
As part of shifting to producer responsibility, existing waste diversion programs will
undergo a transition process that consists of two concurrent steps:
1. Winding up the existing waste diversion programs and the industry funding
organizations that operate them under the Waste Diversion Transition Act, 2016.
2. Putting in place regulations under the Resource Recovery and Circular Economy
Act, 2016 to make producers fully responsible for the materials managed under the
existing programs.
To ensure a seamless transition, each new producer responsibility regulation will be
fully implemented on the day the existing waste diversion program winds up.
Four waste diversion programs were developed and operated by three industry funding
organizations under the Waste Diversion Act, 2002, and are currently continued under
the Waste Diversion Transition Act, 2016:
1. Blue Box operated by Stewardship Ontario.
2. Municipal Hazardous or Special Waste (MHSW) operated by Stewardship Ontario.
3. Waste Electrical and Electronic Equipment (WEEE) operated by Electronic
Stewardship.
4. Used Tires operated by Ontario Tire Stewardship.
As well, four Industry Stewardship Plans have been approved under the Waste
Diversion Act, 2002:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Used Paints and Coatings.
Pesticides, Solvents and Fertilizers.
Automotive Materials Stewardship.
Soda Stream.

Transition will continue to be guided by the following core principles:
•
•
•

The government will lead the transition process.
The people of Ontario’s experience with and access to existing services will not be
negatively impacted, such as regular curbside collection of Blue Box materials.
Transition will promote competition and a level playing field in the marketplace.
13
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•

All stakeholders will be extensively consulted and engaged in the process.

We have already made progress and will continue to transition Ontario’s existing waste
diversion programs to producer responsibility. The Used Tires Program has ceased
operation and a new regulatory framework which makes tire producers responsible for
recovering their end-of-life products and packaging is now in place. Under the new
system, tire producers are required to create an accessible and convenient tire
collection network across the province to recover and recycle used tires so they do not
end up in landfills.
Ontario Electronic Stewardship, which currently manages the WEEE Program, has
submitted its wind up plan to RPRA and the WEEE Program was directed to cease
operations on June 30, 2020. Stewardship Ontario has also been directed to submit a
wind up plan for the MHSW Program to RPRA by June 30, 2019. The MHSW Program
will wind up in two phases – the single use battery program was directed to cease
operation on June 30, 2020, and the program for the remaining materials was directed
to cease operation on December 31, 2020.
Changing how the Blue Box Program is managed may take longer as the province,
municipalities and producers will need to have extensive discussions to ensure this very
successful program continues to be accessible and convenient for households across
the province. Cooperation among municipalities, producers, RPRA and Stewardship
Ontario will be essential to ensure that taxpayers are protected and that there is a
smooth transition to the new producer responsibility approach.
Considerations for consultation on the Blue Box Program transition process could
include:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Roles and responsibilities for the operation of the Blue Box Program.
Opportunities for municipal integrated waste management systems to support
producer responsibility.
How to address municipal contracts and assets, including existing contracts for
collection and post-collection management, and how to manage and minimize
stranded assets.
Opportunities to harmonize materials collected across Ontario and the type of
collection activities that are undertaken.
Opportunities to lower overall costs through greater harmonization in the collection
and post-collection management.
The status of Regulation 101/94 under the Environmental Protection Act, which
currently requires every municipality with a population of at least 5,000 residents to
operate a Blue Box waste management system prior to and after transition.

We will work closely with businesses and industry to expand beyond the wastes
currently covered by existing diversion programs when looking for further opportunities
to reduce, reuse, divert and recover resources under the producer responsibility
14
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framework. Materials such as carpets, mattresses, furniture and other bulky items are
valuable waste materials that can be recovered and should not go to landfill.
We will work with RPRA to gather the right information to ensure that our producer
responsibility systems are effective, accountable, and deliver results for the people of
Ontario.
Discussion Questions
Let us know your thoughts on the discussion questions below.
1. How do you think the Blue Box Program could best be transitioned to full producer
responsibility without disrupting services to Ontario households?
2. Should it transition directly to producer responsibility under the Resource Recovery
and Circular Economy Act, 2016 or through a phased approach?
3. When do you think the transition of the Blue Box Program should be completed?
4. What additional materials do you think should be managed through producer
responsibility to maximize diversion?
5. How can we make it easier for the public to determine what should and should not
go in the Blue Box?
6. How should the province implement the transition process of its existing programs to
producer responsibility without interrupting service?

2.4 REDUCE AND DIVERT FOOD AND ORGANIC WASTE
We know that when food and organic waste ends up in a landfill, it breaks down to
create methane, a potent greenhouse gas (GHG), and contributes to climate change. In
addition to direct emissions, there are large amounts of land, energy, water and labour
used.
When food and organic wastes are sent to landfill, opportunities are lost to both
preserve valuable resources that could be used to support healthy soils and to reduce
GHG emissions. Food and organic waste also attract rodents such as rats, racoons,
pigeons and other parasites.
Avoiding food waste, rescuing surplus food, and diverting unavoidable food and organic
waste is both good for the environment and good for business.
Doubling the current diversion rate for food and organic waste would lead to a reduction
of an additional 1.1 Mt of GHGs, which is equivalent to removing approximately 260,000
cars from Ontario roads each year.
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Our current efforts to divert food and organic waste through green bin programs,
community composting efforts and leaf and yard waste support up to 1,700 direct jobs in
Ontario and generate over $100 million in GDP.2
But with just over 60 per cent of Ontario’s food and organic waste being sent to landfill,
we can do more to make it easier to reduce waste, rescue surplus food, and divert food
and organic waste.
The Food and Organic Waste Policy Statement under the Resource Recovery and
Circular Economy Act, 2016, provides direction to municipalities, industry, as well as the
IC&I sector, by setting reduction targets to reduce the amount of food and organic waste
sent to landfill.
Build a culture of food waste avoidance
The people of Ontario want to do the right thing, and as a province we can focus on
actions that people, businesses, and institutions can take to reduce food waste.
Increasing awareness of food waste will help us take the steps that make waste
avoidance part of our daily lives.
Promotion and education is critical to preventing food waste. As such, the province will
work with partners to develop educational tools and resources, including guidance on
the implementation of the policy statement, to support more standardized promotion and
education outreach (e.g. best practices for meal planning and food storage, including
tips on how to extend the life of food, such as freezing food where appropriate and
safe). The province will work with interested partners including municipalities and
industry, build on existing efforts and consider any relevant national policies, initiatives
or other successful waste reduction activities in other comparable jurisdictions.
The province will work with partners to raise awareness and take action to reduce food
and organic waste and increase diversion efforts within school communities. As part of
the government’s commitment to curriculum renewal we will explore changes that
embed learning about the environment in the classroom.
Support the safe donation and rescue of surplus food
Food is a valuable resource. Rescuing surplus food from becoming waste not only helps
local organizations, it’s also an example of everyday action that the people and
businesses of Ontario can do to help our environment. Surplus food can also support a
range of services and initiatives, such as the provision of meals to those in need of food,

Reports on Organic Waste Management in Ontario, prepared for the Ontario Ministry of the Environment and
Climate Change, 2015

2
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the development of value-added products, food skills training, or employment readiness
programs related to the food industry. Good food should never go to waste.
The province recognizes the need to support food rescue, and that’s why we have a
framework in place to support these donations. The Ontario Community Food Program
Donation Tax Credit for Farmers provides tax credits up to 25 per cent to farmers who
recover and donate agricultural products to eligible programs. The Ontario Donation of
Food Act, 1994, encourages donations, with certain limitations, and protects food
donors from liability because of injuries caused by the consumption of donated food.
Ensuring that surplus food is safe for human consumption is a common concern for
organizations that support food rescue initiatives, such as food retailers and food rescue
organizations. Food safety is important for perishable food donations and food may not
be safe to donate if it has not been handled or stored properly.
Ontario Regulation 562 (Food Premises) made under the Health Protection and
Promotion Act sets the requirements for operating a food premises, such as safe food
handling and preparation, food storage, sanitation, dishwashing and hygiene practices.
Food retailers and food rescue organizations must also follow these requirements.
The people of Ontario want to rescue surplus food, but they’re not always sure of the
best way to go about it. As a province, we can make it easier to rescue, donate, and use
surplus food safely to support our local communities. To support the regulation, the
province is proposing to develop guidelines to promote the safe donation of surplus
food.
These guidelines, along with other ongoing efforts to support healthy food access and
food security, can help improve the quality of foods available so families in need of
assistance can have access to healthy and nutritious foods.
We will also work with partners to support innovative approaches and tools to rescue
surplus food. Several innovative initiatives have already been launched by businesses,
social enterprises, non-profit organizations and social agencies to rescue food which
would otherwise be destined for disposal. This includes the work of successful
organizations across Ontario that rescue surplus food, using innovative platforms and
technologies, to connect businesses that have food that would otherwise go to landfill
with social agencies that are able to rescue the food.
Expand green bin type programs that achieve results
As the world’s earliest adopters of curbside recycling, the people of Ontario have a
history of embracing opportunities to send less waste to landfill.
This commitment doesn’t stop at the Blue Box. Ontarians have proven that they will
divert waste wherever possible. Ontario’s residential sector has made considerable
17
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progress in recovering food and organic waste from landfill. Outside the home, food and
organic waste collection is becoming more common too, particularly in malls, offices,
and schools.
Building on this progress, Ontarians have told us that they want to do more to keep
organics from landfill but can’t because they don’t have access to collection
opportunities where they are often needed most.
We will expand green bin or similar collection systems where it makes sense, such as in
cities and large towns, targeting urban areas where populations and density make
collecting food and organic waste viable and effective through the full implementation of
the Food and Organic Waste Policy Statement. We will work with municipalities, multiresidential buildings, businesses, schools and hospitals so they understand their
obligations under the policy statement and can meet targets (e.g. recover up to 70 per
cent of their food and organic waste by 2025). We will develop guidance to support
meeting these targets and making food and organic waste diversion as accessible to
the people of Ontario as possible.
Keep food waste out of landfills
The province will develop a proposal to ban food waste from landfills.
Keeping food and organic waste out of landfills can help extend landfill capacity, reduce
off-site odour issues, and limit GHG emissions.
A landfill ban on food and organic waste could create new opportunities for waste
reduction, surplus food rescue, and offer new approaches to resource recovery creating
value at all levels of the value chain. A landfill ban could drive investment in resource
recovery systems, create jobs and support innovation in the province.
We understand that banning food waste and possibly other organics waste may not be
suitable everywhere across Ontario. That’s why we will consult extensively prior to
moving forward and intend to develop a made-in-Ontario proposal that is tailored to the
specific needs of our communities. The province will consider implementation details,
such as phased timing, in close consultation with key partners such as municipalities,
businesses and the waste management industry so that any landfill ban makes sense
for our communities.
Discussion on the ban would have to address several questions. The proposal could
consider the following:
•

Materials that could be banned: could be limited to packaged and non-packaged
food, leftover food, food scraps and soiled paper, or be extended to other organics
such as leaf and yard waste, seasonal outdoor waste, and houseplants and flowers.
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•
•

•

•

Facilities that should be subject to the ban: would it be most effective to ban at
landfills and transfer stations or earlier in the collection stage at the point of
generation?
Waste generators that could be impacted: could require large generators of food
waste and food scraps such as restaurants and grocery stores to keep these
materials out of the disposal stream. Are there exemptions that should be
considered (e.g. based on emergency circumstances)?
When the ban would come into place: should implementation be phased-in, with
larger disposal sites and larger food waste generators implemented first, and later
for smaller disposal sites and generators, with timing to reflect the need for
processing capacity across the province?
How compliance and enforcement would be achieved: could require disposal sites to
develop a compliance plan, publicly report on inspections.

Any landfill ban must make sense for the communities it will impact. The province will
conduct extensive consultations before putting in place any new requirements.
Consultations will aim to address implementation and operational challenges, including
the necessary time to plan for and build additional resource recovery systems, barriers
for multi-unit residential buildings and challenges for rural, remote and northern
communities that could be impacted.
Discussion Questions
Let us know your thoughts on the discussion questions below.
1. What can be done to increase the safe rescue and donation of surplus food in
Ontario?
2. What role do you think government and industry can play in raising education and
awareness on the issue of food waste?
3. Do you think the province should ban food waste? If so, how do you think a ban
would be best developed and implemented?

2.5 REDUCE PLASTIC WASTE GOING INTO LANDFILLS OR WATERWAYS
Litter and plastic pollution on land and in water-bodies is becoming a worldwide
pressing issue. For example, it is estimated that almost 10,000 tonnes of plastic debris
enter the Great Lakes each year and more than 80 per cent of litter collected during
volunteer clean ups along the shorelines of the Great Lakes is plastic.
We know that plastic waste can cause harm to fish and wildlife either through
entanglement or consumption, as plastic can be mistaken for food. Much of that plastic
waste is from single-use plastics that we use in our everyday lives – from take-out
containers to shopping bags, to common grocery store items, single-use plastics have
become prevalent in our workplaces, homes and stores. Plastic waste also takes a long
time to decompose and as it breaks down it creates microplastics, which have been
found in the Great Lakes at concentration levels greater than the oceans, particularly
near population centres. Microplastics have been found near shore waters, in streams,
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wastewater effluent and sediment, and is also entering the food web – fish and insects
in the Great Lakes and abroad are found with microplastics in their stomachs.
In Ontario, the existing Blue Box Program recovered approximately 28 per cent of all
plastic packaging generated in 2017. The remaining plastic packaging goes to landfills
or becomes litter. We can and should be doing better.
The province will support existing shoreline and other clean-up projects for plastic litter
and pollution from our waterways and land, including through a day of action on litter
and through the support of other sustained efforts.
But cleaning up our lakes and rivers after they have already been polluted is not a
sustainable solution. Consistent, coordinated action is needed to prevent plastic from
ending up in waterways not just in Ontario, but across Canada.
We believe that plastic waste is an issue that is best addressed by working with other
levels of government as well as industry to better manage plastic waste, including
single-use plastic waste, and taking steps to both prevent and clean up plastic pollution
on our land and in the Great Lakes and our waterways. We know that other jurisdictions
have implemented a ban on single-use plastics to prevent plastic waste.
We will continue to work with other provinces, territories and the federal government on
the development of an action plan to implement a Canada-wide strategy.
We know that industry is leading with several of its own actions to reduce plastic waste.
One of the challenges of dealing with plastic waste is that there is a lack of
harmonization across national and international markets. Moving the yardstick on
diversion of plastic waste will require more focused efforts on the part of the federal
government. We will seek stronger commitments from the federal government to
develop national standards for recyclability to discourage the use of difficult to recycle
plastics. We would also like to see the federal government address product labelling
and packaging for products improperly labeled as recyclable or compostable.
Ontario will continue to do its part to reduce and divert even more plastic waste through
the transition of the current Blue Box Program to a producer responsibility model and by
increasing the amount of plastic waste being diverted through the IC&I sectors. Some
provinces have used a deposit return system for plastic bottles and other containers to
reduce litter. Ontario could also consider deposit return as part of its approach to reduce
litter and waste in our communities.
We also intend to ensure the federal government works with Ontario to address the
challenges faced by our Great Lakes and inland lakes through continued efforts to
expand existing monitoring and research on plastics and microplastic pollution. Effective
monitoring and research can help us understand impact of plastic and microplastic
pollution, how to identify its sources and how best to reduce it. The research could be
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conducted through existing mechanisms such as the Canada-Ontario Agreement on
Great Lakes Water Quality and Ecosystem Health.
Discussion Questions
Let us know your thoughts on the discussion questions below.
1. What do you think is the most effective way to reduce the amount of plastic waste
that ends up in our environment and waterways?
2. What role do you think the various levels of government should play in reducing
plastic waste?
3. Would you support and participate in shoreline and other clean-up projects to keep
our waterways and land free of plastic waste?
4. Would a ban on single-use plastics be effective in reducing plastic waste?
5. What are your views on reducing plastic litter through initiatives such as deposit
return programs?

2.6 PROVIDE CLEAR RULES FOR COMPOSTABLES
Intended to be disposed of in food waste collection programs, compostable products
and packaging such as cutlery, plastic films, and coffee pods are an innovative
alternative to throw-away, single-use products. When properly managed, compostable
products and packaging eventually become part of the compost produced by organics
processing facilities.
Yet the use and management of compostable products and packaging has proven more
complicated than intended.
It’s not always clear which products and packaging are compostable, recyclable, or
must be disposed of in the trash. Consumers and businesses alike have heard mixed
messages about whether compostable packaging can be managed by green bin
programs and, in some cases, have been told to put these materials in the trash.
Some municipalities tell us that compostable products and packaging pose a challenge
for their green bin systems, as they may not break down according to the procedures
and timeframes used by their processing facilities. While national and international
certification standards do exist, we know that simply meeting those standards does not
ensure that compostable products and packaging can be properly managed in Ontario’s
anaerobic and composting facilities.
This means that, in some instances, compostable products and packaging are not being
properly composted, or are removed from organic waste streams by processing
equipment and end up, instead, in landfill.
This is not fair to the businesses, institutions, and consumers that have invested in
compostable products and packaging, often paying a premium to do the right thing. It’s
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also not fair to the municipalities paying a premium to remove or dispose of these items
from organic waste streams.
As compostable products and packaging become more common in Ontario, there is
broad recognition that more work needs to be done to make sure that these materials
are properly managed, and that businesses and consumers get what they paid for.
We believe that producers, municipalities and waste management providers all have a
role to play in ensuring compostable products and packaging do not end up in landfill.
We also believe that the people of Ontario should have the information they need to
know how to properly manage compostable products and packaging when they are
done with them.
We will work with industry and municipalities to build consensus on how compostable
products and packaging can be best managed to ensure they do not go to landfill. We
will convene a working group to bring these sectors together to discuss this issue and a
path forward.
There are several options which could be considered, including, for example:
• Making producers responsible for the end of life management of their compostable
products and packaging. This could help ensure that increased costs for managing
these materials through municipal green bin programs does not end up as a cost to
taxpayers. It could also encourage more “take-back” programs to encourage better
collection and less contamination of the material.
• Encouraging municipalities and waste management service providers to adjust their
processing methods and technologies as needed to support the composting and
anaerobic digestion of these materials.
• Looking at potential for requirements for products and packaging marketed as
compostable to be certified per a standard that can be processed in Ontario.
• Reviewing the Guidelines for the Production of Compost in Ontario to:
o Clarify that certified compostable products and packaging are an acceptable
feedstock.
o Consider requiring facilities that accept certified compostable products and
packaging to ensure their processes and technologies can effectively process
these materials.
o Determine if, by working with federal government and other partners, new or
revised standards are needed for the compostable products.
• Consider requiring new compost facilities to adopt processes and technologies that
can effectively manage compostable products and packaging as a condition of their
Environmental Compliance Approval.
Discussion Questions
Let us know your thoughts on the discussion questions below.
1. How do you think compostable products and packaging should be managed in
Ontario?
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2. Should producers of compostable products and packaging be held responsible for
the management and processing of their materials?
3. What role do you think standards and facility approvals should play in the proper
management of compostable products and packaging?

2.7 RECOVER THE VALUE OF RESOURCES
Explore opportunities to recover the value of resources in waste
Ontario’s priority has always been to first reduce the waste we create, then reuse what
we can and finally recycle what is left, prior to disposing of the residual in landfills.
However, this still results in a large amount of Ontario’s waste still going to landfills.
Some materials can’t be recycled, while certain products are made of complex
combinations of materials that make recycling too costly to support viable end-markets.
We need to consider how to better recover the valuable resources from waste so that it
can be integrated back into the economy.
Thermal treatment is a broad term used to describe a range of technologies that can be
used to manage non-hazardous wastes from both the municipal sector and the IC&I
sectors. These technologies also displace the burning of GHG-intensive fuels, such as
coal. In many cases, it is possible to use thermal treatment technology to recover
valuable resources, such as plastic resins, synthetic fuels and electricity, from waste
that would otherwise end up in landfills. Thermal treatment encompasses a few
different processes. Emerging technologies use extreme heat to break down materials
such as plastics in order to create synthetic fuels or generate gases. Older facilities will
create electricity and steam by burning waste. Some industrial processes use waste as
fuel for their operations.
Ontario currently allows select wastes to be used as lower carbon fuel (e.g. coal)
substitutes to reduce GHG emissions from cement kilns, such as at the Lafarge Canada
Inc. Bath cement plant, and other manufacturing facilities. This use will ultimately be
limited by the amount of fuel needed for manufacturing. Municipalities and the private
sector can choose to send their wastes to thermal treatment, after they have made
reasonable efforts that waste collected is first processed, used or recycled. In addition,
Ontario has two facilities that use municipal and private sector waste to generate
energy.
Currently Ontario’s waste diversion programs cannot promote the burning of waste and
are only allowed to use thermal treatment for residuals – the unrecyclable residues left
over after materials are processed – even if end-markets for the materials they manage
may not sustain recycling on their own. This means that diversion programs end up
recycling materials where the cost of processing vastly outweighs revenues, as with
plastic films, or where formerly viable end-markets have declined to historic lows, as
with newsprint. Changes to national and international markets, such as the recent ban
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on imports in China, can result in stockpiles of materials that have limited market
potential.
Provinces across Canada are dealing with these same issues. Nova Scotia recently
announced changes to regulations to allow plastics and newsprint to be used for
thermal treatment, with the goal of finding ways to take materials out of landfill and
recover their value back into the economy. In a number of European countries, in
addition to reducing, diverting and recycling waste, the processing of waste using
thermal treatment, also referred to as energy from waste, is used to recover value from
a significant amount of waste rather than sending it to landfills. In Sweden, only 1 per
cent of municipal waste is sent to landfills, while 51 per cent of municipal waste is sent
to energy from waste facilities to generate electricity and provide heating to surrounding
communities. The remaining 48 per cent of municipal waste is diverted from landfills,
either by composting or recycling.
Chemical recycling, which is carried out by companies like Greenmantra Technologies
in Brantford, is another process that could assist in waste diversion. It uses a chemical
reaction to transform recycled materials, such as certain complex plastics, into higher
value polymers. This process drives economic value by opening new applications and
additional outlets for waste plastics where conventional recycling cannot provide an
adequate solution. The increased use of chemical recycling could be used to improve
the effectiveness of existing recycling processes and to enable economic growth by
expanding the potential end uses for materials that currently are sent to landfill.
We understand that some stakeholders have raised issues with the definition of waste.
Where appropriate, the ministry will review requirements related to waste management
to consider opportunities where they may restrict innovation or pose an obstacle to the
recovery of materials that would otherwise be a waste and develop products that have a
beneficial use. This would include supporting beneficial uses which promote soil health,
crop growth and enhance carbon storage. Promoting end-products like renewable
natural gas and electricity can help replace carbon-intensive fossil fuels.
We intend to have discussions on how best the province might explore opportunities for
innovative technologies that recover value from materials that otherwise would be a
waste, including through chemical recycling and thermal treatment. This will include
considering:
•
•
•

Whether Ontario should recognize additional recovery approaches as an alternative
to landfill.
Whether certain types/uses of thermal treatment technology should count as waste
diversion.
How Ontario’s regulatory and approvals framework can support greater adoption of
chemical recycling and thermal treatment while still ensuring that these technologies
meet Ontario’s stringent air standards and waste management requirements.
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•

Lessons learned from other jurisdictions to see how thermal treatment has been
incorporated into their waste management practices.

Make it easier and safer to reuse excess soil and redevelop former commercial
and industrial lands
Rural and urban communities benefit from healthy soil and land. Soils need to be clean
to ensure new home owners or property users are safe, and contaminated soils cannot
be relocated to farms where our food is grown. Having clear rules and standards around
how extra soil from construction projects is managed, relocated and reused makes it
easier for construction businesses to know what soils they can reuse and what soils
need to be disposed of or treated before reusing.
Proper management of excess soil can reduce unnecessary landfilling (as well as
reduce construction costs) while ensuring soil from construction projects is safe for the
environment and human health. By clarifying what soil can be reused locally, we can
also reduce greenhouse gas emissions generated by trucking soil from place to place
unnecessarily.
Traditional excess soil management using “dig and dump” approaches is substantially
more expensive than using best practices for reusing soil from construction. According
to a recent industry study, projects that use excess soil management best practices for
reuse experienced an average of 9 per cent in cost savings (Ontario Society of
Professional Engineers, Greater Toronto Sewer and Watermain Contractors
Association, Residential and Civil Construction Alliance of Ontario). Savings are due to
reduced hauling distances and diverting soils away from landfills.
Recognizing that excess soil is often a resource that can be reused, the ministry will set
clear rules to limit soil being sent to landfill, lower greenhouse gas emissions from
trucking and reduce construction costs, while supporting beneficial reuses that are safe
for the environment and human health. We will work with municipalities and other law
enforcement agencies and stakeholders to increase enforcement on illegal dumping of
excess soil.
The ministry will also revise the brownfields regulation and the record of site condition
guide to reduce barriers to redevelop and revitalize historically contaminated lands,
putting vacant prime land back to good use.
Discussion Questions
Let us know your thoughts on the discussion questions below.
1. What role do you think chemical recycling and thermal treatment should have in
Ontario’s approach to managing waste?
2. What types of waste materials do you think are best suited for thermal treatment?
3. How can we clearly and fairly assess the benefits and drawbacks of thermal
treatment?
25
58

4. Are there obstacles in the current regulatory requirements and approvals processes
that could discourage the adoption of technologies such as chemical recycling and
thermal treatment? How can we maintain air standards and waste management
requirements in addressing these obstacles?
5. How can we best work with municipalities and stakeholders to integrate new soil
reuse rules and other best practices into operations quickly, and to continue to
develop innovative approaches to soil reuse and management?

2.8 SUPPORT COMPETITIVE AND SUSTAINABLE END-MARKETS
Reducing waste and increasing diversion is about more than putting waste materials in
the correct receptacles. Having sufficient processing capacity is a critical component of
any approach to better manage our waste. This includes both the technology and
infrastructure needed for the collection and sorting of waste, its processing into a
product for markets or if applicable, its appropriate disposal.
Given the projected population growth and economic trends for Ontario, our ability to
dispose of waste will become increasingly challenging. We need to reduce our current
reliance on landfills, give local communities more say in where landfills go, and focus on
building more and better ways to reduce and divert our waste.
Rather than hindering our ability to innovate and drive stronger economic growth, we
need to ensure that the regulatory environment promotes industrial competitiveness,
new economic investments, and development of innovative technologies that will help
us tackle our waste problem.
As such, we will work towards reducing regulatory and administrative burden with the
aim of keeping waste out of the landfill. This includes building an environmental
approvals system that focuses on clear progress, beneficial outcomes, and strong
enforcement.
Modernize Approvals
As waste reduction and diversion technologies, systems, and markets have evolved,
existing regulatory oversight and approval requirements must keep pace and facilitate
new ways of dealing with new problems. That’s why it is important that the province
regularly review our legislation, regulations, and policies to ensure that they do not
impede people and businesses from doing the right thing.
Consistent with its open for business agenda, the province will cut regulatory red tape to
support innovative and low risk waste management approaches, such as pilot projects
that could lead to commercialization of new technologies or processes. This will make it
easier for businesses and municipalities to make waste diversion more accessible to the
people of Ontario, such as expanding and updating provisions that support municipal
waste depots and retail collection sites. The province will look for opportunities to
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support the localized management of organic waste such on-site management or smallscale composting.
The province will look for opportunities to make environmental approvals, including for
waste management activities, more expedient and efficient through the continued
implementation of a one-year service standard for higher-risk Environmental
Compliance Approval requests. We will also consider an alternative or streamlined
environmental approvals path for proven technologies that recover value from waste.
Give municipalities greater say in landfill approvals
In an economy that values its resources and promotes the efficient and effective
recovery of products and packaging, landfills should be the last resort in the system to
manage waste materials. This is not currently the case in Ontario, as 70 per cent of
products at their end-of-life, packaging and other waste is sent to landfill. Ontario has
approximately 10 to 20 years of landfill capacity left. These timelines also assume we
would continue to export some of our waste to the United States, which is not a
sustainable solution.
While Ontario works towards reducing and diverting more of its waste, there will still be
a need for landfill space.
With that said, we are committed to listening to the communities that are hosting and
near landfills. A landfill is a long-term commitment - so it is important that local
communities have more say in landfill approvals, particularly where it directly impacts
their community. To this end, we will provide municipalities and the communities they
represent with more say in landfill approvals process while protecting the environment
and ensuring there is sufficient landfill capacity in Ontario.
We will develop a proposal to ensure consultation between landfill proponents and
impacted municipalities, Indigenous communities and adjacent communities happens
early in the approvals process. When considering the best way to provide impacted
municipalities with an increased say, we will look at the potential impacts a landfill might
have on both the environment and the community, which could include communities
that are in close proximity to the landfill.
We will look at the role “impact benefit” or community agreements can play in
addressing both municipal and Indigenous concerns as well as mitigating potential
impacts. The proposal will balance the desire to give the people of Ontario a greater
voice in the siting of landfills, while ensuring Ontario has sufficient landfill capacity for
the management of our waste.
Ontario will continue to be a leading jurisdiction in setting strict landfill standards and
requirements. This means continuing to safeguard drinking water by applying
groundwater protection limits and design requirements for leachate collection systems.
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Proposals for large new landfills and landfill expansions will continue to be subject to
rigorous environmental assessment processes under the Environmental Assessment
Act and strict requirements for design, operation, closure, post-closure care and
financial assurance under the Environmental Protection Act. These comprehensive
requirements will ensure the environmental risks of this landfilling legacy will be
managed.
Discussion Questions
Let us know your thoughts on the discussion questions below.
1. What changes to the approvals process do you think would best facilitate a reduction
in waste going to landfills?
2. What type of end-markets for resources from waste do you think Ontario is best
positioned for?
3. How do you think municipalities should be given more of a say in the landfill
approvals process?

3.0 MEASURE OUR SUCCESS
Our goal is that Ontario will strive to decrease the amount of waste going to landfill
and work towards increasing the province’s overall diversion rate. We will monitor
and evaluate progress on this goal through the following key performance measures:
1. Reduce waste: Reduce the amount of waste sent to landfill as demonstrated by
declining kilograms of waste on a per capita basis. This measure will give us a
reliable indication of the effectiveness of our efforts to reduce the amount of waste
that goes to landfill in this province. By reducing the amount of waste we produce
and increasing the amount of waste we divert, we will reduce our reliance on
landfills.
2. Reduce greenhouse gas emissions: Reduce the amount of GHG emissions from
the waste sector as demonstrated by declining kilograms of GHG emissions from
food and organics waste and from the waste sector in general. To support the
implementation of A Made-in-Ontario Environment Plan, we need to minimize the
level of emissions that come from the generation and management of waste in
Ontario. In terms of waste, the biggest gains can be made by reducing the amount of
food and organic waste that goes to landfill, thereby minimizing the release of
methane from the landfilling of those wastes.
3. Right information: Reliable and accurate information will promote evidence-based
decisions, help measure our progress, and prove all parties in the waste system are
accountable for results. Getting the right information will help us show the people of
Ontario how their communities are reducing litter and waste, and build confidence
that their efforts to reduce, reuse, and recycle are having a direct and measurable
impact on our province’s environment.
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4. Increase diversion: Increase the amount of waste reduced, recycled or recovered
by Ontario households, municipalities and the IC&I sectors. These sectors are where
we can make the biggest gains in getting our diversion rate moving in the right
direction again.
The ministry will release a five-year progress report outlining progress made in
implementing the actions outlined in this discussion paper and achieving the goal of
decreasing waste going to landfill and increasing the province’s overall diversion
rate.

4.0 WE WANT TO HEAR FROM YOU
1. Of all the initiatives detailed in this discussion paper, what do you think should be a
priority for early action?
2. How do you think Ontario can best maintain its competitiveness and growth while
reducing the amount of waste going to landfill and litter in our communities?
3. How do you think we can make Ontario a leader in waste reduction and diversion
once again?
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Roy’L Acres Farm

April 4, 2019

Dear Warden Hicks and Grey County Council,
We are writing to you in regards of the proposal to change the Farm Property Tax Rate.
We understand that this matter will be addressed and voted on at Thursday April 11
Council meeting.
We support the Grey County Federation of Agriculture in its endeavor to adjust the tax
rate for farms.
As farmers ourselves we are proud to belong to the farming community of 2,304 active
production farms in Grey County (stats Canada 2017 Census).
As our land values increase we bear a larger portion of the tax burden without the
benefit of more services or the County having to raise the tax rate for other ratepayers.
This is an unfair advantage as the appreciation in the worth of our land will never be
cause for a greater yield. The succession of farm properties to family members also
means that value will never be realized.
It appears that other Counties in Ontario that have been faced with this issue such as
Duffrin, Lambton, Caledon, and Oxford to name a few have demonstrated to their
farming communities the support that farmers need to continue to provide a lifesustaining service which is feeding people.
To quote a former Warden of Grey County Alan Barfoot, “Agriculture has deep roots in
Grey County…Grey County is proud of our farmers and wishes continued success for all
those who have chosen this vital occupation.”
Most farmers are not wealthy, we work hard to make a living that is sustainable, and
our land is our livelihood. Please consider these truths as you deliberate your decision
as your vote will have a profound impact on the farmers of Grey County.
Sincerely,
Roy Love and Virginia Stewart Love
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Recommendation
1. That Report FR-CW-11-19 regarding 2019 property tax policies be received; and
2. That the 2019 tax policies remain the same as 2018 for:





Tax Ratios
Tax Reductions for Mandated Subclasses of Vacant Lands
Tax Reductions for Farmland Awaiting Development Subclasses
Optional Classes of Property; and

3. That the County utilize all of the optional capping tools available in order to move
as many commercial properties as possible towards full current value assessment
(CVA) based taxation; and

4. That the necessary By-laws be drafted for Council’s consideration and approval;
and

5. That staff inform Council on any flexibility that may be provided in 2019 by the
Provincial Government regarding the current vacancy rebate reduction programs
to seek input and direction.

Executive Summary



Report provides background and advice to Council to establish annual tax policy
decisions.
Responsibility of upper-tier municipality to pass by-laws relating to tax policy decisions.

Background and Discussion
FR-CW-11-19
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The purpose of this report is to provide County Council with the background and advice to
enable the County to establish tax policies that affect how the County of Grey apportions the tax
burden by property class, as well as between the nine local municipalities.
It is also the responsibility of the upper-tier municipality to pass by-laws relating to tax policy
decisions. In preparation for this report, the tax policy items set out below were discussed on
March 8th with the local municipal treasurers and staff to receive their input on the items in this
report.

Tax Ratios
County Council establishes the relative tax distribution for multi-residential, commercial,
industrial and pipeline classes annually. Property tax ratios determine how a property class
municipal tax rate compares with the residential tax rate which is legislated to equal 1.0. The
purpose of tax ratios is to manage the balance of taxation among properties based on their use
or classification. Without classes and ratios a $100 of industrial or farmland assessment would
carry the same share of the tax liability as a residential property. Under Grey County’s current
ratios, the farmland’s share is ¼ of the residential share, while the industrial share is 1.86 times
the residential tax share and over seven times that carried by farmland of the same value.
The farm tax class and managed forest tax class have a prescribed ratio of 0.25. Municipalities
have the flexibility to set a tax ratio for the farm tax class below 0.25, however, this reduction
would only apply to the municipal portion of the tax bill.
In setting tax ratios for all other property classes, municipalities must do so within the guidelines
prescribed by the Province. Council may choose to adopt:
1. The current tax ratio for any class, or;
2. A new tax ratio for the year that is closer to or within the Range of Fairness, as shown in
Table 1 – Tax Ratio Summary, or;
3. Utilize restated revenue neutral transition ratios to mitigate reassessment related tax
shifts between classes in accordance with the regulated calculations. This option has
not been made available for the 2019 taxation year as of the date of this report being
prepared.

FR-CW-11-19
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Table 1 – Grey County Tax Ratio Summary
Grey
Ranges of Fairness
County
Realty Tax Class
Lower
Upper
2018
Limit
Limit
Ratios

Threshold Ratios
Threshold

Subject to Levy
Restriction

Residential

1.000000

1.00

1.00

-

N/A

Farm

0.250000

0.00

0.25

-

N/A

Managed Forest

0.250000

0.25

0.25

-

N/A

New Multi-Residential

1.000000

1.00

1.10

-

N/A

Multi-Residential

1.441197

1.00

1.10

2.00

No

Commercial

1.306940

0.60

1.10

1.98

No

Resort Condominium

1.000000

1.10

1.10

-

N/A

Industrial

1.858187

0.60

1.10

2.63

No

Landfill

1.000000

0.60

1.10

25.00

N/A

Pipeline

0.906848

0.60

0.70

-

N/A

Table 2 – 2018 Tax Ratio Comparisons – Upper Tier
MultiNew MultiMunicipality
Commercial
Residential
Residential

Industrial

Farmland

Bruce County

1.0000

1.0000

1.2331

1.7477

0.2500

Dufferin County

2.4500

1.1000

1.2200

2.1984

0.2500

Grey County

1.4412

1.0000

1.3069

1.8582

0.2500

Huron County

1.1000

1.1000

1.1000

1.1000

0.2500

Simcoe County

1.2699

1.0000

1.2520

1.4430

0.2500

Wellington County

1.9000

1.1000

1.4910

2.4000

0.2500

Current Value Assessment
The Municipal Property Assessment Corporation (MPAC) updates property values in Ontario
every four years. The 2016 assessment update reflects the current values of properties as of
January 1, 2016 and are used for the 2017 through 2020 taxation years, versus the values used
for the 2013 through 2016 taxation years, which were based on a valuation date of January 1,
2012.
Updates in assessment values are being made as part of a four year phase-in, with 2019 being
year three of the phase-in. Reassessment changes will not affect the municipal revenue
because tax rates must be restated (revenue-neutral tax rate).
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However the reassessment will affect the overall distribution of the tax burden as there are
differences in the rate of value appreciation and/or depreciation, which vary between individual
properties, tax classes, and between local municipalities in a two-tier jurisdiction.
Shifts in tax levy dollars between classes occur when the market values of some properties
increase, while others remain the same, or decrease, as compared to their value in 2012.
Table 3 – Phase-in Tax Shifts by Rate of Phase-In Change
Rate of
2018
2019 Notional
Realty Tax Class
Phase-In
Start Levy
Year End
Change %
Residential

Inter-Class Shift
$

%

1.80%

$46,114,144

$45,914,405

-$199,739

-0.43%

Farm

13.11%

$2,121,097

$2,346,502

$225,405

10.63%

Managed Forest

10.77%

$127,076

$137,681

$10,605

8.35%

New Multi-Residential

3.20%

$30,669

$30,956

$287

0.94%

Multi-Residential

3.30%

$1,248,022

$1,260,876

$12,854

1.03%

Commercial

1.39%

$4,538,600

$4,500,847

-$37,753

-0.83%

Resort Condominium

0.23%

$851,070

$834,311

-$16,759

-1.97%

Industrial

2.67%

$1,061,309

$1,066,068

$4,759

0.45%

Landfill

4.54%

$5,823

$5,954

$131

2.25%

Pipeline

2.39%

$139,307

$139,507

$200

0.14%

Total (Taxable + PIL)

3.43%

$56,237,117

$56,237,107

-$10

0.00%

Small differences due to rounding.

As previously stated, as well as tax shifts between classes, shifts also occur between local
municipalities within a two-tier structure.
Table 4 - Revenue Neutral (Notional) Tax Levy Inter-Municipal Shifts
County General Levy
Inter-Municipal Shifts
Local Municipality

2018 as
Revised

2019 Notional
Levy

$

%

Chatsworth

$2,955,381

$2,970,098

$14,717

0.50%

Georgian Bluffs

$6,077,099

$6,045,533

($31,566)

-0.52%

Grey Highlands

$6,613,201

$6,675,865

$62,664

0.95%

Hanover

$2,825,559

$2,800,163

($25,396)

-0.90%

Meaford

$6,399,848

$6,367,848

($32,000)

-0.50%

Owen Sound

$7,880,230

$7,795,301

($84,929)

-1.08%
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County General Levy
Local Municipality

Southgate
Blue Mountains
West Grey
Total (Taxable + PIL)

2018 as
Revised

2019 Notional
Levy

Inter-Municipal Shifts
$

%

$3,159,928

$3,215,177

$55,249

1.75%

$14,773,981

$14,742,014

($31,967)

-0.22%

$5,551,885

$5,625,113

$73,228

1.32%

$56,237,112

$56,237,112

$0

0.00%

Shifts among local municipalities will also shift based on the differential rates of change being
experienced County wide.

Farm Tax Class Ratio
As illustrated in the Inter-Class Shifts Table 3 above, the farmland tax class is seeing a shift of
$225,509 in taxation in 2019. This is the result of the farmland tax class incurring a greater rate
of change in market value updates. On a County-wide basis, the overall increase in Full Current
Value Assessment (CVA) is in excess of 70%.

Table 5 - Farmland – Reassessment Trends and Impacts
Full CVA (Destination)
Market Value Update
Farm Values
Local Municipality
2016 Full CVA

2020 Full CVA

Jan. 1, 2012

Jan. 1, 2016

Chatsworth

$181,612,139

$301,500,800

$119,888,661

66.01%

Georgian Bluffs

$138,838,159

$227,214,700

$88,376,541

63.65%

Grey Highlands

$369,282,965

$664,714,302

$295,431,337

80.00%

Hanover

$2,577,294

$3,060,300

$483,006

18.74%

Meaford

$193,903,244

$289,849,942

$95,946,698

49.48%

$2,324,883

$3,503,700

$1,178,817

50.70%

Southgate

$318,591,440

$595,849,031

$277,257,591

87.03%

Blue Mountains

$121,129,303

$151,842,190

$30,712,887

25.36%

West Grey

$416,724,325

$744,789,446

$328,065,121

78.72%

$1,744,983,752

$2,982,324,411

$1,237,340,659

70.91%

$

Owen Sound

County Wide
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As a result of valuation changes from reassessment, increases are phased in over a four year
period. Table 6 plots the rate of phase-in over the four years and the related upper-tier general
levy tax shifts.
Table 6 – Percent of CVA and Levy Share by Year and Class
Residential
Farm
Multi-Residential
Year

CVA

Levy

CVA

Levy

CVA

2016

78.37%

82.96%

10.96%

2.90%

1.42%

2017

76.55%

82.40%

12.81%

3.45%

2018

75.30%

81.90%

14.04%

2019

74.29%

81.64%

2020

73.17%

81.30%

Levy

Commercial

Industrial

CVA

Levy

CVA

Levy

2.17%

6.18%

8.46%

0.90%

1.73%

1.41%

2.18%

5.87%

8.19%

0.87%

1.72%

3.82%

1.43%

2.23%

5.80%

8.18%

0.92%

1.83%

15.18%

4.17%

1.42%

2.24%

5.62%

8.00%

0.95%

1.90%

16.40%

4.56%

1.41%

2.26%

5.51%

7.94%

0.94%

1.90%

Tax and assessment, attributable to the County’s managed forest, new multi-residential, resort condominium, pipeline and landfill
property classes have not been included.

In addition to considering the broad class and municipal level impacts that can be expected for
2019 taxation, it is also important to consider the impacts of reassessment at the property level.
While the specific changes experienced by each ratepayer can vary widely, considering how the
assessment and tax changes will materialize for a typical or average property can be helpful in
placing the change trends in an understandable perspective.
Tables 7 through 10 have been prepared to illustrate the potential impact on various “typical”
taxable properties within the County.
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Table 7 – Typical Residential Property Changes – Single Detached Residential Properties
Average Phased CVA
Municipality
2018

2019

2018 Municipal General Levy

%
Change

County

Local

2019 Municipal General Levy

Combined

County

Local

Combined

Phase-In
Related
Tax Shift

Chatsworth

239,362

241,238

0.78%

$860

$1,595

$2,455

$847

$1,564

$2,411

-$44

-1.79%

Georgian Bluffs

276,495

278,117

0.59%

$993

$1,506

$2,499

$977

$1,489

$2,466

-$33

-1.32%

Grey Highlands

253,666

256,629

1.17%

$911

$1,392

$2,303

$901

$1,364

$2,265

-$38

-1.65%

Hanover

213,769

216,087

1.08%

$768

$1,785

$2,553

$759

$1,781

$2,540

-$13

-0.51%

Meaford

263,698

265,615

0.73%

$947

$2,092

$3,039

$933

$2,071

$3,004

-$35

-1.15%

Southgate

246,032

248,721

1.09%

$883

$1,742

$2,625

$873

$1,692

$2,565

-$60

-2.29%

Blue Mountains

484,921

493,854

1.84%

$1,741

$1,820

$3,561

$1,734

$1,817

$3,551

-$10

-0.28%

West Grey

243,106

247,304

1.73%

$873

$1,499

$2,372

$869

$1,472

$2,341

-$31

-1.31%

County-Wide

275,597

278,847

1.18%

$990

$1,699

$2,689

$979

$1,659

$2,638

-$51

-1.90%

Owen Sound

216,848

218,011

0.54%

$694

$2,562

$3,256

$682

$2,547

$3,229

-$27

-0.83%

“Typical” properties and average assessment and corresponding taxes for Singe Detached Residential Properties
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Table 8 – Typical Residential Property Changes – All Typical Residential Properties
Average Phased CVA
Municipality
2018

2019

2018 Municipal General Levy

%
Change

County

Local

2019 Municipal General Levy

Combined

County

Local

Combined

Phase-In
Related
Tax Shift

Chatsworth

193,676

197,418

1.93%

$695

$1,290

$1,985

$693

$1,280

$1,973

-$12

-0.60%

Georgian Bluffs

577,966

248,506

1.45%

$880

$1,334

$2,214

$873

$1,331

$2,204

-$10

-0.45%

Grey Highlands

244,137

249,132

2.05%

$877

$1,339

$2,216

$875

$1,324

$2,199

-$17

-0.77%

Hanover

200,378

202,486

1.05%

$720

$1,673

$2,393

$711

$1,669

$2,380

-$13

-0.54%

Meaford

248,375

251,618

1.31%

$892

$1,970

$2,862

$884

$1,962

$2,846

-$16

-0.56%

Southgate

196,497

201,389

2.49%

$706

$1,391

$2,097

$707

$1,370

$2,077

-$20

-0.95%

Blue Mountains

453,244

463,182

2.19%

$1,628

$1,701

$3,329

$1,627

$1,704

$3,331

$2

0.06%

West Grey

201,373

206,562

2.58%

$723

$1,241

$1,964

$725

$1,229

$1,954

-$10

-0.51%

County-Wide

265,803

270,970

1.94%

$954

$1,639

$2,593

$952

$1,612

$2,564

-$29

-1.12%

Owen Sound

207,230

208,661

0.69%

$663

$2,449

$3,112

$653

$2,437

$3,090

-$22

-0.71%

“Typical” properties and average assessment and corresponding taxes for all Residential Properties
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Table 9 – Typical Commercial Property Changes – Occupied Commercial Properties
Average Phased CVA
Municipality
2018

2019

2018 Municipal General Levy

%
Change

County

Local

2019 Municipal General Levy

Combined

County

Local

Combined

Phase-In
Related
Tax Shift

Chatsworth

116,684

118,013

0.97%

$549

$1,018

$1,567

$542

$1,000

$1,542

-$25

-1.60%

Georgian Bluffs

313,174

316,758

1.14%

$1,470

$2,229

$3,699

$1,454

$2,217

$3,671

-$28

-0.76%

Grey Highlands

196,655

203,121

3.29%

$923

$1,410

$2,333

$932

$1,411

$2,343

$10

0.43%

Hanover

372,747

375,263

0.67%

$1,749

$4,068

$5,817

$1,722

$4,042

$5,764

-$53

-0.91%

Meaford

199,606

202,064

1.23%

$937

$2,069

$3,006

$927

$2,059

$2,986

-$20

-0.67%

Southgate

120,277

122,332

1.71%

$564

$1,113

$1,677

$561

$1,088

$1,649

-$28

-1.67%

Blue Mountains

454,765

458,486

0.82%

$2,134

$2,231

$4,365

$2,104

$2,204

$4,308

-$57

-1.31%

West Grey

156,475

157,649

0.75%

$734

$1,261

$1,995

$724

$1,226

$1,950

-$45

-2.26%

County-Wide

268,523

271,546

1.13%

$1,260

$2,163

$3,423

$1,246

$2,112

$3,358

-$65

-1.90%

Owen Sound

408,775

414,568

1.42%

$2,459

$9,081

$11,540

$2,439

$9,104

$11,543

$3

0.03%

Typical” properties and average assessment are properties in Commercial Occupied in the Commercial Taxable Class (CT) and the Commercial (New Construction) Taxable Class (XT)
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Table 10 – Typical Industrial Property Changes – Occupied Industrial Properties
Average Phased CVA
Municipality
2018

2019

2018 Municipal General Levy

%
Change

County

Local

2019 Municipal General Levy

Combined

County

Local

Combined

Phase-In
Related
Tax Shift

Chatsworth

100,602

104,309

3.68%

$671

$1,245

$1,916

$681

$1,257

$1,938

$22

1.15%

Georgian Bluffs

264,504

267,560

1.16%

$1,765

$2,677

$4,442

$1,746

$2,662

$4,408

-$34

-0.77%

Grey Highlands

140,192

141,232

0.74%

$935

$1,429

$2,364

$922

$1,395

$2,317

-$47

-1.99%

Hanover

494,555

497,936

0.68%

$3,300

$7,674

$10,974

$3,249

$7,625

$10,874

-$100

-0.91%

Meaford

126,441

129,651

2.54%

$844

$1,864

$2,708

$846

$1,878

$2,724

$16

0.59%

Southgate

281,159

282,959

0.64%

$1,876

$3,698

$5,574

$1,847

$3,577

$5,424

-$150

-2.69%

Blue Mountains

314,840

315,439

0.19%

$2,101

$2,196

$4,297

$2,058

$2,156

$4,214

-$83

-1.93%

West Grey

264,266

266,744

0.94%

$1,763

$3,027

$4,790

$1,741

$2,949

$4,690

-$100

-2.09%

County-Wide

212,920

214,945

0.95%

$1,421

$2,439

$3,860

$1,403

$2,377

$3,780

-$80

-2.07%

Owen Sound

470,281

473,817

0.75%

$3,355

$12,389

$15,744

$3,305

$12,338

$15,643

-$101

-0.64%

“Typical” properties and average assessment are properties in the Industrial Taxable Class (IT) and the Industrial (New Construction) Tax Class (JT)
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Considering the typical farm property is somewhat more complex because the farmland class
only represents a fraction of assessment and taxes attributable to these properties.
The farm property class is considered to be a special tax incentive class and inclusion is based
on ownership, use and occupancy criteria. Looking at farmland, captured by the farm property
class only, is not sufficient to fully consider how the bottom line taxes are changing for farms
and farmers. A proportion of property tax on the majority of farms is made up of portions that fall
into other tax classes. It is important to consider this and to understand how farm taxes are
changing.
The most common combination of a farm property is a farm mixed with a residential portion
associated with a farm house or other non-farm related improvements. The home and barn are
valued on a replacement cost model derived from comparable farms.
One acre of land along with the farmhouse is classified and taxed as residential; the remainder
of the land and all farm out buildings are classified and taxed in the farm property class and
subject to tax rates that are 25% of those applicable to residential properties.
The assessment roll as returned for 2019 taxation indicates there are 7,679 roll numbers
(properties) in the County that fall in the farm property class. The following table has been
prepared to illustrate the breakdown of the farm class rolls.
As shown in Table 11, approximately 68% of all properties that make up the farm class have at
least one other portion on the same roll number that is captured by another property class.
Further, 82% of farm property portions within the County are part of multi-portion farms.
Table 11 – Farm Class versus Whole Farm Property
Farm Class Only
Farm
Class
Rolls

Farm
Property
Portions

Chatsworth

936

1,645

Georgian Bluffs

792

Grey Highlands

Multi-Portion Farms

Share of
Farm
Rolls

Share of
Farm
Portions

Count

Share
of Farm
Rolls

Share of
Farm
Portions

279

29.81%

16.96%

657

70.19%

83.04%

1,361

271

34.22%

19.91%

521

65.78%

80.09%

1,530

2,753

459

30.00%

16.67%

1,071

70.00%

83.33%

Hanover

14

21

8

57.14%

38.10%

6

42.86%

61.90%

Meaford

984

1,668

345

35.06%

20.68%

639

64.94%

79.32%

27

37

17

62.96%

45.95%

10

37.04%

54.05%

1,299

2,218

459

35.33%

20.69%

840

64.67%

79.31%

457

776

160

35.01%

20.62%

297

64.99%

79.38%

West Grey

1,640

2,881

479

29.21%

16.63%

1,161

70.79%

83.37%

County-Wide

7,679

13,360

2,477

32.26%

18.54%

5,202

67.74%

81.46%

Municipality

Owen Sound
Southgate
Blue Mountains
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Since farm properties are not only impacted by the assessment change of the farm tax class alone, as there are multiple portions to these
properties, a further analysis of these properties is required.
Table 12 – Typical Farm Property Changes – All Farm Rolls: Single Portion and Multi-Portion Farms
Average Phased CVA

2018 Municipal General Levy

2019 Municipal General Levy

Phase-In Related

Municipality
2018

2019

Chatsworth

364,882

Georgian Bluffs

Local

Combined

Tax Shift

% Change

County

Local

Combined

County

401,745

10.10%

$617

$1,145

$1,762

$649

$1,197

$1,846

$84

4.77%

338,669

372,283

9.93%

$595

$903

$1,498

$626

$955

$1,581

$83

5.54%

Grey Highlands

469,002

523,162

11.55%

$797

$1,218

$2,015

$842

$1,275

$2,117

$102

5.06%

Hanover

286,811

296,598

3.41%

$530

$1,232

$1,762

$528

$1,240

$1,768

$6

0.34%

Meaford

358,272

387,286

8.10%

$617

$1,363

$1,980

$639

$1,420

$2,059

$79

3.99%

Southgate

463,867

521,721

12.47%

$755

$1,488

$2,243

$801

$1,551

$2,352

$109

4.86%

Blue Mountains

449,107

470,539

4.77%

$815

$851

$1,666

$827

$866

$1,693

$27

1.62%

West Grey

464,806

519,615

11.79%

$716

$1,229

$1,945

$760

$1,288

$2,048

$103

5.30%

County-Wide

424,317

469,621

10.68%

$705

$1,220

$1,925

$742

$1,276

$2,018

$93

4.83%

Owen Sound

161,630

175,426

8.54%

$263

$972

$1,235

$306

$1,141

$1,447

$212

17.17%

“Typical” properties and average assessment and corresponding taxes are for all properties with a farm classification.
Considers single portion farms and all elements of multi-portion farm properties (FT. RT, CT, IT).
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Tax Ratio Sensitivity
As discussed, tax ratios allow Council to distribute and adjust the tax burden among property
classes. Council may choose to adjust ratios within Provincial parameters if deemed warranted.
In response to the request from the Ontario Federation of Agriculture, the following tables have
been created to illustrate the impact of reducing the farm tax ratio from the current ratio of 0.25.
Table 13 – Scenario of Reducing Farm Ratio to 0.240000
2019 County General Levy

Inter-Class Shifts

Realty Tax Class
Status Quo
Residential

Scenario 0.240000

$

%

$45,914,484

$45,991,238

$76,754

0.17%

$2,346,502

$2,256,408

($90,094)

-3.84%

$137,681

$137,911

$230

0.17%

$30,956

$31,008

$52

0.17%

Multi-Residential

$1,260,876

$1,262,985

$2,109

0.17%

Commercial

$4,500,847

$4,508,375

$7,528

0.17%

$834,311

$835,707

$1,396

0.17%

$1,065,994

$1,067,777

$1,783

0.17%

$5,954

$5,963

$9

0.15%

$139,507

$139,740

$233

0.17%

$56,237,112

$56,237,112

$0

0.00%

Farm
Managed Forest
New Multi-Residential

Resort Condominium
Industrial
Landfill
Pipeline
Total (Taxable + PIL)
Reducing Farm ratio from 0.25 to 0.24

Table 14 – Upper Tier General Levy Inter-Municipal Shifts – Farm Ratio 0.240000
2019 County General Levy

Inter-Municipal Shifts

Local Municipality
Status Quo

Scenario 0.240000

$

%

Chatsworth

$2,970,099

$2,965,512

($4,587)

-0.15%

Georgian Bluffs

$6,045,531

$6,048,423

$2,892

0.05%

Grey Highlands

$6,675,866

$6,666,238

($9,628)

-0.14%

Hanover

$2,800,161

$2,804,740

$4,579

0.16%

Meaford

$6,367,849

$6,369,141

$1,292

0.02%

Owen Sound

$7,795,299

$7,808,217

$12,918

0.17%

Southgate

$3,215,175

$3,202,028

($13,147)

-0.41%

$14,742,013

$14,761,586

$19,573

0.13%

$5,625,114

$5,611,200

($13,914)

-0.25%

$56,237,107

$56,237,085

($22)

0.00%

Blue Mountains
West Grey
Total (Taxable + PIL)
Reducing Farm ratio from 0.25 to 0.24
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Table 15 – Scenario of Reducing Farm Ratio to 0.230000
2019 Revenue Neutral

Inter-Class Shifts

Realty Tax Class
Status Quo
Residential

Scenario 0.230000

$

%

$45,914,484

$46,068,250

$153,766

0.33%

$2,346,502

$2,166,013

($180,489)

-7.69%

$137,681

$138,142

$461

0.33%

$30,956

$31,060

$104

0.34%

Multi-Residential

$1,260,876

$1,265,100

$4,224

0.34%

Commercial

$4,500,847

$4,515,927

$15,080

0.34%

$834,311

$837,107

$2,796

0.34%

$1,065,994

$1,069,564

$3,570

0.33%

$5,954

$5,973

$19

0.32%

$139,507

$139,974

$467

0.33%

$56,237,112

$56,237,110

($2)

0.00%

Farm
Managed Forest
New Multi-Residential

Resort Condominium
Industrial
Landfill
Pipeline
Total (Taxable + PIL)
Reducing Farm ratio from 0.25 to 0.23

Table 16 – Upper Tier General Levy Inter-Municipal Shifts – Farm Ratio 0.230000
2019 County General Levy

Inter-Municipal Shifts

Local Municipality
Status Quo

Scenario 0.230000

$

%

Chatsworth

$2,970,099

$2,960,911

($9,188)

-0.31%

Georgian Bluffs

$6,045,531

$6,051,324

$5,793

0.10%

Grey Highlands

$6,675,866

$6,656,584

($19,282)

-0.29%

Hanover

$2,800,161

$2,809,333

$9,172

0.33%

Meaford

$6,367,849

$6,370,440

$2,591

0.04%

Owen Sound

$7,795,299

$7,821,180

$25,881

0.33%

Southgate

$3,215,175

$3,188,838

($26,337)

-0.82%

$14,742,013

$14,781,228

$39,215

0.27%

$5,625,114

$5,597,245

($27,869)

-0.50%

$56,237,107

$56,237,083

($24)

0.00%

Blue Mountains
West Grey
Total (Taxable + PIL)
Reducing Farm ratio from 0.25 to 0.23
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Table 17 – Scenario of Reducing Farm Ratio to 0.220000
2019 Revenue Neutral

Inter-Class Shifts

Realty Tax Class
Status Quo
Residential

Scenario 0.220000

$

%

$45,914,484

$46,145,521

$231,037

0.56%

$2,346,502

$2,075,316

($271,186)

-11.56%

$137,681

$138,374

$693

0.50%

$30,956

$31,112

$156

0.50%

Multi-Residential

$1,260,876

$1,267,223

$6,347

0.50%

Commercial

$4,500,847

$4,523,501

$22,654

0.50%

$834,311

$838,511

$4,200

0.50%

$1,065,994

$1,071,360

$5,366

0.50%

$5,954

$5,983

$29

0.49%

$139,507

$140,209

$702

0.50%

$56,237,112

$56,237,110

($2)

0.00%

Farm
Managed Forest
New Multi-Residential

Resort Condominium
Industrial
Landfill
Pipeline
Total (Taxable + PIL)
Reducing Farm ratio from 0.25 to 0.22

Table 18 – Upper Tier General Levy Inter-Municipal Shifts – Farm Ratio 0.220000
2019 County General Levy

Inter-Municipal Shifts

Local Municipality
Status Quo

Scenario 0.220000

$

%

Chatsworth

$2,970,099

$2,956,294

($13,805)

-0.46%

Georgian Bluffs

$6,045,531

$6,054,234

$8,703

0.14%

Grey Highlands

$6,675,866

$6,646,893

($28,973)

-0.43%

Hanover

$2,800,161

$2,813,941

$13,780

0.49%

Meaford

$6,367,849

$6,371,742

$3,893

0.06%

Owen Sound

$7,795,299

$7,834,183

$38,884

0.50%

Southgate

$3,215,175

$3,175,600

($39,575)

-1.23%

$14,742,013

$14,800,934

$58,921

0.40%

$5,625,114

$5,583,238

($41,876)

-0.74%

$56,237,107

$56,237,059

($48)

0.00%

Blue Mountains
West Grey
Total (Taxable + PIL)
Reducing Farm ratio from 0.25 to 0.22

The tax ratio illustrated in Table 13-18, is based on a Farm tax ratio 0.24, 0.23 and 0.22 for
2019. Consideration of any of these ratio changes would result primarily in a tax shift back to
the residential class.
Changes in tax ratios have an impact on all other tax classes. Whenever reassessment occurs,
tax shifts are inevitable as there are different rates of change in market values.
The Ontario Government implemented Current Value Assessment (CVA) in 1998 with the intent
of bringing consistency in property assessments across the province and fair tax treatment to all
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taxpayers. Adjusting tax ratios to maintain tax burden percentages by tax class undermines this
principle.
Tax policy decisions should be made based on a strategic policy objective of the County and not
based on shifts in assessment. The assessment based system is based on the principle that
the amount of property taxation paid is indicative of the valuation that properties are assessed
relative to all others.
Recommendation – County of Grey adopt the 2018 year’s actual tax ratios for use in
setting the 2019 tax rates.

Tax Reductions for Mandated Subclasses
The County has historically used the legal default reduction of 30% for commercial and 35% for
industrial property classes, and the alternative to having two rates is to set a uniform discount
rate for both classes anywhere between 30% and 35%.
The percentage set for sub-class applies to any vacant unit rebates granted to properties within
the class. Municipalities in 2017 and 2018 were given the opportunity to consider more
significant changes to the treatment of these sub-classes, including but not limited to:




Altering the discount percentages outside the 30-35% range;
Eliminating reductions for municipal purposes; and
Discontinuing the sub-class discounts from those applied to vacancy rebates.

Municipalities who were interested in pursuing policy refinements and enhancements were
required to take on the policy making task locally and submit their desired program designs to
the Province for review and consideration. To undertake any changes to this program, a
planned approach would need to be developed in order to support the implementation:






Determine Policy Interests
Develop Policy
Engage Stakeholders
Prepare Provincial Submission
Council Endorsement and Submission

Previous consultations on the vacant unit program, has resulted in the continuation of this
program with consideration of refining general eligibility in order to improve the clarity and
correctness of the vacant unit program.
To date approximately 60 upper and single tier jurisdictions have requested and received
regulated program reforms. The majority of municipalities have chosen to abandon the program
rather than reform the program.
In the County, vacant unit rebates have historically been concentrated in Owen Sound. The
City of Owen Sound has been actively engaged in the reform process over the past year.
Public engagement was undertaken and feedback received. A City staff report recommended
that the City pursue the elimination of the rebate program and submit this request to the Minister
of Finance. City Council’s decision was to postpone a decision respecting the elimination of the
Commercial Vacancy Rebate Program until such time as the 10th Street Bridge is re-opened.
The deadline to submit a notification to the Minister for changes for 2018 has passed with the
deadlines being March 1, 2018 and August 1, 2018.
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It is unknown at this time as to what property tax policy decisions the province will put in place
for 2019. Will the new Provincial Government continue to invite and consider reform requests?
Will these options be entrenched into regulations? Will reform measures already approved be
revised? Will there be broader property tax reforms introduced that will make these matters
irrelevant?
Based on the current uncertainty on what the Province will provide in flexibility in setting 2019
tax policy decisions, it is being recommended that the County not undertake any changes to the
vacancy unit program at this time. If in 2019 the Provincial Government provides an opportunity
for municipalities to modify their business vacancy rebate and reduction programs, that staff will
inform County Council at that time and seek input and direction.
Recommendation – County of Grey continue to use reductions of 30% for commercial
and 35% for industrial vacant lands/units in 2019.

New Agri-Food Business Sub-Classes for Farms
As part of the Province’s 2017 Ontario Economic Outlook and Fiscal Review (Fall Budget), the
Minister of Finance announced new property sub-classes. These new sub-classes will be
optional for municipal purposes and are intended to give municipalities a means of
incenting/supporting small scale Agri-Food enterprises.
In response to this announcement, MPAC conducted a review to determine which properties are
eligible for the small-scale on-farm business sub-classes. As a result of this review, MPAC has
stated that approximately 250 properties province-wide are eligible for the new optional
subclasses, with 13 properties being in the County of Grey.
The new sub-classes will be a component of the commercial and industrial classes but distinct
from existing sub-classes in a number of ways. They will be optional for municipal purposes
and will not apply unless adopted. They will only apply to commercial or industrial portions of
rolls that also include a portion included in the farm property class.
These sub-classes will not capture all on-farm business activities. The Regulation restricts the
application to commercial and industrial activities that are a byproduct or a derivative of the
broader farm operation. Specifically, commercial and industrial activities must meet the
following eligibility criteria:
Commercial: Land used primarily to sell farm products, or a product derived from a farm
product or products, that are produced on the land or on land used to carry on
the same farming business.
Industrial:

Land used primarily to process, or manufacture something from, a farm product
or products that are produced on the land or land used to carry on the same
farming business.

Rather than applying to a physical identifiable property, or portion of a property, they apply to a
portion of the property’s value and will exist only for taxation purposes. These sub-classes have
a uniform class specific reduction of 75% and will attract larger discounts than the current subclasses, which default at 30% and 35% for commercial and industrial sub-classes.
The assessment criteria for these properties to qualify are:


51% of the commercial and/or industrial facility must be used to sell, process or
manufacture something from a product produced on the farmland.
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The first $50,000 of assessed value attributed to the commercial or industrial operation
will qualify for the reduced commercial or industrial tax rate.
If the commercial or industrial operation has an assessed value equal to or greater than
$1 million, it will not qualify.

If adopted, the first 50,000 of commercial or industrial assessment attached to a farm property
will be taxed at 25% of the rate that would otherwise be applied. These new property subclasses are to promote and support small-scale agri-food businesses, and improvements valued
at greater than $1 million will not be eligible.
The following simplified illustration shows how the new sub-class option might impact a farm
property with a small commercial component.
Table 19 – Agri-Food Business Sub-Classes for Farms Illustration (County Tax)
Retail Property
Current
With Sub-Class
Classification

CT

CT

Sub-Class C7

Total

CVA

125,000

75,000

50,000

125,000

Tax Ratio

1.306940

1.306940

1.306940

Discount

0.00

0.00

0.75

County Tax Rate

.00467017

.00467017

.00116754

County Tax Levy

$584

$350

$84

$434

These new sub-classes were not part of MPAC’s 2019 returned assessment roll and therefore
were not available to implement into the 2019 tax levy or tax rate calculations. Therefore, if the
County of Grey were to consider implementing these new sub-classes for 2019, the County and
Local Municipalities would then need to plan for these discounts as tax write-offs in 2019.
On March 7, 2019, MPAC announced it was issuing Special Amended Notices to property
owners for the 2018 and 2019 tax years. If the County were to implement these new subclasses in 2019, the potential tax implication for these discounts would amount to approximately
$1,800 in County taxation being discounted and a write-off in 2019.
While this discount is consistent with the intent to provide an incentive/benefit for small-scale
commercial and industrial operations ancillary to farm operations, the eligibility criteria may
prove to be problematic. With so few properties being identified as eligible properties, it is
anticipated that this will result in disputes and appeals over what is, what is not, a derivative
farming activity. Such disputes and appeals will only consume staff time and resources.
Therefore, based on the estimated tax discount being considered, and the complications that
this discount may have, it is being recommended that the County not adopt these optional subclasses for 2019 and this option be reviewed in the future. These properties will still incur tax
relief in 2019 with the discount in provincial education taxes being implemented.
Recommendation – County of Grey not adopt these optional sub-classes for 2019 for
these commercial and industrial agri-food business sub-classes on farm properties.
That these optional sub-classes be considered in future years as part of the annual tax
policy decisions.

Tax Reductions for Farmland Awaiting Development Subclasses
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Two categories of Farmland awaiting development are possible:
I.
II.

Type 1 with subdivision registered, may be taxed at between 25% - 75% of the
residential tax rate;
Type 4 with building permit issued, may be taxed at up to 100% of zoned class rate.

Recommendation – County of Grey shall leave the Type 1 at a tax rate of 25% and the
Type 4 to be taxed up to 100% of the zoned class rate.

Optional Classes of Property
The County of Grey in 2005 established a Resort Condominium property class and in 2012
established a New Multi-Residential property class. At this time there does not appear to be
any need to add any new optional property classes.

Tax Rates
By-law No. 5044-19, a By-law to Adopt the Estimates and Revenue and Expenditures for the
Year 2019 was adopted by Council on February 28, 2019.
Recommendation – the Director of Corporate Services prepare a general rating by-law,
based on the recommended 2019 tax policy items, for 2019 Tax Rates, for approval by
County Council.

Other Policies
The following policies have been adopted by Council in the past and legislation does not require
ratification or reconsideration on an annual basis. They are mentioned here as information to
Council. These by-laws are planned to be reviewed and any proposed changes and/or updates
to these current tax relief and rebated programs will be brought to Council in a future report.
Tax Relief to Certain Elderly and Disabled Persons who are Owners of Real Property in
the County of Grey – This by-law provides for deferral of the annual eligible amount for the
eligible property.
Tax Rebate Program for the purposes of Providing relief from taxes on Eligible Property
Occupied by Eligible Charities – This by-law provides a tax rebate program for the purposes
of providing relief from taxes or amounts paid on taxes on eligible property owned by eligible
charities or similar organizations.
Tax Rebate Program for the purposes of Providing relief from taxes on Eligible Property
Used and Occupied by Branches of the Royal Canadian Legion and Similar
Organizations – This by-law provides rebates in the amount of 100 per cent of taxes levied for
veterans’ clubhouses, athletic grounds, and legion halls for the taxation years 2011 to 2020.
The Province’s 2018 Fall Budget Bill introduced a new exemption for Legion properties.
Subsection 3 (1) of the Assessment Act, which list the various categories of exempt property
has been amended by the addition of the following paragraph:
15.1 Land that is used and occupied as a memorial home, clubhouse or athletic grounds
by an Ontario branch of the Royal Canadian Legion.
This particular exemption relies on the “used and occupied” condition, there is no ownership
requirement. As the amendment was passed after the assessment roll was closed, these
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exemptions will be processed by MPAC as a Special Amended Notice (SAN) with effective
dates of January 1, 2019.
Municipal exemption by-laws and rebate programs as established by the County of Grey, can
be cleaned up in the future.

Business Class Tax Capping Options
As of the 2016 tax year, the Province provided municipalities with enhancements for additional
flexibility in the business property tax capping program. Municipalities were provided with
additional flexibility to manage the business tax capping program by adjusting capping
parameters to increase progress towards Current Value Assessment (CVA) tax levels.
These enhancements provided municipalities with the option to exit or phase-out from the
capping program, if doing so would have a limited impact on business properties. A municipality
would be eligible for a four-year phase-out from the capping program once the municipality has
no capped properties beyond 50% of the CVA level taxes in the property class. Municipalities
with no properties currently remaining in the capping program were eligible to exit the program
immediately.
In addition to the continuation of the opt-out and phase-out options, the Province introduced a
new calculation option for 2017 capping. The option allowed the municipality to limit protection
levels to any outstanding capping protections related to prior reassessment cycles, while flowing
through any tax increases resulting from the current reassessment.
County Council has historically endorsed using all of the optional capping tools available in
order to move as many properties as possible towards full CVA based taxation, including the
2017 provision to flow-through current reassessment cycle increases.
In 2018 The County the County’s tax capping parameters permitted the County to be eligible to
adopt the four-year phase-out program for the commercial class, with the County already having
opted out of capping for the multi-residential and industrial classes.
For the 2019 taxation year, the commercial property class will be entering year two of the four
year phase out and this will decrease the costs of capping. Based on preliminary estimates, the
County is anticipating that capping protection will drop from $69,384 in 2018 to approximately
$25,000 in 2019, with no capping shortfall and the capping protection being recoverable by
claw-back. If any funding shortfall was to exist, it would be funded from general revenues of
each of the municipalities including the County. The County portion would be expensed to the
tax write off account in 2019.
Recommendation – That the County utilize all of the optional capping tools available in
order to move as many commercial properties towards full current value assessment
(CVA) based taxation.

Legal and Legislated Requirements
Assessment Act, R.S.O. 1990, c.A. 31
Municipal Act, 2001, and the various supporting regulations

Financial and Resource Implications
The information and recommendations contained in this report has no impact on the County’s
2019 budget instead it reflects how the County and Local Municipality’s tax levies will be
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distributed among the various property tax classes.
The Director of Corporate Services has prepared this report with consultation with Local
Municipal Treasurers and with the services of the County’s tax consultant Municipal Tax Equity
(MTE).

Relevant Consultation
☒ Internal CAO Kim Wingrove
☒ External Local Municipal Treasurers and Staff, and the County’s tax consultant Municipal Tax
Equity (MTE).

Appendices and Attachments
None
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Committee Report
To:

Warden Hicks and Members of Grey County Council

Committee Date:

April 11, 2019

Subject / Report No:

Addendum to PDR-CW-06-18

Title:

Plan of Subdivision 42T-2017-05 – Davenport – Revised
Submission

Prepared by:

Randy Scherzer

Reviewed by:

Kim Wingrove

Lower Tier(s) Affected:

Township of Georgian Bluffs

Status:

Recommendation
1. That Addendum to Report PDR-CW-06-18 regarding an overview of revised plan of
subdivision application 42T-2017-05, that now proposes to establish a plan of
subdivision consisting of twenty nine (29) single detached dwelling lots on lands
described as Part of Lot 27, Concession 3, (geographic Township of Sarawak) in
the Township of Georgian Bluffs, be received for information.

Executive Summary
The County received plan of subdivision application (42T-2017-05) in 2018. Initially the
proposal was to create a total of eight single detached lots to be serviced with municipal water
and private septic systems. Georgian Bluffs later negotiated with Cobble Beach to assume the
sewage treatment system from Cobble Beach which will allow the Township to connect other
developments. Based on that, the Applicant submitted a revised application proposing 20 lots
to be serviced on full municipal services. The County recently received a second revised
application which includes additional lands and now proposes a total of 29 single detached lots
on full municipal services. Updated reports have been submitted with the proposed revised
subdivision application to address the additional lands as well as to address the previous
comments raised on the previous submissions. The application and supporting studies have
been circulated to prescribed agencies and the public for review and comment. The proposed
development also requires an amendment to the Township of Georgian Bluffs Official Plan as
well as an amendment to the Township of Georgian Bluffs Zoning By-law. The Township of
Georgian Bluffs will be holding a public meeting for the applications on June 5th, 2019.
Following the public process, and agency review process, a thorough analysis and staff
recommendation will be provided.
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Background and Discussion
The County received a plan of subdivision application back in 2018 that proposed to create a
total of 8 single detached lots and a future development block within the settlement area of East
Linton. The proposal at the time was to service the development using municipal water and
private septic systems. The Township of Georgian Bluffs and Cobble Beach have reached an
understanding that the Township would assume the private sewage treatment plant in the near
future. This will allow the Township to service other developments outside of Cobble Beach
including this proposed development. Based on the servicing potential, the Applicant submitted
a revised application proposing a total of 20 single detached lots. Recently the Applicant has
submitted a second revised submission which includes additional lands and now proposes to
create a total of 29 single detached lots.
The subject lands are located at Part of Lot 27, Concession 3, geographic Township of
Sarawak, in the Township of Georgian Bluffs. The subject lands are located south of Church
Sideroad East and east of Grey Road 1 (see Map 1 – airphoto of subject lands). The proposed
29 lots would gain access off of two roads to be constructed that would connect to Church
Sideroad East (see Map 2 – proposed subdivision plan).
The Cobble Beach development which includes a golf course and residential dwellings is
located north of the subject lands. There are existing residential dwellings to the west and east
of the subject lands. Directly south of the subject lands is the proposed Georgian Shores
development which is currently draft approved for 16 lots and a future development block.
The proposed development also requires an amendment to the Township of Georgian Bluffs
Official Plan as well as an amendment to the Township of Georgian Bluffs Zoning By-law.
The Applicant has submitted updated reports with the subdivision application to address the
lands that have been added to the application as well as to address the previous comments
raised by agencies and members of the public as part of the previous application submissions.
Copies of all background reports and plans can be found at this link.
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Map 1: Airphoto of Subject Lands

Analysis of Planning Issues
When rendering a land use planning decision, planning authorities must have regard to matters
of Provincial Interest under the Planning Act, be consistent with the Provincial Policy Statement
(PPS) 2014, and conform to any Provincial Plans or official plans that govern the subject lands.
In this case, the County of Grey Official Plan and the Township of Georgian Bluffs Official Plan
all have jurisdiction over the subject property.

Provincial Policy and Legislation
Both the Planning Act and the PPS speak to the efficient use of land within settlement areas,
where services are readily available. The proposed plan of subdivision is within a settlement
area that will be serviced by municipal water and municipal sewage system once the Cobble
Beach system has been assumed by the Township. The PPS indicates that the preferred form
of servicing for settlement areas is full municipal services.
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Map 2: Proposed Revised Subdivision Plan

County Official Plan
The proposed plan of subdivision is designated as ‘Secondary Settlement Area’ within the
County Official Plan. Parts of the subject lands are also identified as a Special Policy Area
(karst topography) and Significant Woodlands.
Section 2.8 of the County Plan provides policies on both the Special Policy Area and Significant
Woodlands that have been identified on the subject lands. An Environmental Impact
Assessment and a Hydrogeological Report have been submitted to address these matters.
These studies have been circulated to various agencies for review.

Township of Georgian Bluffs Official Plan
The Township of Georgian Bluffs Official Plan designates the subject lands as ‘Future
Development’ with a small strip of land on the eastern boundary of the subject lands designated
as ‘Environmental Hazard’. The proposed Georgian Bluffs Official Plan Amendment would
designate the lands where the proposed lots are located as ‘Residential’ with the remaining
lands being kept as ‘Future Development’ and ‘Environmental Hazard’.
A detailed analysis of Provincial, County, and Township policy has not been offered at this
stage; however, following the public and agency review processes, a comprehensive planning
analysis and final recommendations will be provided.
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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
subdivision, beyond those normally encountered in processing a subdivision application. The
County has collected the requisite fees and peer review deposit for this application.

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

Appendices and Attachments
None
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Committee Report
To:

Warden Hicks and Members of Grey County Council

Committee Date:

April 11, 2019

Subject / Report No:

TR-CW-09-19

Title:

Award of RFT-TS-01-19 Grey Road 13 Road Rehabilitation,
Pulverizing and Hot Mix Paving

Prepared by:

Matt Marck, Engineering Manager and
Sharon Melville, Buyer

Reviewed by:

Pat Hoy, Director of Transportation Services

Lower Tier(s) Affected:

Municipality of Grey Highlands

Status:

Recommendation
1. That Report TR-CW-09-19 containing the tender results for RFT-TS-01-19 Grey Road 13 Road
Rehabilitation, Pulverizing and Hot Mix Paving be received; and
2. That Harold Sutherland Construction Ltd. be awarded the Tender for a total amount of
$1,059,672.90, excluding HST.

Executive Summary
The limits of the project are from Grey Road 4 to the north limits of Eugenia; a total length of 3.5
kilometers. This project includes the following:





1 culvert replacement
Guiderail replacements
1.25 metre paved shoulders (in rural section)
Majority of project is pulverize and pave rehabilitation

It is recommended to award RFT-TS-01-19 to Harold Sutherland Construction Ltd. for the bid
amount of $1,059,672.90, excluding taxes.
An additional schedule (Schedule B) was incorporated into the tender to accommodate the
Municipality of Grey Highlands’ request to have Peters Crescent in Eugenia paved. The
administration and award of Schedule B will be managed by the Municipality of Grey Highlands.

Background and Discussion
The Tender was posted on the Grey County website from March 4, 2019 until March 26, 2019. The bids
received for Schedule A, the Grey County portion, are shown below:
TR-CW-09-19
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RFT-TS-01-19 Tender Results
#

Name of Bidder

Bid Amount (excluding taxes)

1.

Arnill Construction Limited o/a Seeley and
Arnill Construction

$1,079,022.29

2.

E.C. King Contracting

$1,074,528.08

3.

Harold Sutherland Construction Ltd

$1,059,672.90

Legal and Legislated Requirements
None.

Financial and Resource Implications
Project Funding
Item

Excluding HST

Net HST

Approved Project Budget

$1,179,245.28

$1,200,000.00

Tender Award Amount

$1,059,672.90

$1,078,323.14

$105,967,29

$107,832.31

Construction Contingency (10%)
Total Tender Projected Costs

$1,186,155.45

Projected Surplus

$13,844.55

The ten percent contingency is prudent as the Asphalt Cement Index pushed the final price of
asphalt up by fifteen percent on similar projects in 2018. The contingency would also cover
unforeseen issues that may need to be addressed on this project.

Relevant Consultation
☒ Internal
Finance Department
☒ External
Municipality of Grey Highlands

Appendices and Attachments
Site Location Map

TR-CW-09-19
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Committee Report
To:

Warden Hicks and Members of Grey County Council

Committee Date:

April 11, 2019

Subject / Report No:

TR-CW-10-19

Title:

Award of RFT-TS-03-19 Holstein Bridge 109-353 Replacement

Prepared by:

Matt Marck, Engineering Manager and
Sharon Melville, Buyer

Reviewed by:

Pat Hoy, Director of Transportation Services

Lower Tier(s) Affected:

Township of Southgate

Status:

Recommendation
1. That Report TR-CW-10-19 containing the tender results for RFT-TS-03-19 Holstein Bridge 109353 Replacement be received; and
2. That South Shore Contracting of Essex County Inc. be awarded the tender for a total amount
of $1,499,810.00, excluding HST.

Executive Summary
Bridge 109-353 is located on Grey Road 109 in the Hamlet of Holstein. The existing structure
was constructed in 1920 and has reached the end of its service life. The new structure is a
precast design and will have an estimated service life of 75 years.
The County acknowledges the replacement of the structure will be disruptive to the community
of Holstein as a whole. The disruption to pedestrians will be mitigated by using the Holstein
Dam as a pedestrian route around the construction zone. The proposed local road detour will
take approximately 7 minutes to navigate from one side of town to the other.
Alternatives to closing the bridge by staging construction were investigated in the initial stages
of the project and did not prove to be feasible. The additional cost to try and entertain a staged
construction scenario was estimated to be over $300,000, and would present a serious safety
concern with supporting half the new bridge at a time in a very confined working space and
introduce instability to the crossing. The consulting engineer indicated they would be hesitant to
certify the integrity of the structure with a staged construction process.
The new structure will have a cross section consisting of:



8.0 metre asphalt surface made up of two 3.5 metre lanes with 0.5 metre paved
shoulders;
1.8 metre AODA (Accessibility for Ontarians with Disabilities Act) compliant sidewalk on
the west side;

TR-CW-10-19
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Architecturally enhanced railings to keep with the heritage significance of the hamlet
(schematic attached).

The construction window is slated to take place between July 8, 2019 and October 18, 2019.
It is recommended to award RFT-TS-03-19 to South Shore Contracting of Essex County Inc. for
the bid amount of $1,499,810.00, excluding taxes.

Background and Discussion
The tender was posted on the Grey County website from February 28, 2019 until March 21, 2019. Only
one bid was received as shown below:

RFT-TS-02-19 Tender Results
#
1.

Name of Bidder

Bid Amount (excluding taxes)

South Shore Contracting of Essex County Inc.

$1,499,810.00

Legal and Legislated Requirements
None.

Financial and Resource Implications
Project Funding
Item

Excluding HST

Net HST

Approved Project Budget

$2,063,679.24

$2,100,000.00

Tender Award Amount

$1,499,810,00

$1,562,206.66

$374,952.50

$381,551.66

Construction Contingency (25%)
Total Tender Projected Costs

$1,943,758.32

Projected Surplus

$156,241.68

The twenty five percent contingency is considered prudent as the construction of this bridge
could run into several variables that may cause unforeseen issues with construction, such as
water levels, subsurface conditions and the close proximity of buildings.

Relevant Consultation
☒ Internal
Finance Department
☒ External
Township of Southgate

Appendices and Attachments
Cross Section and Railing Detail
Bridge 109-353 Site Location Map
TR-CW-10-19
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Cross Section and Railing Detail
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Bridge 109-353 Site Location Map

TR-CW-10-19

100

April 11, 2019

Committee Report
To:

Warden Hicks and Members of Grey County Council

Committee Date:

April 25, 2019

Subject / Report No:

TR-CW-11-19

Title:

Keppel and Sarawak Storage Agreements

Prepared by:

Graham Wilson, Maintenance Manager

Reviewed by:

Pat Hoy, Director of Transportation Services

Lower Tier(s) Affected:

Township of Georgian Bluffs

Status:

Recommendation
1. That Report TR-CW-11-19 be received and the agreements with the Township of
Georgian Bluffs to share the Sarawak and Keppel storage buildings, located at
323554 East Linton Sideroad West, in the Township of Sarawak and 401297 Grey
Road 17 in the former Township of Keppel be approved; and
2. That the by-laws be brought forward for Council’s consideration.

Executive Summary
The County of Grey and the Township of Georgian Bluffs have historically entered into Storage
Agreements for the maintenance and upkeep of two sand and salt storage facilities. The current
Storage Agreements expired in January, 2019. A new five year agreement is proposed.

Background and Discussion
The County of Grey and the Township of Georgian Bluffs have historically shared in the cost for
the maintenance and upkeep of two sand and salt storage facilities located in the Township of
Georgian Bluffs. One building is located at 401295 Grey Road 17, Georgian Bluffs being legally
described as Part Lot 8 Concession 20 Keppel Part 1 Plan 16R-4593 and Part 1-3 Plan 16R-2201 Except
Part 2 Plan 16R-7904 Township of Georgian Bluffs (former Township of Keppel). The second building
is located at 323554 East Linton Sideroad West, Kemble being legally described as Part of Lot 22
Concession 2, Sarawak as in R120075, Part 1 & 2 16R-4153 Part 1 16R-5072; Township of Georgian Bluffs
(former Township of Sarawak).
The Township of Georgian Bluffs owns both of these facilities.
The closest Grey County facility to store sand and salt is in Chatsworth. The Transportation
Services Department requires the use of these facilities to obtain sand and salt to efficiently
maintain Grey Roads 1, 17, 17A, 17B and 170.
TR-CW-11-19
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These agreements are consistent with other shared facility agreements.
Transportation Services has been in consultation with the Township of Georgian Bluffs and they are
satisfied with these agreements.

Legal and Legislated Requirements
The agreements have been reviewed through the County’s agreement process.

Financial and Resource Implications
The terms of the agreements provide remuneration in the form of an annual lump sum payment,
designed as an annual user fee for the use of the Township’s loader for loading winter
materials. The calculation used for this fee is based on the previous five year average. An
increase of 2% is added annually to this payment for the term of the agreement.
Under the terms, Grey County’s Transportation Services Department will be invoiced by the
Township for a share of the cost to insure both structures. Additional terms in the agreement
deal with how the maintenance of each building will be shared by both parties.

Relevant Consultation
☒ Internal
Clerks Department
☒ External
Township of Georgian Bluffs

Appendices and Attachments
Site Location Map
Keppel Sand and Salt Storage Structure Agreement
Sarawak Sand and Salt Storage Structure Agreement
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Keppel Sand and Salt Storage Structure Agreement
THIS AGREEMENT made this ___ day of _______________, 2019, in duplicate between:
THE CORPORATION OF THE COUNTY OF GREY
a municipality within the meaning of the Municipal Act, 2001
(Herein after referred to in this Agreement as “the County”),
- and THE CORPORATION OF THE TOWNSHIP OF GEORGIAN BLUFFS
a municipality within the meaning of the Municipal Act, 2001
(Herein after referred to in this Agreement as “the Township”);
WHEREAS the County and the Township shared in the cost to construct a sand/salt structure located at
401295 Grey Road 17, Georgian Bluffs being legally described as Part Lot 8 Concession 20 Keppel Part 1
Plan 16R-4593 and Part 1-3 Plan 16R-2201 Except Part 2 Plan 16R-7904 in the former Township of
Keppel, in the Township of Georgian Bluffs, on property owned by the Township, for use by the County
and the Township for the storage of sand/salt mix and other materials for road maintenance use;
AND WHEREAS the County and the Township agree that the Township owns the sand/salt structure;
AND WHEREAS the Township agrees that the County has the right to use the sand/salt structure;
AND WHEREAS the parties are desirous of entering into an agreement to declare their respective rights,
obligations, and liabilities in connection with the sand/salt structure;
NOW THEREFORE in consideration of the mutual covenants and agreements herein and subject to the
terms and conditions set out in this Agreement, the parties agree as follows:

Term
This Agreement shall be effective as of the date of execution and run for a Term
of five years.
The Term of the Agreement shall be automatically renewed for successive
periods of two years each unless one party gives to the other at least one
hundred eighty (180) days of written notice of its wish to terminate this
Agreement.
The parties agree that for each successive renewal term of this Agreement, it will
be necessary to update Schedule “A” with regard to the lump sum annual user
fees referenced in Section 5.1. Such update shall not necessitate further
updating of any other terms of this Agreement.
In the event that a party serves notice to terminate this Agreement, it is agreed
by the parties at the date of execution of this Agreement that there is no equity
in the structure.

Maintenance, Improvement, Repair Work and Costs
During the term of the Agreement, the Township shall be solely responsible for
maintenance of the sand/salt structure at the expense of the Township. For the
purposes of this Agreement, maintenance shall include all work except for
structural repairs, improvements or renovations.
As further clarification, storage building maintenance shall include, but not be
limited to, the following works:
a. Minor repairs to replace small amounts of shingles and patch leaks on roof
b. Repair of man-door(s)
c. Servicing of and adjustments to overhead doors
d. Repairs to interior and exterior lighting.

Structural repairs and renovations shall include but not be limited to the
104
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a. Storage structure replacement
b. Roof replacement
c. Overhead door and component replacement
d. Concrete rehabilitation
e. Major rehabilitative painting or cladding replacement
f.

New addition to structure

g. Drainage upgrades around structure
h. Interior or exterior lighting system replacement

An annual inspection of the sand/salt structure shall be carried out by a
representative of the Township together with a representative of the County.
When the Township identifies structural repairs, improvements or renovations it
wishes to be completed to the sand/salt structure the Township may request in
writing that the County consent to the completion of the identified work. Within
30 days of receiving such a request, the County shall consent or decline to
consent to the completion of the work described in this paragraph in its absolute
discretion. While it is recognized that budget constraints may limit the work to
which the County consents and/or when it may be completed, such consent shall
not be unreasonably withheld.
Costs for work described in Section 2.5 to which the County consents shall be
shared as follows:
50% by the County
50% by the Township

The County shall notify the Township of any and all damage that is caused by
staff or agents of the County, and shall be responsible for all repairs that it or its
agents have caused to the sand/salt structure.
The Township shall be responsible for all repairs that they or their agents have
caused to the sand/salt structure.

Materials – Purchasing, Usage, Invoicing
The Township, through a fair and competitive tendering process, will have sand
with a minimum of three percent (3%) salt mixed throughout the sand placed in
the sand/salt structure no later than September 15 and available through until
May 1 every year. The sand shall conform to Ontario Provincial Standard
Specification 1004 and the salt shall conform to Ontario Provincial Standard
Specification 2502.
The Township shall invoice the County monthly for the amount of sand/salt
mixture it uses, based on the amount recorded by the County operators on the
Winter Time and Materials Logs. The Township shall charge the County the
tender price. Payment of each invoice shall be due 30 days from the date of the
invoice.

Other Services
The Township shall provide a functional, well maintained loader at the sand/salt
structure for County staff and agents to use to load sand/salt into road
maintenance trucks. The loader must have a bucket capacity of at least 1.25
cubic yards and be capable of loading the materials into the County trucks.
County staff and County agents shall be permitted to use the loader at the
sand/salt structure to load winter maintenance trucks.
The County shall be permitted to store up to two winter maintenance trucks at
the sand/salt structure property. These winter maintenance trucks will be
permitted to use electrical outlets.
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Annual User Fee
The Township shall invoice the County upon execution of this Agreement for the
2019-2020 winter maintenance season, and on October 1 of each subsequent
year throughout the term of the Agreement for a lump sum annual user fee in
the amount indicated on Schedule “A” of this Agreement, attached hereto. The
County shall provide payment to the Township no later than 30 days from the
date of each invoice.
The Township shall also invoice the County annually for its share of the property
insurance premium for the structure. The details are contained in Schedule “A”
of this Agreement.

Indemnification
The Township shall indemnify and hold harmless the County, its officers,
members of Council, agents, servants, employees, invitees or licensees from and
against any liabilities, claims, expenses, demands, loss, cost, damages, actions,
suits or other proceedings by whomsoever made, directly or indirectly arising
out of this Agreement attributable to bodily injury, sickness, disease or death or
to damage to or destructions of tangible property including loss of revenue or
incurred expense resulting from disruption of service; and caused by any acts or
omissions of the Township, its officers, members of council, agents, servants,
employees, customers, invitees or licensees, or occurring in or on the sand/salt
structure, the subject property, or any part thereof and/or, as a result of
activities under this agreement.
The County shall indemnify and hold harmless the Township, its officers,
members of Council, agents, servants, employees, invitees or licensees from and
against any liabilities, claims, expenses, demands, loss, cost, damages, actions,
suits or other proceedings by whomsoever made, directly or indirectly arising
out of this Agreement attributable to bodily injury, sickness, disease or death or
to damage to or destructions of tangible property including loss of revenue or
incurred expense resulting from disruption of service; and caused by any acts or
omissions of the County, its officers, members of council, agents, servants,
employees, customers, invitees or licensees, or occurring in or on the sand/salt
structure, the subject property, or any part thereof and/or, as a result of
activities under this agreement.

Insurance
The Township shall, at its expense, obtain and keep in force during the term of
this Agreement:
i)

Municipal General Liability Insurance satisfactory to the County, including the
following and underwritten by an insurer licensed to conduct business in the
Province of Ontario:
a) A limit of liability of not less than $10,000,000/occurrence.
b) The County shall be named as an additional insured;
c) The policy shall contain a provision for cross liability in respect of the named
insured;
d) Non-owned automobile coverage with a limit of at least $5,000,000 including
contractual non-owned coverage;
e) Products and completed operation coverage (Broad Form) with an aggregate
limit not less than $10,000,000.
f)

That 30 days prior notice of an alteration, cancellation or material change in
policy terms which reduces coverage shall be given in writing to the County.

ii) standard Automobile policy with liability limits of no less than $5 million in respect
of each owned or leased vehicle;
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iii) Broad Form Property policy to cover the sand/salt structure, contents, and
equipment owned, leased or stored by the Township, with limits sufficient to cover
these assets;
iv) Environmental Liability Insurance in a combined amount of not less than one million
dollars ($1,000,000), per occurrence against claims for:


bodily injury, including sickness, disease, shock, mental anguish, mental injury;



injury to or physical damage to tangible property including loss of use of
tangible property, or the prevention, control, repair, clean-up or restoration of
environmental impairment of lands, the atmosphere or any water course or
body of water on a sudden and accidental basis and on a gradual basis.

The Township shall provide a certificate of insurance to the County annually as proof of
the coverage required under this Agreement.

The County shall, at its expense, obtain and keep in force during the term of this
Agreement:
i)

Municipal General Liability Insurance satisfactory to the Township, including the
following and underwritten by an insurer licensed to conduct business in the
Province of Ontario:
a) A limit of liability of not less than $10,000,000/occurrence;
b) The Township shall be named as an additional insured;
c) The policy shall contain a provision for cross liability in respect of the named
insured;
d) Non-owned automobile coverage with a limit of at least $5,000,000 including
contractual non-owned coverage;
e) Products and completed operation coverage (Broad Form) with an aggregate
limit not less than $10,000,000.
f) That 30 days prior notice of an alteration, cancellation or material change in
policy terms which reduces coverages shall be given in writing to the Township.

ii) Standard Automobile policy with liability limits of no less than $5 million in respect
of each owned or leased vehicle.
iii) Environmental Liability Insurance in a combined amount of not less than one million
dollars ($1,000,000), per occurrence against claims for:


bodily injury, including sickness, disease, shock, mental anguish, mental injury;



injury to or physical damage to tangible property including loss of use of
tangible property, or the prevention, control, repair, clean-up or restoration of
environmental impairment of lands, the atmosphere or any water course or
body of water on a sudden and accidental basis and on a gradual basis.

Health and Safety, WSIB
The Township is responsible for all costs associated with its workplace accidents
and all premiums or assessments owing to the Workplace Safety and Insurance
Board (WSIB), or insurance company if applicable for its own employees. If
requested, the Township shall, throughout the Term of the Agreement, provide
the County with evidence of coverage for itself, its employees, subcontractors
and subcontractors’ employees under the Workplace Safety and Insurance Act or
insurance policy.
The Township shall comply with the Occupational Health and Safety Act
(Ontario), the Workplace Safety and Insurance Act (Ontario), the Human Rights
Act, (Ontario), and applicable regulations under such legislation and all other
legal obligations with respect to worker health, safety and treatment.
The County is responsible for all costs associated with its workplace accidents
and all premiums or assessments owing to the Workplace Safety and Insurance
Board (WSIB), or insurance company if applicable for its own employees. If
requested, the County shall, throughout the Term of the Agreement, provide the
County with evidence of coverage for itself, its employees, subcontractors and
subcontractors’ employees under the Workplace Safety and Insurance Act or
insurance policy.
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The County shall comply with the Occupational Health and Safety Act (Ontario),
the Workplace Safety and Insurance Act (Ontario), the Human Rights Act,
(Ontario), and applicable regulations under such legislation and all other legal
obligations with respect to worker health, safety and treatment.

Notice
Any notices required must be in writing and delivered to the following addresses
between 9:00 AM and 4:30 PM Monday to Friday.
For the County:
County Clerk
County of Grey Administration Building
595 9th Ave E
Owen Sound, ON N4K 3E3
Fax Number: 519-376-8998
Email: countyclerk@grey.ca
For the Township:
Director of Legislative Services/Clerk
The Corporation of the Township of Georgian Bluffs
177964 Grey Road 18, RR 3
Owen Sound, ON N4K 5N5
Tel: 519-376-2729
Fax: 519-372-1620
Email: whunter@georgianbluffs.on.ca

Notices delivered by fax or e-mail will be deemed to be received on the next
business day after the fax or e-mail is electronically confirmed received. Notices
sent by mail will be deemed to be received on the fifth day after mailed unless
mail service is disrupted. Hand delivered notices will be considered received on
the business day of delivery.

Force Majeure
Neither the County nor the Township shall be held responsible for any damage
or delays as a result of war, invasions, insurrection, demonstrations, or as a
result of decisions by civilian or military authorities, fire, flood, human health
emergency, strikes and generally as a result of any event that is beyond the
reasonable control of the County or the Township.
The County and Township agree that in the event of a disaster or Force Majeure,
they will co-operate and the Township will make all reasonable efforts to provide
temporary replacement service until permanent service is completely restored.

Governing Law
This Agreement will be governed by and interpreted in accordance with the laws
of the Province of Ontario and the laws of Canada. The parties submit to the
exclusive jurisdiction of the courts of Ontario with respect to any matter arising
under or related to this Agreement.

Severability
Each of the clauses in this Agreement is distinct and severable. A declaration of
invalidity or unenforceability of any clause will not affect the validity or
enforceability of the other clauses in this Agreement.

Entire Agreement
This Agreement is the entire agreement between the parties with respect to the
Keppel sand/salt structure and replaces all prior written or verbal agreements,
understandings, negotiations or discussions.

Amendment of Agreement
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This Agreement can only be changed by a written document signed by signing
authorities for both parties.

Successors and Assigns
Neither party may assign all or any part of this Agreement without the written
approval of the other party.
This Agreement benefits and binds the parties and their respective successors
and permitted assigns.

No Partnership
Nothing in this Agreement means that a partnership, joint venture or
employment relationship exists between the County and the Township.

Adherence to Laws
The parties agree to follow all applicable federal and provincial laws in carrying
out the terms of this Agreement.

No Waiver
For either party to release any of its rights under this Agreement, it must be in
writing and signed by both parties.
A waiver of a breach of one clause of the Agreement does not apply to any other
clause.
A failure or delay in enforcing an obligation in the Agreement does not prevent
the enforcement of that obligation at a later date.

Dispute Resolution
A dispute between the parties relating to the interpretation or implementation
of this Agreement will be addressed through good faith negotiation, with or
without the assistance of a mediator. The parties agree that in the event that
they are not able to reach a resolution of all the matters in dispute after
mediation, then the matters remaining in dispute will be finally determined by
arbitration in accordance with the provisions of the Ontario Arbitrations Act.
The location for any such arbitration hearing will be within the County of Grey at
a location to be determined by the County.
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF THE PARTIES hereto have executed this Agreement as of the day and year set
out above:
THE CORPORATION OF THE COUNTY OF GREY:

SELWYN HICKS, WARDEN

HEATHER MORRISON, CLERK
We have the authority to bind the Corporation of the County of Grey.

THE CORPORATION OF THE TOWNSHIP OF GEORGIAN BLUFFS

DWIGHT BURLEY, MAYOR

WENDI HUNTER, DIRECTOR OF LEGISLATIVE SERVICES/CLERK
We have the authority to bind the Township of Georgian Bluffs.
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SCHEDULE A
Keppel Sand and Salt Storage Structure Agreement (Former Keppel Township)

Location: 401295 Grey Road 17, Georgian Bluffs being legally described as Part Lot 8
Concession 20 Keppel Part 1 Plan 16R-4593 and Part 1-3 Plan 16R-2201 Except Part 2
Plan 16R-7904 Township of Georgian Bluffs (former Township of Keppel).
With reference to Section 5.1 of the Agreement, the lump sum annual user fee includes
the use of the loader and the authorization for two or less County winter maintenance
trucks to be stored at the site.
The lump sum amount shall increase by 2% per year in each subsequent year
throughout the Term of the Agreement.
The Township of Georgian Bluffs shall invoice the County of Grey as follows over the
term of the Agreement.
2019-2020

$4,594.74

2020-2021

$4,686.63

2021-2022

$4,780.36

2022-2023

$4,875.97

2023-2024

$4,973.49

With reference to Section 5.2 of the Agreement, the Township of Georgian Bluffs will
invoice the County of Grey annually for the fifty percent share of the property insurance
premium for the subject structure. The share will be calculated using a formula of:
2019 Insurance Premium Amount Total Cost = $3,429.00
($3,429.00 x 50% = $1,714.50)
2019 County Share =

$1,714.50

2019 Township Share =

$1,714.50

No additional fees shall be charged for yard, maintenance, electricity or other overhead
items.
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Sarawak Sand and Salt Storage Structure Agreement
THIS AGREEMENT made this ___ day of _______________, 2019, in duplicate between:
THE CORPORATION OF THE COUNTY OF GREY
a municipality within the meaning of the Municipal Act, 2001
(Herein after referred to in this Agreement as “the County”)
- and THE CORPORATION OF THE TOWNSHIP OF GEORGIAN BLUFFS
a municipality within the meaning of the Municipal Act, 2001
(Herein after referred to in this Agreement as “the Township”).
WHEREAS the County and the Township shared in the cost to construct a sand/salt structure located at
323554 East Linton Sideroad West, Kemble being legally described as Part of Lot 22 Concession 2,
Sarawak as in R120075, Part 1 & 2 16R-4153 Part 1 16R-5072 in the former Township of Sarawak, in the
Township of Georgian Bluffs, on property owned by the Township, for use by the County and the
Township for the storage of sand-salt mix and other materials for road maintenance use;
AND WHEREAS the County and the Township agree that the Township owns the sand/salt structure;
AND WHEREAS the Township agrees that the County has the right to use the sand/salt structure;
AND WHEREAS the parties are desirous of entering into an agreement to declare their respective rights,
obligations, and liabilities in connection with the sand/salt structure;
NOW THEREFORE THIS AGREEMENT WITNESSES that in consideration of the mutual covenants and
agreements herein and subject to the terms and conditions set out in this Agreement, the parties agree
as follows:

1.0 TERM
1.1

This Agreement shall be effective as of the date of execution and run for a Term
of five years.

1.2

The Term of the Agreement shall be automatically renewed for successive
periods of two years each unless one party gives to the other at least one
hundred eighty (180) days of written notice of its wish to terminate this
Agreement.

1.3

The parties agree that for each successive renewal term of this Agreement, it will
be necessary to update Schedule “A” with regard to the lump sum annual user
fees referenced in Section 6.1. Such update shall not necessitate further
updating of any other terms of this Agreement.

1.4

In the event that a party serves notice to terminate this Agreement, it is agreed
by the parties at the date of execution of this Agreement that there is no equity
in the structure.

2.0 MAINTENANCE, IMPROVEMENT, REPAIR WORK AND
COSTS
2.1

During the term of the Agreement, the Township shall be solely responsible for
maintenance of the sand/salt structure at the expense of the Township. For the
purposes of this Agreement, maintenance shall include all work except for
structural repairs, improvements or renovations.
As further clarification, storage building maintenance shall include, but not be
limited to, the following works:
e. Minor repairs to replace small amounts shingles and patch leaks on roof
f.

Repair of man-door(s)

g. Servicing of and adjustments to overhead doors
h. Repairs to interior and exterior lighting.
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2.2

Structural repairs and renovations shall include but not be limited to the
following:
a. Storage structure replacement
b. Roof replacement
c. Overhead door and component replacement
d. Concrete rehabilitation
e. Major rehabilitative painting or cladding replacement
f.

New addition to structure

g. Drainage upgrades around structure
h. Interior or exterior lighting system replacement

2.3

An annual inspection of the sand/salt structure shall be carried out by a
representative of the Township together with a representative of the County.

2.4

When the Township identifies structural repairs, improvements or renovations it
wishes to be completed to the sand/salt structure the Township may request in
writing that the County consent to the completion of the identified work. Within
30 days of receiving such a request, the County shall consent or decline to
consent to the completion of the work described in this paragraph in its absolute
discretion. While it is recognized that budget constraints may limit the work to
which the County consents and/or when it may be completed, such consent shall
not be unreasonably withheld.

2.5

Costs for work described in Section 2.5 to which the County consents shall be
shared as follows:
60% by the County
40% by the Township

2.6

The County shall notify the Township of any and all damage that is caused by
staff or agents of the County, and shall be responsible for all repairs that it or its
agents have caused to the sand/salt structure.

2.7

The Township shall be responsible for all repairs that they or their agents have
caused to the sand/salt structure.

3.0 INDEMNIFICATION AND INSURANCE
3.1

The Township shall indemnify and hold harmless the County, its officers,
members of Council, agents, servants, employees, invitees or licensees from and
against any liabilities, claims, expenses, demands, loss, cost, damages, actions,
suits or other proceedings by whomsoever made, directly or indirectly arising
out of this Agreement attributable to bodily injury, sickness, disease or death or
to damage to or destructions of tangible property including loss of revenue or
incurred expense resulting from disruption of service; and caused by any acts or
omissions of the Township, its officers, members of council, agents, servants,
employees, customers, invitees or licensees, or occurring in or on the sand/salt
structure, the subject property, or any part thereof and/or, as a result of
activities under this agreement.

3.2

The County shall indemnify and hold harmless the Township, its officers,
members of Council, agents, servants, employees, invitees or licensees from and
against any liabilities, claims, expenses, demands, loss, cost, damages, actions,
suits or other proceedings by whomsoever made, directly or indirectly arising
out of this Agreement attributable to bodily injury, sickness, disease or death or
to damage to or destructions of tangible property including loss of revenue or
incurred expense resulting from disruption of service; and caused by any acts or
omissions of the County, its officers, members of council, agents, servants,
employees, customers, invitees or licensees, or occurring in or on the sand/salt
structure, the subject property, or any part thereof and/or, as a result of
activities under this agreement.113
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3.3

The Township shall, at its expense, obtain and keep in force during the term of
this Agreement:
v) Municipal General Liability Insurance satisfactory to the County, including the
following and underwritten by an insurer licensed to conduct business in the
Province of Ontario:
g) A limit of liability of not less than $10,000,000/occurrence.
h) The County shall be named as an additional insured.
i) The policy shall contain a provision for cross liability in respect of the named
insured.
j) Non-owned automobile coverage with a limit of at least $5,000,000 including
contractual non-owned coverage.
k) Products and completed operation coverage (Broad Form) with an aggregate
limit not less than $10,000,000.
l) That 30 days prior notice of an alteration, cancellation or material change in
policy terms which reduces coverage shall be given in writing to the County.
vi) standard Automobile policy with liability limits of no less than $5 million in respect
of each owned or leased vehicle;
vii) Broad Form Property policy to cover the sand/salt structure, contents, and
equipment owned, leased or stored by the Township, with limits sufficient to cover
these assets;
viii) Environmental Liability Insurance in a combined amount of not less than one million
dollars ($1,000,000), per occurrence against claims for:


bodily injury, including sickness, disease, shock, mental anguish, mental injury;



injury to or physical damage to tangible property including loss of use of
tangible property, or the prevention, control, repair, clean-up or restoration of
environmental impairment of lands, the atmosphere or any water course or
body of water on a sudden and accidental basis and on a gradual basis.

The Township shall provide a certificate of insurance to the County annually as proof
of the coverage required under this Agreement.

3.4

The County shall, at its expense, obtain and keep in force during the term of this
Agreement:
iv) Municipal General Liability Insurance satisfactory to the Township, including the
following and underwritten by an insurer licensed to conduct business in the
Province of Ontario:

g) A limit of liability of not less than $10,000,000/occurrence.
h) The Township shall be named as an additional insured;
i) The policy shall contain a provision for cross liability in respect of the named
insured;
j) Non-owned automobile coverage with a limit of at least $5,000,000 including
contractual non-owned coverage;
Products and completed operation coverage (Broad Form) with an aggregate limit not less than
$10,000,000.
k) That 30 days prior notice of an alteration, cancellation or material change in
policy terms which reduces coverage shall be given in writing to the Township;
v) Standard Automobile policy with liability limits of no less than $5 million in respect
of each owned or leased vehicle.
vi) Environmental Liability Insurance in a combined amount of not less than one million
dollars ($1,000,000), per occurrence against claims for:



bodily injury, including sickness, disease, shock, mental anguish, mental injury;
injury to or physical damage to tangible property including loss of use of
tangible property, or the prevention, control, repair, clean-up or restoration of
environmental impairment of lands, the atmosphere or any water course or
body of water on a sudden and accidental basis and on a gradual basis.

4.0 MATERIALS – PURCHASING, USAGE, INVOICING
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TR-CW-11-19

April 11, 2019

4.1

The Township, through a fair and competitive tendering process, will have sand
with a minimum of three percent (3%) salt mixed throughout the sand placed in
the sand/salt structure no later than September 15 and available through until
May 1 every year. The sand shall conform to Ontario Provincial Standard
Specification 1004 and the salt shall conform to Ontario Provincial Standard
Specification 2502.

4.2

The Township shall invoice the County monthly for the amount of sand/salt
mixture it uses, based on the amount recorded by the County operators on the
Winter Time and Materials Logs. The Township shall charge the County the
tender price. Payment of each invoice shall be due 30 days from the date of the
invoice.

5.0 OTHER SERVICES
5.1

The Township shall provide a functional, well maintained loader at the sand/salt
structure for County staff and agents to use to load sand/salt into road
maintenance trucks. The loader must have a bucket capacity of at least 1.25
cubic yards and be capable of loading the materials into the County trucks.
County staff and County agents shall be permitted to use the loader sand/salt to
load winter maintenance trucks.

5.2

The County shall be permitted to store up to two winter maintenance trucks at
the sand/salt structure property. These winter maintenance trucks will be
permitted to use electrical outlets.

6.0 ANNUAL USER FEE
6.1

The Township shall invoice the County upon execution of this Agreement for the 20192020 winter maintenance season, and on October 1 of each subsequent year
throughout the term of the Agreement for a lump sum annual user fee in the amount
indicated on Schedule “A” of this Agreement, attached hereto. The County shall provide
payment to the Township no later than 30 days from the date of each invoice.

6.2

The Township shall also invoice the County annually for a share of the property
insurance premium for the structure. The details are contained in Schedule “A” of this
Agreement.

7.0 TERMINATION OF PREVIOUS AGREEMENT
7.1

The Parties acknowledge that upon entering into this Agreement, the previous
Agreement made between the Parties is terminated.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF THE PARTIES hereto hereunto set their hand and seal and corporate seal
attested by the hands of the proper officers duly authorized in that behalf.
THE CORPORATION OF THE COUNTY OF GREY:

SELWYN HICKS, WARDEN

HEATHER MORRISON, CLERK
We have the authority to bind the Corporation of the County of Grey.

THE CORPORATION OF THE TOWNSHIP OF GEORGIAN
115 BLUFFS
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DWIGHT BURLEY, MAYOR

WENDI HUNTER, DIRECTOR OF LEGISLATIVE SERVICES/CLERK
We have the authority to bind the Township of Georgian Bluffs.

116
TR-CW-11-19

April 11, 2019

SCHEDULE A
Sarawak Sand and Salt Storage Structure Agreement (Former Sarawak Township)

Location: Sand/Salt Structure located at 323554 East Linton Sideroad West, Kemble
being legally described as Part of Lot 22 Concession 2, Sarawak as in R120075, Part 1
& 2 16R-4153 Part 1 16R-5072; Township of Georgian Bluffs (former Township of
Sarawak).
With reference to Section 6.1 of the Agreement, the lump sum annual user fee includes
the use of the loader and the authorization for two or less County winter maintenance
trucks to be stored at the site.
The lump sum amount shall increase by 2% per year in each subsequent year
throughout the term of the Agreement.
Township of Georgian Bluffs to invoice County of Grey as follows over the term of the
Agreement.
2019-2020

$4,594.74

2020-2021

$4,686.63

2021-2022

$4,780.36

2022-2023

$4,875.97

2023-2024

$4,973.49

With reference to Section 6.2 of the Agreement, the Township of Georgian Bluffs will
invoice the County of Grey annually for sixty percent of its share of the property
insurance premium for the subject structure. The share will be calculated using a
formula of:
2019 Insurance Premium Amount Total Cost = $2,477.00
($2,477.00 x 60% = $1,486.20 / $2,477.00 x 40% = $990.80)
2019 County Share =

$1,486.20

2019 Township Share =

$990.80

No additional fees shall be charged for yard, maintenance, electricity or other overhead
items.
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