Agenda
Committee of the Whole
May 9, 2019 – Following Council
Council Chambers, Grey County Administration Building
1. Call to Order
2. Declaration of Pecuniary Interest
3. Business Arising from the Minutes
a.

Notice of Motion Provided by Councillor Soever on April 25, 2019 – Withdrawn at
the Request of Councillor Soever

4. Delegations
10:00 AM

MaryLynn West-Moynes, President and CEO and Brian Davenport, Vice
Chair Board of Governors – Georgian College
Georgian College Update

10:45 AM

Cathy Little, Chair; Marion Koepke, Vice Chair; Sonya Skinner, Chief
Administrative Officer; Tim Lanthier, Lands and Habitats Coordinator; and
John Bittorf, Water Resources Coordinator - Grey Sauble Conservation
Authority
Effects of Provincial Changes to Conservation Authorities Funding and
Legislation

5. Determination of Items Requiring Separate Discussion
6. 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. Tourism Advisory Committee Minutes dated April 15, 2019
That the Tourism Advisory Committee meeting minutes dated April 15, 2019
and the resolutions therein be adopted as presented.
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b. Grey County Federation of Agriculture Correspondence dated April 18, 2019
That the Grey County Federation of Agriculture correspondence dated April
18, 2019 regarding the farm property tax ratio be received for information.
c. Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing Correspondence dated April 17, 2019
That the Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing correspondence dated
April 17, 2019 regarding funding for housing and homelessness programs be
received for information.
7. Items For Direction and Discussion
a. PDR-CW-22-19 Conservation Authorities Act Changes
That Report PDR-CW-22-19 which provides an overview of the proposed
changes to the Conservation Authorities Act, proposed changes to the
permitting process related to natural hazards, and the funding reductions to
conservation authorities be received; and
That this report be forwarded onto the Ministry of Environment, Conservation
and Parks and the Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry as the County
of Grey’s comments on the proposed changes posted on the Environmental
Registry through postings # 013-5018 and # 013-4992; and
That this report be forwarded onto member municipalities, conservation
authorities, the Association of Municipalities of Ontario and local MPPs within
Grey for information; and
That staff be authorized to proceed prior to County Council approval as per
Section 25.6 (b) of Procedural By-law 5003-18.
b. PDR-CW-23-19 Niagara Escarpment Amendment – Sideroad 26/27 and the
associated closure of Simcoe Road 91 – Grey Highlands
That Report PDR-CW-23-19 which provides background information regarding
the closure of Simcoe Road 91 and proposed upgrades to Sideroad 26/27 in
Clearview Township be received for information.
c. Addendum to PDR-CW-14-19 Grey County Comments on Endangered Species Act
That Addendum to Report PDR-CW-14-19 regarding an overview of the ‘10th
Year Review of Ontario’s Endangered Species Act: Proposed Changes’ be
received, and
That Addendum to Report PDR-CW-14-19 be forwarded onto the Province of
Ontario as the County of Grey’s comments on the proposed legislation review
posted on the Environmental Registry through posting # 013-5033, and
That the Report be shared with member municipalities and conservation
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authorities having jurisdiction within Grey County; and
That staff be authorized to proceed prior to County Council approval as per
Section 25.6 (b) of Procedural By-law 5003-18.
d. Addendum to PDR-CW-33-18 Saugeen Cedar Heights East Final Report - Hanover
That Addendum to Report PDR-CW-33-18 be received; and
That all written and oral submissions received on plan of subdivision 42T2018-09 known as Saugeen Cedar Heights East were considered, the effect of
which helped to make an informed recommendation and decision; and
That in consideration of the draft plan of subdivision application 42T-2018-07,
for lands described as Part of Lots 11, 12, 13, and 14, Concession 1 NDR,
Town of Hanover, geographic Township of Bentinck, the Grey County
Committee of the Whole approves this plan of subdivision to create seventynine (79) residential units, a block for a further twenty (20) residential units, in
addition to blocks for open space and utilities, and roads, subject to the
conditions set out in the Notice of Decision.
e. CCR-CW-08-19 Alternate Land Use Services (ALUS) Representation
That Report CCR-CW-08-19 regarding Grey County Council representation on
the Alternative Land Use Services (ALUS)-Grey Bruce Chapter Board Partner
Advisory Committee be received; and
That the Warden be appointed annually as Grey County’s representative to the
ALUS Partner Advisory Committee.
f.

TR-CW-16-19 Tender Award Grey Road 9 (Dundalk) Reconstruction - Southgate
That Report TR-CW-16-19 containing the tender results for the Township of
Southgate Contract No. 5619-19 be received; and
That Moorefield Excavation be awarded the Grey County portion of the tender
for a total amount of $3,537,559.50 (excluding HST).

g. TR-CW-17-19 Award of RFT-TS-04-19 Grey Road 4 and 18th Avenue, Hanover
Traffic Signals
That Report TR-CW-17-19 containing the tender results for RFT-TS-04-19 Grey
Road 4 and 18th Avenue, Hanover Traffic Signals be received; and
That Harold Sutherland Construction Ltd. be awarded the tender for a total
amount of $297,807.76, excluding HST.
8. Other Business
9. Notice of Motion
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10. Adjournment
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Committee Minutes
Tourism Advisory Committee
March 15, 2019 – 9:00 AM
The Tourism Advisory Committee met on the above date at the County Administration
Building with the following members in attendance:
Present:

Andrew Siegwart; Jim Halliday; Joel Dawson; and Councillors Shirley
Keaveney and Sue Carleton

Regrets:

Andrea O’Reilly and Jim Diebel

Staff
Present:

Bryan Plumstead, Tourism Manager; Heather Morrison, Clerk; Heather
Aljoe, Tourism Marketing and Communications Specialist; Alison
Theodore, Tourism Partner and Media Relations Specialist; and Jacquelyn
Morrison, Deputy Clerk/Legislative Coordinator

Call to Order
The Clerk called the meeting to order at 9:00 AM.

Election of the Chair and Vice Chair
The Clerk called for nominations for Chair of the Tourism Advisory Committee for 2019.
TAC01-19

Moved by: Shirley Keaveney

Seconded by: Jim Halliday

That Andrew Siegwart be nominated as Chair of the Tourism
Advisory Committee for 2019.
TAC02-19

Moved by: Sue Carleton

Seconded by: Shirley Keaveney

That the nominations be closed.
Carried
Andrew Siegwart accepted the nomination and was declared Chair of the Tourism
Advisory Committee for 2019.
The Clerk called for nominations for Vice Chair of the Tourism Advisory Committee for
2019.
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TAC03-19

Moved by: Sue Carleton

Seconded by: Shirley Keaveney

That Jim Halliday be nominated as Vice Chair of the Tourism
Advisory Committee for 2019
TAC04-19

Moved by: Andrew Siegwart

Seconded by: Shirley Keaveney

That the nominations be closed.
Carried
Jim Halliday accepted the nomination and was declared Vice Chair of the Tourism
Advisory Committee for 2019.
Andrew Siegwart assumed the Chair.
The Clerk left the meeting.

Declaration of Pecuniary Interest
There were no declarations of pecuniary interest.

Destination Development Action Plan (DDAP) – 2019
Quarter 1 Scorecard
Alison Theodore noted that the Destination Development Action Plan (DDAP) scorecard
will be brought to each meeting. The DDAP was passed by County Council in July 2016
and it is a 3-5 year plan. Bryan Plumstead advised that the DDAP is scheduled for
review in 2021.
Ms. Theodore reviewed Pillar 1, Community Engagement. She highlighted the number
of stakeholder listings in the database. She confirmed that email reminders for industry
members to update their listings are sent out through the newsletter. Ms. Theodore
discussed the newsletter subscriptions, click through rates, and bounce rates. She
highlighted the industry page, www.visitgrey.ca/industry. Andrew Siegwart suggested
sending out automatic emails that are more personal to industry members. Ms.
Theodore discussed the events held by tourism, being Let’s Talk Tourism and the
Tourism Mini Conference.
Heather Aljoe reviewed Pillar 2, Destination Management. The 2019 Marketing
Strategy is being finalized and will be sent out to stakeholders shortly. She highlighted
the three trade shows in Quarter 1. Discussion occurred on the Canadian International
Autoshow and real estate opportunities. Mr. Plumstead discussed the creation of
packages/ itineraries, specifically relating to cycling. Discussion occurred on the Cycling
and Trails Master Plan, the draft plan should be complete in late May. Ms. Aljoe
discussed the social media, website, and newsletter metrics. Ms. Theodore discussed
2
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media relations and shared content created by Kimberley Marquis on her blog, Chic
Confidential.
Tim Lanthier from Grey Sauble Conservation Authority joined the meeting.
Bryan Plumstead reviewed Pillar 3, Market Research and Tracking. He highlighted
DDAP tracking and quantitative and qualitative metrics. Mr. Plumstead reviewed Pillar
4, Resource Allocation, noting professional development sessions.
Scott Taylor, Senior Planner, and Kim Wingrove, CAO, joined the meeting.

Discussion on Sustainable Tourism in Grey County
Mr. Plumstead introduced Scott Taylor, Kim Wingrove, and Tim Lanthier.
Ms. Wingrove noted that the Conservation Authorities Act is being reviewed by the
Provincial government. The commenting period is open until May 20, 2019. Comments
are encouraged and can be made online or through Grey Sauble Conservation
Authority.
Mr. Plumstead framed the discussion on sustainable tourism, noting the first task is for
the Committee to consider the scope for consideration and resources.
Tim Lanthier, Lands and Habitats Coordinator for Grey Sauble Conservation Authority
(“GSCA”), provided an overview of GSCA and his role. He noted that GSCA owns and
manages 29,000 acres of land. A large portion of property is within the Niagara
Escarpment. He discussed revenue sources for GSCA. He provided an overview of the
Grey Sauble Conservation Authority Board.
Mr. Lanthier noted 24 properties that are highlighted for use in the GSCA brochure. He
advised that over 200,000 people per year visit the properties. He discussed ecotourism. Visitor information has been used as a guide for managing resources, such as
constructing a gate house and safety fencing at Eugenia Falls. The Committee
discussed the sustainability of safety and hiking the falls. Mr. Lanthier noted that visitor
patterns follow Highways 6&10 up the Bruce Peninsula. He is meeting with groups and
tourism representatives to discuss how to steer people to communities.
Mr. Lanthier noted that the sustainability concerns for GSCA properties differ depending
on the property. Waterfall properties and cliff properties raise concerns of safety and
environmental degradation. GSCA is reviewing and creating management plans for
each property, starting with Inglis Falls. One property per year will be reviewed. As part
of the plan, stakeholders will be contacted. GSCA hopes that sustainable tourism will
come out of the management plans.
Mr. Lanthier noted that GSCA hopes to educate visitors about sustainable property use
and target where people visit. Discussion occurred on tracking demographics of visitors.
3
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Discussion occurred on access to the properties in the winter. Mr. Lanthier advised that
a large amount of the Bruce Trail is on GSCA property. He noted that most properties
have interpretive signage on them.
Mr. Taylor discussed County forests, which total approximately 8,500 acres. There are
46 properties throughout the County. Mr. Taylor discussed the management of County
forests and trails. The forests are harvested approximately every 15 years. Mr. Taylor
discussed forest use, including hiking and hunting. Mr. Taylor also noted the CP Rail
Trail, which is used for recreational purposes. Mr. Taylor noted that the County is
currently working to finalize the Recreational Trails Master Plan and will be seeking
public comments.
Mr. Plumstead noted that the Committee could start by considering the sustainability of
tourism in natural areas. He noted that RT07 is involved in considering the sustainability
of tourism on the Bruce Peninsula. Ms. Wingrove suggested developing an
understanding of how people are using the area and what the expectation is to protect
the natural environment. Mr. Plumstead will complete an inventory of assets the County
has and will consider potential opportunities.
Mr. Lanthier advised that GSCA hopes to be a local organization that helps the local
community. He noted that they are a platform to communicate with visitors. Mr. Lanthier
provided the example of the Water Front Trail which brings cyclists in close proximity to
many GSCA properties.
Mr. Plumstead noted that the provincial budget been released. He provided information
on the budget as it relates to tourism. Discussion occurred on the effect of the budget.
Discussion occurred on the Municipal Administration Tax.
Ms. Wingrove, Mr. Taylor, and Mr. Lanthier left the meeting.

Staff Updates
Ms. Theodore highlighted the following upcoming events:




Brochure swap - May 8
Summer Industry Familiarization Tour - June 4 & 6
Experience Development 101 – June 19

Ms. Theodore provided information on upcoming social media influencers.
Mr. Plumstead discussed cycling plans/routes that are being developed. He noted that
themed packages already in existence will be promoted more, including the Apple Pie
Trail and Saints and Sinners. Cycling, outdoors, and culinary are upcoming
opportunities for new itinerary packages.
4
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Ms. Aljoe noted that the website switched to the spring layout and she is working on
creating marketing for the year, specifically content creation.

Other Business
Jim Halliday noted that the Grey Highlands Chamber of Commerce is considering the
development of land to create small units for “pocket neighborhoods”. He also
discussed developing the Beaver Valley driving route into an experience for residents
and visitors.
Andrew Siegwart provided an update on the South Georgian Bay Tourism Labour
Supply Task Force attainable housing initiative. The Town of the Blue Mountains has
redeveloped the Attainable Housing Corporation and has just retained a consultant for
the project. The goal is to have a project identified by the end of the year. He discussed
going beyond providing attainable housing for the workforce and ensuring that all those
who are at risk are assisted.
Andrew Siegwart discussed the Sea Otter Festival, which will be a cycling event at Blue
Mountain Resort in July.

Next Meeting Dates
The next meeting will be held on July 24, 2019 at 9:00 a.m.
On motion by Councillors Carleton and Keaveney, the meeting adjourned at 12:01 AM.
Andrew Siegwart, Chair
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April 18, 2019
Dear Mr. Hicks,
I'm writing today on behalf of the Grey County Federation of Agriculture as a follow up to
the April 11, 2019 Grey County Council meeting.
While we understand there is a diversity of views on the subject of farm property tax
ratios; we are appreciative of the support given by Council.
This deliberations and the final decision by Council to lower the tax ratio from
0.25 to 0.24 of the residential rate demonstrates to us that the County of Grey considers
farmers and the agriculture sector as strategic to the economy, culture and community in
Grey.
The Grey County Federation is the regional representative group of over 1500 Grey County
farm members within the Ontario Federation of Agriculture. It was organized in the year
1940 to do for Agriculture that which cannot be done by the individual farmer and to work for
economic growth and sustainability of farms in Grey County. We have set our focus on three

primary areas of priority;
1) Farm property tax ratio
2) Environmental stewardship / Conservation Authority
3) Rural economic development
Thank you again for your leadership in Grey County and for participating in the discussion
about farm property taxation.
We are looking forward to keeping the channels open with you and your colleagues as we
continue to work on behalf of farmers in Grey.
Best regards
Hugh Simpson
Hugh Simpson
GCFA President
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Committee Report
To:

Warden Hicks and Members of Grey County Council

Committee Date:

May 9, 2019

Subject / Report No:

PDR-CW-22-19

Title:

Conservation Authority Act Changes

Prepared by:

County Planning Staff

Reviewed by:

Randy Scherzer

Lower Tier(s) Affected: All Municipalities
Status:

Recommendation
1. That Report PDR-CW-22-19 which provides an overview of the proposed
changes to the Conservation Authorities Act, proposed changes to the
permitting process related to natural hazards, and the funding reductions
to conservation authorities be received; and
2. That this report be forwarded onto the Ministry of Environment,
Conservation and Parks and the Ministry of Natural Resources and
Forestry as the County of Grey’s comments on the proposed changes
posted on the Environmental Registry through postings # 013-5018 and #
013-4992; and
3. That this report be forwarded onto member municipalities, conservation
authorities, the Association of Municipalities of Ontario and local MPPs
within Grey for information; and
4. That staff be authorized to proceed prior to County Council approval as per
Section 25.6 (b) of Procedural By-law 5003-18.

Executive Summary
The Conservation Authorities Act was revised by the previous government in 2017. The
County provided comments during the previous review of the Act. Further changes to
the Conservation Authorities Act are being proposed; however, there are few details at
this stage. Funding reductions to conservation authorities are also proposed which
could increase the risks associated with flooding and erosion, as well as impact the
PDR-CW-22-19
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monitoring and forecasting of flood events. Given the impacts associated with changing
climate and severe storm events being experienced in Grey County and across Ontario,
it is recommended that the Province reconsider these funding reductions. It is also
recommended that any changes to the Conservation Authorities Act does not limit the
vital role that conservation authorities play in protecting our watersheds.

Background and Discussion
The Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry initiated a review of the Conservation
Authorities Act (Act) in 2015 which included addressing roles, responsibilities, funding
and governance of conservation authorities in resource management and environmental
protection. The County provided initial comments on a discussion paper released by
the Ministry seeking early feedback on the review of the Act. A link to the previous staff
report providing initial comments to the Ministry can be found in the Attachments section
of this report.
The Ministry released a further consultation document in 2016 entitled ‘Conserving Our
Future – Proposed Priorities for Renewal’ which was based on the comments received
in response to the discussion paper. A staff report providing comments on this
consultation document was provided to the Ministry. A link to that staff report can be
found in the Attachments section as well as using the following link – Addendum to
PDR-PCD-36-15 - Conservation Authority Act Review - Second Phase.
Based on the comments received through the consultation, the Ministry noted that there
was general agreement that the overall conservation authority model and principles
upon which it is based remained relevant. Most respondents agreed that the watershed
continues to serve as an ecologically appropriate scale for many resource management
activities. The Ministry also noted that all stakeholder sectors ‘recognized the value and
public benefit of conservation authority roles in providing environmental education,
landowner and broader stewardship programs, and the provision of access to natural
areas and recreational opportunities provided through conservation areas. Based on
the feedback received, the Province made changes to the Conservation Authorities Act
in 2017.

Further Proposed Changes to the Conservation Authorities Act
On April 5, 2019, the Province released an environmental registry posting (ERO 0135018) entitled ‘Modernizing conservation authority operations – Conservation
Authorities Act’ which proposes further changes to the Conservation Authorities Act.
The details regarding the proposed changes are light at this stage. The Province notes
that in the spring of 2019, they will develop and consult on a suite of regulatory and
policy proposals to support the proposed amendments. The following is an outline of
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the proposed changes to the Conservation Authorities Act that are identified in the
environmental registry posting:









clearly define the core mandatory programs and services provided by
conservation authorities to be, natural hazard protection and management,
conservation and management of conservation authority lands, drinking water
source protection (as prescribed under the Clean Water Act), and protection of
the Lake Simcoe watershed (as prescribed under the Lake Simcoe Protection
Act)
increase transparency in how conservation authorities levy municipalities for
mandatory and non-mandatory programs and services. Update the Conservation
Authorities Act an Act introduced in 1946, to conform with modern transparency
standards by ensuring that municipalities and conservation authorities review
levies for non-core programs after a certain period of time (e.g., 4 to 8 years)
establish a transition period (e.g. 18 to 24 months) and process for conservation
authorities and municipalities to enter into agreements for the delivery of nonmandatory programs and services and meet these transparency standards
enable the Minister to appoint an investigator to investigate or undertake an audit
and report on a conservation authority
clarify that the duty of conservation authority board members is to act in the best
interest of the conservation authority, similar to not-for profit organizations.

The Province is also proposing to proclaim un-proclaimed provisions of the
Conservation Authorities Act related to:








fees for programs and services
transparency and accountability
approval of projects with provincial grants
recovery of capital costs and operating expenses from municipalities (municipal
levies)
regulation of areas over which conservation authorities have jurisdiction (e.g.,
development permitting)
enforcement and offences
additional regulations.

Staff Response
It is difficult to determine the full extent and potential impact that the proposed
changes to the Conservation Authorities Act may have at this stage. It is
recommended that the Province provide further detail about the proposed changes
for municipalities, conservation authorities, and others to provide further comments.
Grey County and local municipalities rely on the programs and services provided by
conservation authorities.
PDR-CW-22-19
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In terms of the current outline of the proposed changes, it is unclear as to why there
is a proposed transition period for conservation authorities and municipalities to
enter into agreements for the delivery of non-mandatory programs and services.
Many municipalities have entered into agreements with conservation authorities to
provide non-mandatory programs and services such as natural heritage review for
planning applications. Grey County has an agreement with Grey Sauble
Conservation Authority to help manage the County Forests and County Trails.
Conservation authorities offer a number of non-mandatory programs and services to
municipalities and the community at large including education programs,
stewardship programs, and natural heritage commenting/planning. If the proposed
changes to the Conservation Authority Act affect the ability for conservation
authorities to levy municipalities for these programs, it could impact the ability for
conservation authorities to leverage additional funds to help support the programs
and services that are currently offered. It is recommended that whatever changes
are proposed, that flexibility is still provided for conservation authorities and
municipalities to enter into service agreements in order to raise sufficient funds to
support the current programs and services, including providing comments on natural
heritage matters, and supporting education and stewardship programs.
The services that conservation authorities provide are very important to
municipalities and the community. Therefore, it is important for conservation
authorities to continue to offer these programs and services at a watershed level in
order to protect and preserve the health of our ecosystems and watersheds.

Proposed Changes to the Natural Hazards Permitting Process
The Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry is also consulting on a proposal to
streamline and focus conservation authority’s development permitting and role in
municipal plan review (ERO 013-4992). The following are the proposed changes to the
permitting process as outlined in the Environmental Registry posting:




Consolidating and harmonizing the existing 36 individual conservation authorityapproved regulations into one Minister of Natural Resources and Forestry
approved regulation will help to ensure consistency in requirements across all
conservation authorities while still allowing for local flexibility based on
differences in risks posed by flooding and other natural hazards.
For the purposes of this regulation the Ministry is also proposing to:
o Update definitions for key regulatory terms to better align with other
provincial policy, including: “wetland”, “watercourse” and “pollution”;
o Defining undefined terms including: “interference” and “conservation of
land” as consistent with the natural hazard management intent of the
regulation;

PDR-CW-22-19
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o Reduce regulatory restrictions between 30m and 120m of a wetland and
where a hydrological connection has been severed;
o Exempt low-risk development activities from requiring a permit including
certain alterations and repairs to existing municipal drains subject to the
Drainage Act provided they are undertaken in accordance with the
Drainage Act and Conservation Authorities Act Protocol;
o Allow conservation authorities to further exempt low-risk development
activities from requiring a permit provided in accordance with conservation
authority policies;
o Require conservation authorities to develop, consult on, make publicly
available and periodically review internal policies that guide permitting
decisions;
o Require conservation authorities to notify the public of changes to mapped
regulated areas such as floodplains or wetland boundaries; and
o Require conservation authorities to establish, monitor and report on
service delivery standards including requirements and timelines for
determination of complete applications and timelines for permit decisions.

Staff Response
County staff generally have no concerns with the proposed changes to the permitting
process as highlighted above. Consolidating the 36 individual conservation authority
regulations into one will help to provide clarity and consistency across the different
conservation authorities which will make it easier for municipalities and developers.
With respect to the reduction in regulatory restrictions between 30 metres and 120
metres of a wetland, County staff generally have no objections with potential reductions
in regulatory restrictions if the reductions can be supported from a technical and/or
science-based perspective. There are certain circumstances where conservation
authorities reduce the setbacks from a regulatory restriction. It is important however
that these reductions be looked at on a case-by-case basis and that the reductions can
be supported from a science-based perspective.
Exempting low-risk development activities from requiring a permit may be beneficial for
municipalities and landowners, especially as it relates to municipal drains. If certain
activities are exempted, it may be beneficial to have conservation authorities provide
education material including best practices for undertaking these low-risk activities to
ensure that any potential impacts are mitigated.
Staff see merit in notifying the public of mapping changes, provided they are not
duplicative of municipal processes and provided that this does not limit the ability of
conservation authorities in making changes to regulation mapping when further review
is conducted (i.e. if new information is provided as part of a planning application process
or through detailed site review). If a municipality is updating their zoning by-law and the
PDR-CW-22-19
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hazard land boundaries are changing as part of the by-law, then the municipality and
conservation authority should not both be required to give separate notice. Instead, the
municipality can give notice in accordance with the Planning Act, and the conservation
authority can play a supportive role in the municipal public consultation (i.e. to help
explain the mapping changes).

Funding Reductions to Conservation Authorities
In addition to the proposed changes to the Conservation Authorities Act and the
permitting process, the Province also announced funding reductions to conservation
authorities. Based on information received from Grey Sauble Conservation Authority,
the following are areas of funding that have been reduced by the Province:





50% reduction to funding for warning people about flooding and protecting
property from damage
The provincial 50 Million Tree planting subsidy has been eliminated.
Summer staff funding eliminated which was used to assist with water quality
monitoring and stewardship
Provincial funding which supported looking at the health of south Georgian Bay
shorelines has been eliminated.

Staff Response
Flooding and erosion can be very costly and are a risk to our communities.
Conservation authorities provide necessary programs and services that help to reduce
the risk of flooding and erosion and help to provide information to the municipalities and
the public about flood risks, etc. Climate change threats, including the risk from severe
weather events, are increasing year by year. Therefore, it is extremely important for
conservation authorities to continue programs and services to help reduce the risks of
flooding and erosion, to monitor and forecast flooding, and to provide necessary data
and information to help municipalities to plan for infrastructure upgrades and to prepare
and manage an emergency event. The funding reductions could also cause a financial
impact to municipalities as they may need to fund the deficit in order to continue with the
various programs and services offered by conservation authorities. Therefore, it is
recommended that the Province reconsider the funding reductions to conservation
authorities and to consult with conservation authorities and municipalities to see if there
are other opportunities.

General Comments
Based on the nature of the changes being proposed, and the potential for both positive
and negative impacts, the Province should consider a more robust consultation on
these proposed changes. The current Environmental Registry posting was posted on
April 21st and comments are due by May 20th and May 21st, respectively. This short
PDR-CW-22-19
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timeframe does not give municipalities, conservation authorities and other stakeholders
much time to (a) respond, (b) ask questions, or (c) consult. It is recommended that
when the consultation beings on the detailed suite of regulatory and policy proposals to
be released this spring that a minimum of a 90-day consultation period is provided.

Legal and Legislated Requirements
Conservation Authorities Act
Planning Act

Financial and Resource Implications
The funding reductions to conservation authorities could cause a financial impact to
municipalities as municipalities may need to fund the deficit in order to continue these
programs. This could also cause other conservation authority programs to be
discontinued or reduced as conservation authorities may need to look for ways to offset
or reallocate funds based on these reductions.
Depending on the proposed changes to the Conservation Authorities Act, this could also
impact what services conservation authorities are able to provide to municipalities and
residents. For example, if municipalities were not able to enter into agreements with
conservation authorities to provide natural heritage comments then municipalities will
need to hire consultants and/or staff to address this gap. This could increase costs for
municipalities and developers and result in duplication as conservation authorities will
be reviewing natural hazard matters related to a development application and the
municipal staff/consultant will be reviewing natural heritage matters, which is some
cases will be the same features and functions being reviewed.

Relevant Consultation
☒

Internal (Transportation Services, Planning)

☒

External (Conservation Authorities, Municipalities)

Appendices and Attachments
PDR-PCD-36-15 - Conservation Authority Act Review
Addendum to PDR-PCD-36-15 - Conservation Authority Act Review - Second Phase
Environmental Registry of Ontario Posting – ERO 013-5018
Environmental Registry of Ontario Posting – ERO 013-4992

PDR-CW-22-19
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Committee Report
To:

Warden Hicks and Members of Grey County Council

Committee Date:

May 9, 2019

Subject / Report No:

PDR-CW-23-19

Title:

Niagara Escarpment Amendment - Sideroad 26/27 and the
associated closure of Simcoe Road 91

Prepared by:

Randy Scherzer and Pat Hoy

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

Recommendation
1.

That Report PDR-CW-23-19 which provides background information
regarding the closure of Simcoe Road 91 and proposed upgrades to
Sideroad 26/27 in Clearview Township be received for information.

Executive Summary
The County has received a Niagara Escarpment Amendment application that proposes
upgrades to Sideroad 26/27 in Clearview Township. The upgrades to Sideroad 26/27
have been triggered because of the future closure of a section of Simcoe Road 91
which connects with Grey Road 31. The closure of Simcoe Road 91 is based on an
arrangement made by Simcoe County, Clearview Township, and Walker Industries as
part of the expansion to the Duntroon Quarry in Clearview Township. Grey County
entered into an agreement with Clearview Township and Walker Industries in 2010
regarding the work to be undertaken on the portion of Sideroad 26/27. The purpose of
this report is to provide background information regarding the closure of Simcoe Road
91 and the proposed upgrades to Sideroad 26/27. Staff will be reviewing the proposed
Niagara Escarpment Amendment application and will be providing technical comments
to the Niagara Escarpment Commission prior to the comment deadline of May 31, 2019.

PDR-CW-23-19
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Background and Discussion
The County has received a proposed Niagara Escarpment Amendment (NEPA)
application that proposes upgrades to Sideroad 26/27 in Clearview Township. The
following is a link to the proposed application: Request for Comments – NEPA PS 215
18.
The upgrades to Sideroad 26/27 have been triggered as a result of the future closure of
a section of Simcoe Road 91 which connects with Grey Road 31. The closure of
Simcoe Road 91 is based on an arrangement made by Simcoe County, Clearview
Township and Walker Industries as part of the expansion to the Duntroon Quarry in
Clearview Township. It is the intent of Simcoe County, Clearview Township and Walker
Aggregates to complete the following:





Simcoe County will transfer Simcoe County Road 91 to Clearview Township
Clearview Township will sell the section of Simcoe Road 91 from Grey Road 31
to Concession 10 Nottawasaga
Clearview Township will upgrade Concession 10 Nottawasaga from Simcoe
Road 91 to Sideroad 30/31
Clearview Township will upgrade Sideroad 26/27 from a seasonally maintained
road to an all-season road to replace the County Road. This road will only be
surface treated when a 400 vehicle per day traffic volume count has been
achieved; Clearview Township will restrict large vehicles from using the road.

Grey County was involved in the review of the Duntroon Quarry expansion and
expressed an interest in the proposed closure of Simcoe Road 91 and the subsequent
upgrades to Sideroad 26/27. A report summarizing the County’s involvement with these
matters was presented back in 2014. The following is a link to that report: TR-TAPS-6314
In July 2010, Grey County entered into an agreement with Clearview Township and
Walker Industries regarding the work to be undertaken on the portion of Sideroad 26/27.
The following is a link to the agreement – Sideroad 26/27 Agreement – Clearview
Township, Walker Aggregates and County of Grey – By-law 4675-10.
This agreement states the following, once the Walker Aggregates permits and
applications for the Walker Aggregates quarry expansion have been approved:



Clearview Township will complete a traffic survey of Sideroad 26/27 annually
Two years after the issuance of the licence to Walker Aggregates, Clearview
Township will surface treat Sideroad 26/27 provided the traffic count is 400
vehicles per day, or in such year the traffic study substantiates the traffic volumes
are 400 vehicles per day
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Clearview Township will adopt a by-law which would restrict truck traffic and load
restrictions on Sideroad 26/27 year-round

The Joint Board approved the Walker Aggregates Quarry Expansion in 2012. Since
that time, Clearview Township has been seeking the necessary approvals to move
forward with the upgrades to Sideroad 26/27. Clearview Township applied for a
development permit application to upgrade Sideroad 26/27 and that application was
refused by the NEC in November 2015 and has been appealed by Clearview Township.
During the appeal process, additional environmental work was undertaken by Clearview
Township which identified that the proposed road works would result in the removal of
1.2 hectares of natural heritage features and key hydrologic features within the existing
right of way. The Township requested an adjournment to the hearing on the
development permit application to apply for a Niagara Escarpment Amendment as the
policies of the NEP prohibit development in wetlands.
The upgrades to Sideroad 26/27 as proposed by Clearview Township in the Niagara
Escarpment Amendment application include the following:









Improving the vertical alignment;
Replacing road-crossing culverts to improve fish passage;
Improving and widening the road base;
Channel re-alignment to increase the current separation between the road and a
watercourse;
Tree removal;
Re-surfacing the road;
Ditch improvements; and,
Addressing environmental and road side safety measures such as drainage,
erosion and sedimentation issues.

Grey County staff will review the proposed Niagara Escarpment Amendment application
and provide technical comments to the Niagara Escarpment Commission. Grey County
staff will identify the agreed upon requirements for the upgrades to Sideroad 26/27 as
identified in the Agreement between Grey County, Clearview Township and Walker
Industries.
It is our understanding that Grey Highlands will be holding a public meeting on May 9th
to receive comments from the public which they will be submitting to the Niagara
Escarpment Commission. Clearview Township is also holding a Public Meeting on
Wednesday, May 8th from 5 to 7:30pm at the Township office in Stayner.
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Legal and Legislated Requirements
Grey County, Clearview Township, and Walker Aggregates are bound to the terms in
the Agreement as adopted by By-law 4675-10.

Financial and Resource Implications
Clearview Township will be responsible for the costs associated with upgrading
Sideroad 26/27.

Relevant Consultation
☒

Internal (Transportation Services)

☒

External (Niagara Escarpment Commission)

Appendices and Attachments
Request for Comments – NEPA PS 215 18
TR-TAPS-63-14
Sideroad 26/27 Agreement – Clearview Township, Walker Aggregates and County of
Grey – By-law 4675-10

PDR-CW-23-19

4

26

Date: May 9, 2019

Committee Report
To:

Warden Hicks and Members of Grey County Council

Committee Date:

May 9, 2019

Subject / Report No:

Review of Proposed Endangered Species Act Changes /
Addendum to PDR-CW-14-19

Title:

Grey County Comments on Endangered Species Act

Prepared by:

Grey County Staff

Reviewed by:

Randy Scherzer

Lower Tier(s) Affected:

All Municipalities within Grey County

Status:

Recommendation
1. That Addendum to Report PDR-CW-14-19 regarding an overview of the ‘10th Year
Review of Ontario’s Endangered Species Act: Proposed Changes’ be received,
and
2. That Addendum to Report PDR-CW-14-19 be forwarded onto the Province of
Ontario as the County of Grey’s comments on the proposed legislation review
posted on the Environmental Registry through posting # 013-5033, and
3. That the Report be shared with member municipalities and conservation
authorities having jurisdiction within Grey County; and
4. That staff be authorized to proceed prior to County Council approval as per
Section 25.6 (b) of Procedural By-law 5003-18.

Executive Summary
The Province recently released their ‘10th Year Review of Ontario’s Endangered Species Act:
Proposed Changes’ and they are seeking comments by May 18, 2019. The proposed changes
are in response to the Province’s discussion paper from earlier this year on updates to the
Endangered Species Act. County comments were submitted on the original discussion paper,
and further comments on the changes are proposed through this report. Grey County has an
interest in this review as it impacts first and foremost the protection of the County’s natural
environment, but also impacts future development approvals within the County, and the
County’s ability to build and maintain public infrastructure and facilities. County staff are
supportive of some of the proposed amendments but have some concerns with other planned
changes.
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Background and Discussion
On February 28th, 2019 the County Committee of the Whole supported staff report PDR-CW-1419, with respect to the Province’s ‘10th Year Review of Ontario’s Endangered Species Act:
Discussion Paper’ (hereafter referred to as the discussion paper). This staff report was later
forwarded onto the Province as the County’s comments on the discussion paper. A copy of the
County staff report can be found in the attachments section of this report. A copy of this
discussion paper can be found at this link, and the proposed Environmental Registry posting,
with a concise summary of the proposal can be found here.
Following up on this discussion paper, and the feedback received, the Province has now
released their ‘10th Year Review of Ontario’s Endangered Species Act: Proposed Changes’. A
copy of the propose changes can be found at this link. The Province released these proposed
changes on April 18th and is seeking comments by May 18th, 2019. Based on the short
timeframe for submitting comments, and the deadline for having this report completed, staff
have not been able to consult member municipal staff, or conservation authority staff within
Grey County. Staff are recommending that this report be shared with municipalities and
conservation authorities for their review.
The proposed changes fall within the following five categories:
“Assessing species at risk and listing them on the Species at Risk in Ontario List,
Defining and implementing species and habitat protections,
Developing species at risk recovery policies,
Issuing Endangered Species Act permits and agreements, and developing regulatory
exemptions, and
5. Enforcing the Endangered Species Act”
1.
2.
3.
4.

What follows are some thoughts on the Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks’
(MECP) five proposed changes.

Assessing Species at Risk and Listing them on the Species at
Risk in Ontario List
Currently species are classified by the Committee on the Status of Species at Risk in Ontario
(COSSARO) as threatened, endangered, special concern, extinct, or extirpated. Once
classified, such species are required to be added to the Species at Risk in Ontario (SARO) List,
which is done by regulation. Currently, when COSSARO submits a species report to the
Minister, the species must be added to the SARO List three months from the time a report is
submitted. Once a species is added to the SARO list, the Endangered Species Act (ESA)
immediately protects the species and its habitat. If passed, the ESA proposed changes would
implement the following:
A. “Provide the public earlier notice of COSSARO's species’ assessment and classification
results by making its report available to the public no later than three months after it is
received by the Minister. Also, extend the time from when a COSSARO report is
received by the Minister to when listing is to occur from three to twelve months (i.e. when
a species must be added to the SARO List).
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B. Provide that the twelve-month period for amending the SARO List will apply to any
COSSARO report received in 2019, to address the possibility of such a report being
received before the changes, if passed, come into effect.
C. Improve certainty of the timing of species list changes by requiring COSSARO to submit
an annual report to the Minister between January 1 and January 31 of each year.
D. Allow the Minister to require COSSARO to reconsider the classification of a species
where the Minister forms the opinion based on scientific information that the
classification may not no longer be appropriate. For species that are not yet on the list or
are listed as special concern, the proposed changes provide that the species would not
be added to the SARO List or listed to a more endangered status during COSSARO's reassessment.
E. Require COSSARO to consider a species’ condition around its broader biologically
relevant geographic area, inside and outside Ontario, before classifying a species as
endangered or threatened. If the overall condition of risk to the species in the broader
biologically relevant geographic area is lower, COSSARO would be required to adjust
the species’ classification to reflect its overall condition.
F. Broaden COSSARO member qualifications to include members who have relevant
expertise in ecology, wildlife management, as well as those with community knowledge.”

Staff Response
County staff see some merit in giving additional notice of when a species is added to the SARO
list. The addition of a species to the SARO list, or the reclassification of a species can have
impacts on development or infrastructure projects across the County. In some cases, it may be
appropriate that this delay could have the effect of allowing projects already underway to
proceed, without needing costly delays to reconsider or study a newly added or upgraded
species. This additional notice period may also allow time for further consultation with
municipalities, conservation authorities, and other stakeholders to determine the status of these
species in local jurisdictions, which could be beneficial.
That said, the delay in adding a species could also have an unintended consequence of giving
people notice that a species is to become listed, and therefore people may choose to remove
the species from their properties. For example, if a landowner had been given a ‘heads up’ that
Butternut trees were becoming endangered within the next 9 – 12 months, they may choose to
‘preemptively’ cut down the Butternuts on their property to avoid future restrictions.
With respect to item (c), staff have no concern in principle, but wonder if an exemption clause
could be added to be used for more immediate circumstances. This exemption may also need
to apply to the timeframes in item (a), where an emergency situation could be demonstrated.
Staff have concerns with the proposed changes under items (d) and (e). Currently COSSARO
functions as an independent committee who make decisions based on science. If the Minister
can ‘veto’ these science-based decisions, the SARO list could become more politically
motivated and not necessarily based on the best science. There is also a concern that a species
can be referred back to COSSARO only to reduce its protections, not to increase its protections.
Furthermore, if a species is ‘left off the list’ based on its condition outside of Ontario, the
Province could be viewed as relying on others to protect species that Ontario is not otherwise
willing to protect. Ontario would be doing so at its peril, as there is no guarantee that such
species are being protected elsewhere. Climate change also needs to be considered here,
Addendum to PDR-CW-14-19
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noting that species habitat locations are changing to correspond with changing trends in
weather and climate (i.e. some species ranges are shifting in response to climate change).
These comments are caveated with the fact that protection of a species in Ontario should
generally be restricted to species that are native to Ontario.
On item (f), staff see some merit in broadening the COSSARO qualifications to include local or
indigenous expertise, provided the Committee is still firmly weighted in science, and does not
simply become politically motivated.

Defining and Implementing Species and Habitat Protections
As noted above, under the current process, once a species is added to the SARO list the
protections apply immediately to the species and its habitat. This habitat is first protected in a
general sense, before a more specific regulation can be developed and approved by the
Lieutenant Governor in Council (LGIC) to replace the general protection. If passed, the ESA
proposed changes would implement the following:
A. “De-couple the listing process from automatic protections and provide greater Minister’s
discretion on protections, while keeping the assessment as a science-based process at
arm’s length. While the role of classifying species would remain with COSSARO and
listing of classified species would continue to be required, the proposed changes would
provide the Minister with authority to temporarily suspend species and habitat
protections for up to three years for some newly-listed species when the following
specified criteria are met:
i.
applying the prohibitions to the species would likely have significant social or
economic implications for all or parts of Ontario so additional time is required
to determine the best approach to protect the species and its habitat;
ii.
the temporary suspension will not jeopardize the survival of the species in
Ontario; and
iii.
one of the following further criteria is met:
1. the species has a broad distribution in the wild in Ontario;
2. habitat availability is not a limiting factor for the species;
3. additional time is needed to address the primary threats to the species,
or co-operation with other jurisdictions is necessary to reduce the
primary threats to the species,
4. other criteria that may be specified by regulation.
B. Enable scoping of species protections, where appropriate, via new Minister’s
regulations. This proposed new authority would enable species protections to apply to
specific geographies or in specific circumstances (e.g., to species that are not affected
by disease).
C. Remove the mandatory legislative requirement and timeline to develop a habitat
regulation proposal for each newly-listed threatened or endangered species and retain
the option to develop a habitat regulation when needed.
D. Enable the Minister, rather than LGIC, to make species-specific habitat regulations.”

Staff Response
In principle staff are not against the idea of de-coupling the listing from the automatic protection.
However, staff believe that this de-coupling time-period (i.e. the time after a species has been
listed and before it has been protected) could be used to develop specific habitat regulations.
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Staff would question whether 3 years is too long to ‘suspend protections’, and whether a shorter
timeframe could be utilized here. Under the current process, there are times when a species
gets added, and therefore the species and general habitat are protected. However, without
having much information on the species or their specific habitat it can be difficult to know exactly
what to protect, versus what may not have an impact. In this regard staff would prefer to see
habitat regulations developed early on, versus being delayed indefinitely as could be the case in
item (c).
This de-coupling time-period could also be used to develop public education, and/or consult with
specific sectors that may impact the species or be impacted by the species being listed. For
example, if a new grassland bird were to be added which could impact pasture or alfalfa lands,
then direct consultation with farmers and farm organizations would be beneficial.
With respect to item (b) above, staff see some merit in this approach, provided it is used
cautiously, and does not result in healthy species being removed, which are otherwise still
endangered.
As per above in section 1, staff believe that the intent of using the best science available should
be retained to the extent feasible, rather than granting too much exemptive powers to the
Minister.

Developing Species at Risk Recovery Policies
Currently, once a species is listed as either endangered or threatened, the government is
responsible for developing a recovery strategy for that species. Within 9 months of the recovery
strategy being published, the government also needs to prepare a response statement.
Following the completion of that response statement, the government then needs to publish a
progress report within 5 years. If passed, the ESA proposed changes would implement the
following:
A. “Give the Minister discretion to extend the nine-month Government Response Statement
development timeline, for some species.
B. Clarify that recovery strategies are advice to government, and that Government
Response Statements are the government’s policy direction for species at risk.
C. Allow the Minister to extend timelines for conducting the review of progress towards
protection and recovery based on individual species’ needs.
D. Remove duplicative requirements by removing specific reference to posting under the
Environmental Bill of Rights, 1993 and instead requiring that certain products under the
Act be made available publicly on a government website.”

Staff Response
Staff generally have no issue with the above changes provided there are some mandatory
maximum timeframes (i.e. such statements are progress reports need to be completed by ‘x’
date), and that the public distribution of information under item (d) is clear, easily accessible,
and still available for public comment.
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Issuing ESA Permits and Agreement and Developing Regulatory
Exemptions
The ESA currently contains some exemptions or permits that can be issued provided certain
criteria can be met. For example, a Butternut tree cannot be removed, unless it is assessed by
a Butternut health assessor, and they determine that the tree is severely impacted by the
Butternut canker, to the point where it cannot be saved. In some instances, there can also be
permits granted to remove a healthy Butternut, where certain criteria can be met, in exchange
for planting new Butternut trees elsewhere.
If passed, these ESA proposed changes would; ‘create a new independent Crown agency,
known as the Species at Risk Conservation Trust (SARCT). This agency would allow
municipalities and other infrastructure developers the option to pay a fee, in lieu of completing
some activities required by the ESA. The option to ‘pay-in-lieu’ would only be available on
certain species, as prescribed by regulation. The funds collected by SARCT would then be used
to assist in the recovery and protection of species at risk.’ SARCT would;
“receive the funds and ensure informed, unbiased and expert decisions are made to
disburse the funds to third parties that will undertake the activities in accordance with the
purposes proposed to be set out in the statute. The proposed amendment would restrict
the funds to fund only those activities that are reasonably likely to support the protection
and recovery of prescribed species. The Minister would have the ability to establish
guidelines (e.g. objectives and priorities) for funding and set standards for activities that
receive funding.”
Other changes proposed through this section provide more flexibility in the permitting process,
remove the requirement for the Minister to consult with experts in some scenarios, and provide
for transition provisions for existing ESA permit holders following a new species listing or habitat
regulation.

Staff Response
Staff have several concerns with the changes being proposed through this section of the ESA
review. First, elements of the proposed ‘pay-in-lieu’ system, and the establishment of the
SARCT are currently unclear. The current proposed wording speaks to allowing “municipalities
or other infrastructure developers” the ability to pay-in-lieu, where a species has been
prescribed by regulation. While the term ‘municipalities’ is clear, the term ‘other infrastructure
developers’ is not. Presumably this might be extended to include private utility companies such
as gas, electricity, or telecommunications companies. However, could the term also be
extended to include private developments such as subdivisions, where new roads are being
built? Later in the posting it also notes;
“This new approach will give greater certainty to business and better enable positive
outcomes for species at risk compared to the current piece-meal industry-led approach.”
The above sentence suggests that the pay-in-lieu system would extend to beyond just
municipalities and could include private business.
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While, there could certainly be some direct benefit to municipalities, which may result in timelier
infrastructure improvements, it is not yet known what the costs will be, or what species will be
prescribed. Furthermore, the proposed changes only exempt some requirements, while others
may still be required, as per below:
“The charge would be paid in lieu of fulfilling certain potential conditions that could
otherwise have been imposed under the permit, agreement, or regulation…. Clients
would still need to fulfill some on-the-ground requirements, including considering
reasonable alternatives for their activity and taking steps to minimize the adverse effects
of the activity on the species at risk.”
Based on the unknown costs, and requirements it is difficult to speculate what the actual benefit
to municipalities would be.
Staff also have concerns that the pay-in-lieu and SARCT system could result in unfair
application of the ESA exemptions. If municipalities and larger developers are able to ‘buy their
way out of’ meeting requirements, it could penalize smaller developers who may not have that
same ability, either legally or financially.
From a ‘fairness’ perspective, it would be unfair to hold the private sector to a higher standard
than the public sector (i.e. if the public sector gets to pay-in-lieu, but the private sector does
not). The public sector should be leading by example in this regard, if we then expect the
private sector to show due environmental stewardship.
The source of funding to establish and run the SARCT has not yet been outlined by the
Province. If monies paid in lieu will be used to establish and run this trust, then it could mean
less funds going back into the actual species protection.
Staff are also unclear how the SARCT would distribute these funds, and whether actual
improvements are made locally to species recovery. For example, if the County were to pay
money to ‘by-pass’ certain environmental requirements for a fish species, when undertaking a
bridge replacement, would that recovery money then get spent locally on that species? Would
there also be performance measures tied to the allocation of these funds?
It also not clearly defined what ‘third party’ groups would be getting these funds. Would such
groups include conservation authorities, field naturalists, or hunting and fishing groups? In
many cases there would be benefits to having such ‘on-the-ground’ local organizations have
additional funding for such projects, provided they could be coordinated appropriately.
If not done properly the new system could have the impact of paying to remove species or
habitat, with no actual improvement to the species recovery.
Staff would note that the pay-in-lieu and the SARCT is a form of ecological offsetting, which staff
have been investigating for potential use within the County. Based on recent case studies
presented by a neighbouring conservation authority, staff see some merit in ecological offsetting
approaches. In some cases, it may be an excellent method by which to ensure that the
conservation outcomes result in no net loss of a feature and preferably a net gain of biodiversity.
For example, in instances where someone is proposing to remove a recently planted pine
plantation, it may be easy to replicate that feature on another site by replanting said pine trees.
However, in cases where the removal of endangered species or their habitat is ‘at stake’, then
removing that species or replicating their habitat on another site may not be so easy. From
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staff’s limited research to date, ecological offsetting may be an appropriate tool to use in some
instances but will not work as a ‘one-size-fits-all’ approach. If the Province is considering this
approach, both the science and the species/habitat specific circumstances will need to be
considered.
Beyond the pay-in-lieu and the SARCT, staff are also concerned with some of the changes to
the permitting / agreements process, and the extended powers of the Minister to avoid expert
consultation. Staff would once again reiterate the need for science to be ‘front and centre’ in this
process, and not be bypassed by the government of the day. While some flexibility is
appreciated in the permitting process, it has to be measured against the impact it may cause to
species or habitat.
Staff are generally supportive of the transition provisions proposed for existing permit and
agreement holders. However, there may be species-specific circumstances where based on the
advice of COSSARO, an automatic 12-month transition permit may not be feasible, while also
ensuring the long-term protection of the species. This new transition provision may want to
consider some ‘exceptions’ to the transition, where more immediate action needs to be taken.
Regardless of the degree of flexibility proposed, staff support a permitting process which is
supported by knowledgeable Ministry staff who can offer support to applicants, who may be
considering applying for a permit or agreement. Having staff guidance at the front-end of this
process is crucial to help people understand where a permit may or may not be appropriate.
Staff would encourage the Province to consider ensuring that these new permitting procedures
can be supported by adequate staff resources.

Enforcing the ESA
This section would allow for modern enforcement, as well as reflect the transition of this portfolio
from the Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF) to the Ministry of the Environment
Conservation and Parks. If passed, the ESA proposed changes would implement the following:
A. “Enhance and streamline enforcement powers by:



Applying inspection powers and offence provisions that already exist in the ESA to
also include activities conducted under the regulations.
Extending current protection order powers that can be used with the Minister’s
discretion to protect habitat during the intervening period before a species is listed, or
where a regulation has been made so that the prohibition is not applicable, to also
include the discretion to similarly protect species.

B. Update provisions related to enforcement officers by removing identification of specific
classes of persons (e.g. conservation officers) as enforcement officers and retain the
Minister’s authority to designate officers.
If the proposal for the change to allow the Minister to order by regulation a pause of the
protections for listed species passes: we are also proposing a change to the EBR General
Regulation (Ontario Regulation 73/94) to exempt the regulations containing Minister’s orders
made for the purpose of pausing protections from EBR posting and consultation
requirements. This is being proposed in to preserve the ability of the Minister to act swiftly
and minimize associated social or economic impacts.”
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Staff Response
Staff generally have no issue with points (A) and (B) above. However, staff are unaware of the
impact of removing identification of specific classes of persons (such as conservation officers)
and would seek to chat with ministry or conservation authority staff to better understand these
provisions.
However, the last paragraph quoted above means that if a regulation is passed to allow for the
Minister to pause protections on a listed species, the government will also pass a change to the
EBR general regulation that provides for by-passing a public commenting period. Once again,
staff would recommend that these ‘by-pass’ provisions be used only very sparingly.

General Comments
Based on the nature of the changes being proposed, and the potential for both positive and
negative impacts, the Province should consider a more robust consultation on these proposed
changes. The current Environmental Registry posting was posted on April 18th and comments
are due by May 18th. This short timeframe does not give municipalities and other stakeholders
much time to (a) respond, (b) ask questions, or (c) consult. Staff would recommend that the
consultation period be extended to at least 90 days, to allow for a more robust consultation on
this topic.

Legal and Legislated Requirements
The effect of new legislative changes can sometimes be tough to predict at this early stage, as
some of the future changes will be implemented through Regulation. Some of the changes are
welcomed by the County, provided the legislated changes still provide an appropriative level of
protection to species and habitats. However, there are changes that cause concern, and could
impact species health.

Financial and Resource Implications
At this stage there are no immediate financial or resource implications to this discussion paper,
as the full details of its implementation are not known.
Staff will continue to monitor the review of the Endangered Species Act and keep County
Council aware of any major changes, or regulatory changes.

Relevant Consultation
☒ Internal: Planning and Transportation Services.
☒ External: Member Municipalities and Conservation Authorities within Grey (to be circulated
following Committee of the Whole)

Appendices and Attachments
Staff Report PDR-CW-14-18
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Committee Report
To:

Warden Hicks and Members of Grey County Council

Committee Date:

May 9, 2019

Subject / Report No:

Addendum to PDR-CW-33-18 Final Report

Title:

Saugeen Cedar Heights East of Plan of Subdivision 42T-2018-09

Prepared by:

Scott Taylor

Reviewed by:

Randy Scherzer

Lower Tier(s) Affected:

Town of Hanover

Status:

Recommendation
1. That Addendum to Report PDR-CW-33-18 be received; and
2. That all written and oral submissions received on plan of subdivision 42T-2018-09
known as Saugeen Cedar Heights East were considered, the effect of which
helped to make an informed recommendation and decision; and
3. That in consideration of the draft plan of subdivision application 42T-2018-07, for
lands described as Part of Lots 11, 12, 13, and 14, Concession 1 NDR, Town of
Hanover, geographic Township of Bentinck, the Grey County Committee of the
Whole approves this plan of subdivision to create seventy-nine (79) residential
units, a block for a further twenty (20) residential units, in addition to blocks for
open space and utilities, and roads, subject to the conditions set out in the Notice
of Decision.

Executive Summary
The County has received a plan of subdivision application known as Saugeen Cedar Heights
East (County file number 42T-2018-09) to create 79 new residential units in the Town of
Hanover, in addition to a block for a further 20 residential units. The units will be a mix of single
detached, semi-detached, and townhouse units. Access to the lots would be via a series of new
roads, connecting to 25th Avenue and 14th Street. Servicing to the proposed subdivision will be
via municipal water and sewer services. The Town of Hanover has already passed the
associated zoning by-law amendment for this development. Based on agency review and
comments received regarding the proposed plan of subdivision, it is recommended that the
proposed plan of subdivision be given draft approval subject to the conditions set out in the
attached Notice of Decision.
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Background and Discussion
The County has received a plan of subdivision application, known as Saugeen Cedar Heights
East to create 99 residential units. The proposed types of housing include;





49 detached dwelling lots,
18 lots for semi-detached dwellings,
12 lots for townhouses, and
an additional block for 20 additional townhouses (Block 80).

The lots would front onto 25th Avenue, which is being extended from Bren Lea Estates in the
north, and 14th Street, which is being extended from the west. A future road would also extend
from the southeasterly limit of this subdivision, on the abutting lands, to 10th Street (Grey Road
4) to meet the signalized intersection at the Walmart and Crabby Joes plaza.
The proposed subdivision has been changed from the original submission, in response to public
comments, in order to;
a) include a further road connection to the north (Street ‘C’), and
b) include an additional residential unit (which resulted from the re-design to accommodate
Street ‘C’).
The additional road connection will facilitate the development of an otherwise land-locked
parcel, which can now be developed in connection with Block 88 from this draft plan.
The proposed subdivision is located on Part of Lots 11, 12, 13, and 14, Concession 1 NDR,
Town of Hanover, geographic Township of Bentinck. The subject lands are approximately 17.86
hectares in size. The subject lands are currently vacant, with some treed areas, and some
farmed portions of the site. The proposal is to service the new lots with municipal water and
sewer.
This site is in the northeast end of Hanover abutting; the river, residential development
(constructed and in process), vacant lands, and some commercial developments.
The associated zoning by-law amendment application has already been approved by the Town
of Hanover.
Pre-submission consultation between the proponent, the Town of Hanover, the Saugeen Valley
Conservation Authority, and the County identified the submission requirements for the proposed
plan of subdivision. Copies of all background reports and plans can be found at this link.
Map 1 below shows the subject lands and surrounding area, while Map 2 shows the proposed
plan of subdivision.
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Map 1: Airphoto of Subject Lands
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Map 2: Proposed Draft Plan of Subdivision
(Map 2 Courtesy of Cobide Engineering)

Public and Agency Comments Received
There was one member of the public that made oral submissions at the public meeting, which
was held on November 5, 2018 in the Town of Hanover. The minutes from the public meeting
can be found at this link.
Jack Schenk was the only member of the public to make oral or written comments. His
comments were summarized in the public meeting minutes as follows:
“Jack Schenk, owner of property located north and abutting the proposed development,
stated that there is approximately 1.5 to 2.0 acres of developable lands that if not
included within this Draft Plan and Zoning By-law Amendment would be land locked from
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future development. His concern is that the adjoining lands have not been taken into
consideration for the newly created Bren Lea Plan nor this proposed Cedar Heights East
Plan. He would be willing to discuss a future revision on this plan rather than hold up the
approvals on tonight’s agenda.”
Agency comments were as follows:











Enbridge Gas Distribution: In comments dated October 24, 2018, Enbridge Gas
Distribution noted that they do not object to the proposed application(s) and do not
currently have gas piping within the immediate area.
Historic Saugeen Metis (HSM): In comments dated October 15, 2018, HSM noted that
they have no opposition to the proposed development.
Canada Post: In comments dated October 9, 2018, Canada Post provided a series of
recommended conditions of draft approval.
Hydro One: In comments dated October 9, 2018, Hydro One noted they have no
comments or concerns at this time.
Saugeen Valley Conservation Authority (SVCA): In comments dated October 31,
2018, SVCA staff noted that the proposed plan of subdivision and proposed Zoning Bylaw Amendment are generally acceptable, subject to clarifying some technical matters,
and a series of conditions of draft plan approval included in their letter.
Grey County Transportation Services Department: In a series of comments from
October and November 2018, Transportation Services clarified some technical matters
and requested a 10 foot or 3.048 metre widening along Grey Road 28 and 32.8 foot or
10 metre daylight at the northeast corner of Grey Road 28 and 14th Street.
Town of Hanover: Town staff provided recommended conditions of draft plan approval
on April 12th and 16th 2019. As noted above, the Town has passed the associated
zoning by-law amendment to implement this plan of subdivision.

Analysis of Planning Issues
Planning authorities must have regard to matters of Provincial interest under the Planning Act
and be consistent with the Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) when rendering decisions on
planning applications. Within Grey County they must also make decisions that conform to the
County of Grey Official Plan, and in this case, which also conform to the Town of Hanover
Official Plan.

The Planning Act
Section 1.1 of the Planning Act outlines the purposes of the Act. The purposes of the Act
promote; sustainable economic development, in a healthy natural environment, within a land
use planning system, led by provincial policy and matters of provincial interest. Section 2 of the
Planning Act outlines matters of provincial interest, which decision makers must consider when
carrying out their responsibilities under the Act. The most relevant matters of provincial interest
(in italics) to this application are as follows, including staff comments for each subsection below.
(b) the protection of ecological systems, including natural areas, features and functions,
(b) An Environmental Impact Study (EIS) was completed for this development, which
recommended mitigation measures to ensure that the development would not negatively
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impact the natural environment in this area. Significant Woodlands, Significant
Valleylands, fish habitat, and wetlands were all identified on or in close proximity to this
site. Recommendations from the EIS include the need for setbacks to the wetlands and
the valleylands, a tree retention plan, and for additional tree planting to be done off-site
to offset some of the impacts on-site. Wording has been included in the recommended
conditions of draft plan approval to enable these mitigation measures.
The off-site tree planting is required to “provide minimum 2:1 area coverage for new
native tree and shrub planting” and is proposed to occur as part of the rehabilitation of a
nearby gravel pit. The condition for tree planting will be added as a requirement of the
aggregate license. As part of the registration of this plan of subdivision the developer
will deed two lots to the Town of Hanover, who will hold the lots in trust until the tree
planting and monitoring of the trees has successfully been completed.
Through the recommended conditions of draft approval SCVA, Town, and County staff
are satisfied that the development offers due protection to ecological systems and
natural features.
(f) the adequate provision and efficient use of communication, transportation, sewage and water
services and waste management systems,
(f) The subject development will be serviced by municipal water and municipal sewer
services, which will be allocated through this development, except for Block 80. Block
80 will require site plan control and water and sewer capacity will be allocated at that
time.
The stormwater will be managed on-site through enhanced quality controls, before
directing most of the water to the east to the Saugeen River. SVCA and Town sign-off
will be required on the final stormwater management plan before the subdivision is
registered.
The road pattern of the subdivision proposes a series of new internal roads which
provide access to 25th Avenue, 24th Avenue (Grey Road 28), 14th Street, and in the
long-term down to 10th Street (Grey Road 4). The 10th Street access will connect to the
signalized Walmart / Crabby Joe’s intersection, beyond the limits of this plan of
subdivision. When this further connection is made to 10th Street, an additional traffic
study will be required. As note earlier in the report the proposed subdivision will also
allow for a future road connection to the north through Street ‘C’, to allow for the
development of a previously land-locked parcel.
The County Transportation Services department has requested road widening and a
daylight triangle along Grey Road 28 (24th Avenue), which will be incorporated into the
subdivision.
Sidewalks will also be required throughout the development. Through this
development, there is also proposed to be connections and enhancements to the local
trail network owned by the Town.
The proposed subdivision provides for efficient servicing, stormwater management, and
transportation systems.
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(h) the orderly development of safe and healthy communities,
(h)The subject development is within the ‘Primary Settlement Area’ designation in the
County Official Plan. Within this land use designation, the County Plan defers to the
detailed land use policies found within the Town’s Official Plan. The County Plan
recommends an average development density of 25 units per net hectare (or greater)
for new residential development in Hanover. The proposed plan of subdivision does not
meet this target residential density based on the natural features and topography onsite. In addition, the location of the existing servicing and road allowance on-site has
also created hardships in achieving this target density. Efforts have been made to meet
the density target through providing 18 semi-detached units and 32 townhouse units.
However, based on the wet areas, treed areas, valleylands, and the existing
infrastructure on-site, a 25 unit per net hectare density was not achieved.
(j) the adequate provision of housing, including affordable housing,
(j) It is not known if any of the housing being proposed will fall within the affordable range
for ownership. The developer’s planner has noted that; “over 50% of the units will be in
the form of semi-detached and townhouse dwellings. These housing styles provide a
more affordable housing option for the lower and moderate income households.”
Although the final price is not yet known, new townhouse and semi-detached units
generally tend to be more attainable than new single detached dwellings.
(p) the appropriate location of growth and development.
(p) The subject lands are in a settlement area and have been primarily designated for
residential growth. The development has been proposed at a density which offers
efficient residential growth, while respecting the natural environmental features on-site.
This proposed subdivision does not appear to conflict with any neighbouring land uses.

Section 51(24) of the Planning Act also provides criteria which must be considered
when assessing any new plan of subdivision. These criteria (in italics), along with staff
analysis are as follows:
(a) the effect of development of the proposed subdivision on matters of provincial
interest as referred to in section 2;
The matters of provincial interest have been analyzed earlier on in this section.
(b) whether the proposed subdivision is premature or in the public interest;
Services can be provided to this subdivision, including road connections to existing
streets. The lands have also been designated for growth in both the County and
Town Official Plans. This subdivision represents a logical expansion of growth in
Hanover by connecting to the Bren Lea Estates subdivision in the north and in the
south by extending the road network along the unopened road allowance shown on
Schedule C to the Hanover Official Plan. As such, the proposed plan of subdivision
would not appear to be premature and is in the public interest.
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(c) whether the plan conforms to the official plan and adjacent plans of subdivision, if
any;
The proposed development generally conforms to the County Official Plans. Further
discussion on County Official Plan conformity is included later in this report.
With respect to the Town Official Plan, County staff would defer to Town of Hanover
staff who have supported this development through their recommended draft
approval conditions. County staff would note that the Block 80 lands are designated
as ‘Large Format Commercial’ in the Town Official Plan. County staff’s preference
would be that these lands continue to be considered for future commercial
development, as per the Town Official Plan. However, Town staff have noted that
the Block 80 lands are zoned as Residential 4 (R4) with a holding symbol (subject to
servicing being extended), which supports the proposed plan of subdivision. Should
the developer desire to use these lands for commercial purposes a rezoning would
be required.
As noted above, the proposed subdivision would offer connections to neighbouring
subdivisions.
(d) the suitability of the land for the purposes for which it is to be subdivided;
(d.1) if any affordable housing units are being proposed, the suitability of the
proposed units for affordable housing;
Based on the background reports and technical studies, the subject lands appear
suitable for residential development. As noted above, at this time it is not known if
any of the proposed units will be affordable.
(e) the number, width, location and proposed grades and elevations of highways,
and the adequacy of them, and the highways linking the highways in the
proposed subdivision with the established highway system in the vicinity and the
adequacy of them;
This item has been reviewed by the proponent, Town and County staff. Staff are
satisfied that with the proposed streets in this subdivision, as well as the street
connections to the north and south.
(f) the dimensions and shapes of the proposed lots;
At this stage the lots and blocks being created are appropriately sized. Some of the
lots are slightly abnormally shaped based on the environmental and topographical
features on-site.
(g) the restrictions or proposed restrictions, if any, on the land proposed to be
subdivided or the buildings and structures proposed to be erected on it and the
restrictions, if any, on adjoining land;
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County staff are not aware of any restrictions or proposed restrictions on the subject
lands which would prevent the proposed development. The SVCA has worked
closely with the developer and Town staff to ensure that the valleylands are
protected and that slope stability will be ensured. Through the conditions of draft
approval, there is further detailed engineering needed, as well as notification
requirements to the future landowners.
(h) conservation of natural resources and flood control;
The SVCA have been an active participant in the development process. SVCA staff
have provided recommended conditions of draft plan approval. There are no
dedicated stormwater management facilities proposed on-site, and most of the water
will go to the Saugeen River. The draft plan includes setbacks to the wetlands and
valleylands on-site.
(i) the adequacy of utilities and municipal services;
This item is reviewed in other sections of this report. The proposed lands can be
adequately serviced.
(j) the adequacy of school sites;
The two school boards were circulated on this application and have not raised any
concerns. The Bluewater District School Board has recently built a new school in
Hanover to this southwest of this development.
(k) the area of land, if any, within the proposed subdivision that, exclusive of
highways, is to be conveyed or dedicated for public purposes;
New ‘manicured parks’ are not being proposed through this subdivision. That said, a
significant amount of land is being retained as undeveloped land. The Town is also
looking to work with the developer to improve trail connection to the Town’s rail trail
to the east.
(l) the extent to which the plan’s design optimizes the available supply, means of
supplying, efficient use and conservation of energy; and
In accordance with the Town and County Official Plans, the lands are proposed to
be developed at an efficient density, which is also compatible with neighbouring land
uses. The lands will connect to the existing road network and services in an efficient
manner.
(m)the interrelationship between the design of the proposed plan of subdivision and
site plan control matters relating to any development on the land, if the land is
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also located within a site plan control area designated under subsection 41 (2) of
this Act or subsection 114 (2) of the City of Toronto Act, 2006.
Site plan control will be required for portions of the development, including Block 80.
The subject plan of subdivision application, with the attached conditions of draft approval, would
have regard for matters of Provincial Interest under The Planning Act.

Provincial Policy Statement
A key goal of the PPS is directing new growth to serviced settlement areas, and promoting the
vitality of such settlement areas through re-development, infill and intensification. The subject
lands have been primarily designated for residential growth and are within a serviced settlement
area.
Section 1 of the PPS places a strong emphasis on infill opportunities and intensification, as a
means to achieve new growth opportunities while using land and services efficiently. The
proposed development represents a logical extension of growth in Hanover, where new
residential development is currently being built to the north, and there is existing commercial
development to the south.
Section 1.6.6.1 of the PPS outlines the servicing hierarchy to be utilized in the Province of
Ontario. At the top of the hierarchy are municipal water and sewer services. The proposed
development will be serviced by municipal water and sewer services. Town staff have noted
that servicing capacity is available for this development.
Section 1.6.6.7 speaks to stormwater management. This matter has been reviewed under the
Planning Act review.
Section 2.1 of the PPS speaks to the long-term protection of significant natural heritage
features. This item was addressed under the Planning Act review above.
Section 2.2 of the PPS requires planning authorities to protect water quality and quantity. The
subject lands are not within a mapped wellhead protection area or intake protection zone.
Enhanced quality controls are being applied to the stormwater on-site, to protect the water
quality of the nearby Saugeen River.
Section 2.6 of the PPS speaks to the protection of cultural and archaeological resources within
the Province. A Stage 1-2 Archaeological Assessment was completed on this property. This
Archaeological Assessment concluded that; “the Project Location retains no cultural heritage
value or interest”. Wording will be included in the subdivision agreement addressing the
possibility for future archaeological finds, should anything further be discovered.
Section 3.1 of the PPS directs development away from areas of natural hazard. SVCA has
reviewed the proposed subdivision and is generally satisfied with the proposed development,
subject to final engineering and their detailed conditions of draft approval.
The proposed plan of subdivision application, with the attached conditions of draft approval, is
consistent with the PPS.
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County Official Plan
Many of the policies in the County Plan mimic those discussed above in the review of the
Planning Act and the PPS. A further in-depth review of those same policies in the County Plan
will not be repeated here.
The proposed plan of subdivision is designated as ‘Primary Settlement Area’ and ‘Hazard
Lands’ in the County Official Plan. The Official Plan identifies that Primary Settlement Areas
shall be the focus of growth within the County. Section 2.6.3(5) of the County Plan requires an
overall average development density of 25 units per net hectare within Primary Settlement Area
of Hanover. As noted earlier in this report, the lot density does not quite meet this
recommended density target. The proponent’s planner has estimated the density to be slightly
over 19 units per net hectare. Throughout the development review process the subdivision was
increased by one lot.
The development on-site is proposed to remain outside of the Hazard Lands portions of the
property.
Appendix B to the County Plan maps ‘Significant Woodlands’ on-site, as well as the Saugeen
River near the site. As noted earlier in this report, wetlands and significant valleylands were
also found on-site. Through the recommended conditions of draft approval, including tree
retention and ecological offsetting, the impacts to the natural environment are being mitigated.
Section 5.3 of the County Plan provides a similar servicing hierarchy to that found in the PPS,
which has been noted above.
The subject lands are within 500 metres of a known abandoned landfill site. As per section
5.4.2 of the County Plan, a Ministry of the Environment, Conservation, and Parks (MECP)
Guideline D-4 Study is required to ensure the development is free from leachate and methane
risks. The Town completed a D-4 Study for this landfill a few years ago and confirmed that
there are no safety concerns with respect to this proposed plan of subdivision.
Section 6.12.1 of the County Plan addresses criteria to be considered in any new plan of
subdivision or condominium. Specifically, section 6.12.1(a)(vi) of this section states;
“The street pattern of the proposed plan and how it fits with the surrounding neighbourhood.
Plans which utilize a grid pattern or a modified grid pattern shall be considered more favourably
than those with a curvy street pattern or cul-de-sacs,”
As noted above, the subject lands will have connections to existing streets, proposed streets,
leave adequate space for further future connection, and provide sidewalks. The proposed road
network generally follows a modified grid pattern which is preferred.
Section 6.12.1(a)(ix) requires the consideration of street lighting that minimizes impact on dark
skies. The proponent’s planner has noted that the street lighting will be designed to meet the
standards of the Town of Hanover.
Section 6.12.1(a)(xi) speaks to the provision of usable parkland and green space. The
proponent’s planner has noted;
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“The Town advised during pre-consultation discussions that it was not interested in
acquiring parkland, and therefore the proposed subdivision does not involve the
dedication of land to the Town for park purposes. Instead, a cash-in-lieu of parkland
payment will be required. This notwithstanding, a trail will likely be established through
one or more of the non-developable parcels (Blocks 83 to 85).”
Section 6.12.1(b)(c) and (d) of the Plan speak to the provision of a range of housing, including
affordable housing. As noted earlier in this report, it is not yet known if any of the proposed
residential units will fall within the affordable range. That said, the fact that 50% of the units will
be either semi-detached or townhouse units offers greater likelihood that affordable or attainable
units may be achieved.
The proposed plan of subdivision application, with the attached conditions of draft approval,
conforms to the goals and objectives of the County of Grey Official Plan.

Town of Hanover Official Plan
The subject lands are designated ‘Residential’, ‘Hazard’ and ‘Large Format Commercial’ in the
Town of Hanover Official Plan. The majority of the lands being considered for development are
in the Residential designation, while the non-developed lands are generally in the Hazard
designation. As noted above, the Large Format Commercial designation would appear to
represent a non-conformity issue with the proposed residential uses on Block 80. Town staff
have noted that because the lands are zoned for R4, the zoning is then deemed to conform to
the Hanover Official Plan. While this is accurate from a legal perspective, and therefore the
subdivision can be supported, County staff would have preferred to see these lands remain
commercial to help meet the Town’s commercial needs.
Schedules ‘C’ and ‘D’ to the Hanover Plan respectively show a future road and trail traversing
the subject lands. The proposed plan of subdivision would respect these Schedules of the
Town’s Plan in this regard.
With the attached recommended draft plan conditions, County staff are of the opinion that the
proposed development:
1.
2.
3.
4.

has regard for matters of Provincial interest under the Planning Act;
is consistent with the Provincial Policy Statement;
conforms to the County of Grey Official Plan; and
conforms to the Town of Hanover Official Plan.

Legal and Legislated Requirements
The application was 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 fee and peer review deposit for this application.

Relevant Consultation
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☒ Internal: Planning and Transportation Services.
☒ External: The Public, Town of Hanover, Saugeen Valley Conservation Authority and other
required agencies under the Planning Act.

Appendices and Attachments
Draft Notice of Decision (conditions of draft approval) - attached
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Owner: 2501563 Ontario Inc.
File No.: 42T-2018-09
Municipality: Town of Hanover
Location: Part of Lots 11 – 14, Concession 1, NDR, (geographic Township of Bentinck)
Date of Decision:
Date of Notice:
Last Date of Appeal:

NOTICE OF DECISION
On Application for Approval of Draft Plan of Subdivision
under Subsection 51(16) of the Planning Act
Draft Plan Approval, is hereby given by the County of Grey for the application regarding the above
noted lands. A copy of the Decision is attached.
PUBLIC AND AGENCY COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE FILE
All written and oral submissions received on the application were considered; the effect of which
helped to make an informed recommendation and decision.
WHEN AND HOW TO FILE A NOTICE OF APPEAL
Notice to appeal the decision to the Local Planning Appeal Tribunal must be filed with the County of
Grey no later than 20 days from the date of this notice, as shown above.
The notice of appeal should be sent to the attention of the Director of Planning and Development of
the County, at the address shown below and it must,
(1)
set out the reasons for the appeal,
(2)
be accompanied by the fee required by the Tribunal as prescribed under the Local Planning
Appeal Tribunal Act, and
(3)
Include the completed appeal forms from the Tribunal’s website.
WHO CAN FILE A NOTICE OF APPEAL
Only individuals, corporations or public bodies may appeal decisions in respect of a proposed plan of
subdivision to the Local Planning Appeal Tribunal. A notice of appeal may not be filed by an
unincorporated association of group. However, a notice of appeal may be filed in the name of an
individual who is a member of the association or group on its behalf.
No persons or public body shall be added as a party to the hearing of the appeal of the decision of the
approval authority, including the lapsing provisions of the conditions, unless the person or public body,
before the decision of the approval authority, made oral submissions at a public meeting or written
submissions to the council, or made a written request to be notified of changes to the conditions or, in
the Local Planning Appeal Tribunal’s opinion, there are reasonable grounds to add the person or
public body as a party.
RIGHT OF APPLICANT OR PUBLIC BODY TO APPEAL CONDITIONS
The following may, at any time before the approval of the final plan of subdivision, appeal any of the
conditions imposed by the approval authority to the Tribunal by filing a notice of appeal with the
approval authority: the applicant; any public body that, before the approval authority made its decision,
made oral submissions at a public meeting or written submissions to the approval authority; the
Minister; or the municipality in which the subject land is located.
HOW TO RECEIVE NOTICE OF CHANGED CONDITIONS
The conditions of an approval of draft plan of subdivision may be changed at any time before the final
approval is given.
You will be entitled to receive notice of any changes to the conditions of the approval of draft plan of
subdivision if you have made a written request to be notified of changes to the conditions.
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Owner: 2501563 Ontario Inc.
File No.: 42T-2018-09
Municipality: Town of Hanover
Location: Part of Lots 11 – 14, Concession 1, NDR, (geographic Township of Bentinck)
Date of Decision:
Date of Notice:
Last Date of Appeal:

GETTING ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
Additional information about the application is available for public inspection during regular office hours
in the Planning & Development Office at the address noted below or by calling 519-376-2205 or 1-800567-GREY.
ADDRESS FOR NOTICE OF APPEAL
County of Grey
595-9th Avenue East
OWEN SOUND, Ontario N4K 3E3
Attention: Mr. Randy Scherzer, MCIP RPP
Director of Planning & Development
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Owner: 2501563 Ontario Inc.
File No.: 42T-2018-09
Municipality: Town of Hanover
Location: Part of Lots 11 – 14, Concession 1, NDR, (geographic Township of Bentinck)
Date of Decision:
Date of Notice:
Last Date of Appeal:

Plan of Subdivision File No. 42T-2018-09 has been granted draft approval. The County’s
conditions of final approval for registration of this draft plan of subdivision are as follows:

1. That this approval applies to the draft Plan of Subdivision File No. 42T-2018-09, as
prepared by Cobide Engineering Inc. dated June 2016, with a final revision date of April
22, 2019 showing 79 residential lots, including 49 lots for detached dwellings (Lots 1 to
3, 14 to 44, 53 to 67), 18 residential lots for semi-detached dwellings (Lots 4 to 13, 45 to
52), 12 lots for townhouse dwellings (Lots 68 to 79), future development blocks (80 and
88), drainage block (81), utility service blocks (82 and 83), hazard lands blocks (84, 85
and 86), temporary turning circle block (87), road widening and daylight triangle (Blocks
89 and 90) and proposed street (14th Street), and Streets ‘A’, ‘B’ and ‘C’ on Part of Lots
11,12,13 and 14, Concession 1, North of the Durham Road, geographic Township of
Bentinck, Town of Hanover, County of Grey.
2. That 14th Street and Streets 'A', 'B', and ‘C’ be deeded to the Town of Hanover and
named to the satisfaction of the Town of Hanover. In addition, a 3.048 metre (10 foot)
widening (Block 89) along Grey Road 28 (24th Avenue), and 10 metre (32.8 foot) daylight
(Block 90) at the northeast corner of Grey Road 28 (24th Avenue) and 14th Street shall be
deeded to the County of Grey.
3. That the owner conveys up to 5% of the land included in the plan to the municipality for
parkland purposes. Alternatively, the municipality may accept cash-in-lieu of all or a
portion of the conveyance.
4. That a suitable Subdivision Agreement be entered into between the owner and the Town
of Hanover. The agreement shall contain all matters set out as Conditions of Approval as
deemed necessary in this Decision and any other matters as deemed appropriate by the
Town of Hanover, including but not limited to sidewalks, phasing, the construction of the
arterial road, recreational trail development, temporary road turnaround construction,
landscaping and fencing. Furthermore, the owner shall agree in writing to satisfy all the
requirements, financial and otherwise, of the Town of Hanover concerning improvements
to Streets ‘A’, ‘B’ and ‘C’. Wording shall also be included in the Subdivision Agreement
to implement the recommendations of the Natural Heritage Environmental Impact Study
prepared by Aquatic and Wildlife Services Environmental Consulting Inc. dated October
2017, including;
a)
b)
c)
d)

the preparation of a Tree Retention Plan,
the preparation of a Woodland Remedial Action Plan,
delineating the no development areas and setbacks, and
setting tree clearing timeframes.

The Subdivision Agreement shall specify that upon registration of the plan of subdivision,
two (2) detached residential lots will be transferred to the Town of Hanover and held until
such time as satisfactory replanting and monitoring has occurred to implement the
Woodland Remedial Action Plan. Following completion of the Woodland Remedial
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Owner: 2501563 Ontario Inc.
File No.: 42T-2018-09
Municipality: Town of Hanover
Location: Part of Lots 11 – 14, Concession 1, NDR, (geographic Township of Bentinck)
Date of Decision:
Date of Notice:
Last Date of Appeal:

Action Plan, the two (2) detached residential lots will be transferred back to the
developer for development purposes.
5. That prior to any grading or construction on the site and prior to final approval of the
subdivision by the County, the owner shall submit for approval of the Saugeen Valley
Conservation Authority and Town of Hanover the Woodland Remedial Action Plan, the
Tree Retention Plan, and the Environmental Impact Study (EIS), prepared by a
technically qualified consultant. The reports shall detail the methods that will be used to
mitigate impacts to the features within the Draft Plan of Subdivision lands and abutting
properties during and following construction. Recommendations of the Woodland
Remedial Action Plan shall be established as requirements for the offsetting protections
of the offset areas in perpetuity. Recommendations of the EIS and Tree Retention Plan
shall be established as requirements for the development of each effected property in
the form of zoning, Subdivision Agreement, or other appropriate methods that will ensure
the development on each lot follows the approved reports indefinitely.
6. That the Developer shall agree in the Subdivision Agreement that such easements, land
dedication, or agreements as may be required for access, gas, utilities, communications,
telecommunications, servicing, drainage and construction purposes shall be granted to
the appropriate agencies or authorities, to their satisfaction free and clear of all
encumbrances.
7. That this draft approval represents the allocation by the Town of Hanover of water and
wastewater treatment capacity for seventy-nine (79) residential units.
8. That the Developer shall agree in the Subdivision Agreement that sidewalks, walkways,
and pedestrian paths are to be developed in accordance with Town standards at the
time of the construction, to the satisfaction of the Town.
9. That the Developer shall agree in the Subdivision Agreement that Development
Charges, processing, and administration fees be paid in accordance with the Town,
County, and school board policies and by-laws.
10. That prior to any grading or construction on the site and prior to final approval of the
subdivision by the County, the Developer shall submit for approval of the Saugeen
Valley Conservation Authority and the Town of Hanover a Stormwater Management
Report, a Sediment Control Plan, and a detailed Lot Grading Plan prepared by a
technically qualified consultant. The report shall detail the methods that will be used to
control stormwater and erosion and sedimentation within the proposed Draft Plan of
Subdivision lands and abutting properties during and following construction. The report
shall also detail the methods that will reduce any negative impacts to water quality.
11. That prior to any grading or construction on the site and prior to final approval of the
subdivision by the County, the Developer shall submit for approval of the Saugeen
Valley Conservation Authority and Town of Hanover a Geotechnical Report and Slope
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Owner: 2501563 Ontario Inc.
File No.: 42T-2018-09
Municipality: Town of Hanover
Location: Part of Lots 11 – 14, Concession 1, NDR, (geographic Township of Bentinck)
Date of Decision:
Date of Notice:
Last Date of Appeal:

Stability Analysis prepared by a technically qualified consultant. The report shall detail
the methods that will be used to avoid impacts to the steep slope areas within the Draft
Plan of Subdivision lands and abutting properties during and following construction.
Recommendations of the report shall be established as requirements for the servicing
and development of each effected property in the form of zoning, the Subdivision
Agreement, or other appropriate methods that will ensure the development on each lot
follows the approved reports indefinitely. The report shall also detail the methods that
will address groundwater and historically altered portions of the slope if encountered in
or surrounding the areas of proposed slope modifications.
12. That prior to any grading or construction on the site and prior to final approval of the
subdivision by the County, the owner shall submit for approval of the Saugeen Valley
Conservation Authority and Town of Hanover a Floodplain Analysis prepared by a
technically qualified consultant. The report shall detail the methods that will be used to
avoid impacts to the floodplain within the Draft Plan of Subdivision lands and abutting
properties during and following construction and may include a cut fill analysis,
hydrology and hydraulic review, etc. Recommendations of the Floodplain Analysis shall
be established as requirements for the development and the related Saugeen Valley
Conservation Authority permit that will be required for any works in the floodplain.
13. That the Subdivision Agreement between the owner and the Town contain the following
provisions with wording acceptable to the Saugeen Valley Conservation Authority:
a) The Developer agrees to carry out or cause to be carried out the works
recommended in the Stormwater Management Report, Sediment Control Plan, and
Lot Grading Plan.
b) The Developer agrees to carry out or cause to be carried out the recommendations
in the Environmental Impact Study and Tree Retention Plan.
c) The Developer agrees to carry out or cause to be carried out the recommendations
in the Floodplain Analysis.
d) The Developer agrees to carry out or cause to be carried out the works
recommended in the Geotechnical Report and Slope Stability Analysis.
e) The Developer agrees to carry out or cause to be carried out notification of
subsequent purchasers of properties within tree retention areas, hazard lands, slope
setbacks, and the Saugeen Valley Conservation Authority’s Regulated Area for the
information of future land owners.
f) That Blocks 83, 84, 85, and 86 are labeled as undevelopable Blocks in the
Subdivision Agreement.
g) That Block 87 be utilized for the purposes of a temporary turning circle, until such
time as the street connection south to 10th Street (Grey Road 4) has been
established. Once this road connection has been established, should the lands no
longer be needed for road or turning circle purposes, Block 87 may be developable
for residential dwelling, subject to meeting the requirements of the Town of Hanover
and the Saugeen Valley Conservation Authority.
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14. That wording be included in the Subdivision Agreement that Blocks 83, 84, 85, and 86
be deeded to the Town of Hanover for stormwater purposes at an appropriate time over
the course of the development.
15. That prior to final approval by the County, that appropriate zoning is in effect for this
proposed subdivision that conforms to the Town of Hanover Official Plan and that
addresses the following:



The Residential lots, and
The Hazard mapping as recommended by the Saugeen Valley Conservation
Authority.

16. That the Developer shall agree to the following in the Subdivision Agreement:
a) Should previously unknown or unassessed deeply buried archaeological resources
be uncovered during development, such resources may be a new archaeological site
and therefore subject to Section 48(1) of the Ontario Heritage Act. The proponent or
person discovering the archaeological resources must cease alteration of the site
immediately and engage a licensed archaeologist to carry out archaeological
fieldwork, in compliance with Sect 48 (1) of the Ontario Heritage Act.
b) That anyone working on the subject lands who uncovers a burial site containing
human remains shall cease fieldwork or construction activities and immediately
report the discovery to the police or coroner in accordance with the Funeral, Burial
and Cremation Services Act.
17. The Owner shall obtain a letter from the Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport that the
Archaeological Assessment has been entered in the Ontario Public Register of
Archaeological Reports, which is to be shared with the Town of Hanover.
18. The Developer will consult with Canada Post to determine suitable permanent locations
for the placement of Community Mailboxes and to indicate these locations on
appropriate servicing plans and include them in the Subdivision Agreement.
19. The Developer will confirm to Canada Post that the final secured permanent locations for
the Community Mailboxes will not be in conflict with any other utility including hydro
transformers, bell pedestals, cable pedestals, flush to grade communication vaults,
landscaping enhancements (tree planting), and bus pads.
20. The Developer will install concrete pads at each of the Community Mailbox locations as
well as any required walkways across the boulevard and any required curb depressions
for wheelchair access as per Canada Post's concrete pad specification drawings.
21. The Developer will agree to prepare and maintain an area of compacted gravel to
Canada Post's specifications to serve as a temporary Community Mailbox location until
the permanent site is requested by the municipality. This location will be in a safe area
away from construction activity in order that Community Mailboxes may be installed to
service addresses that have occupied prior to the pouring of the permanent mailbox
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pads. This area will be required to be prepared a minimum of 30 days prior to the date of
first occupancy.
22. The Developer will communicate to Canada Post the excavation date for the first
foundation (or first phase) as well as the expected date of first occupancy.
23. The Developer agrees, prior to offering any of the residential units for sale, to place a
‘Display Map’ on the wall of the sales office in a place readily available to the public
which indicates the location of all Canada Post Community Mailbox site locations, as
approved by Canada Post and the Town of Hanover.
24. The Developer agrees to include in all offers of purchase and sale a statement, which
advises the prospective new home purchaser that mail delivery will be from a designated
Community Mailbox, and to include the exact locations (list of lots numbers) of each of
these Community Mailbox locations; and further, advise any affected homeowners of
any established easements granted to Canada Post.
25. The Developer will be responsible for officially notifying the purchasers of the exact
Community Mailbox locations prior to the closing of any home sales with specific clauses
in the Purchase offer.
26. Canada Post further requests the owner/developer be notified of the following:
a) The owner/developer of any condominiums will be required to provide signature for a
License to Occupy Land agreement and provide winter snow clearance at the
Community Mailbox locations.
b) Enhanced Community Mailbox Sites with roof structures will require additional
documentation as per Canada Post Policy.
c) There will be no more than one mail delivery point to each unique address assigned
by the Municipality.
d) Any existing postal coding may not apply, the owner/developer should contact
Canada Post to verify postal codes for the project.
27. That prior to final approval by the County, that the Town of Hanover is advised in writing
that an electrical distribution system to service the lands shown on the plan is available.
28. That prior to final approval being given, that the County is advised in writing by the
Saugeen Valley Conservation Authority, how conditions 5, 10 to 13 have been satisfied.
29. That prior to final approval being given, that the County is advised in writing by Canada
Post how conditions 18 to 26 have been satisfied.
30. That prior to final approval being given, that the County is advised in writing by the Town
of Hanover how conditions 2 to 29 have been satisfied.
31. If final approval is not given to this plan within three years of the draft approval date, and
no extensions have been granted, draft approval shall lapse under Subsection 51(32) of
the Planning Act, RSO 1990, as amended. If the owner wishes to request an extension
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to draft approval, a written explanation together with the applicable application fee and a
resolution from the local municipality must be received by the County of Grey Director of
Planning, prior to the lapsing date. If the extension being requested is beyond a year,
justification for the extension, a resolution from the location municipality and approval
from the County will be required. Please note that an updated review of the Plan and
revisions to the conditions of approval may be necessary if an extension is to be
granted.
32. That the Owner have prepared by an Ontario Land Surveyor a final plan in accordance
with the Surveys Act, and with the Registry Act or the Land Titles Act, as the case may
be and have provided that plan to the County of Grey prior to the lapsing date the mylars
and white prints necessary for final approvals and registration.
33. That consistent with the County of Grey’s current provisions for processing and
approving plans of subdivision the Owner’s surveyor shall agree to provide to the County
a digitized disk of this final plan to be registered in a computerized format which is
acceptable to the County of Grey.
34. That the Owner remit to the County the applicable final approval fee when the final plan
is being presented to the County for the County’s consideration for final approval.
NOTES TO DRAFT APPROVAL
1. It is the applicant's responsibility to fulfil the conditions of draft approval and to ensure
that the required clearance letters are forwarded by the appropriate agencies to the
County of Grey, quoting the County file number.
2. An electrical distribution line operating at below 50,000 volts might be located within the
area affected by this development or abutting this development. Section 186 - Proximity
- of the Regulations for Construction Projects in the Occupational Health and Safety Act,
requires that no object be brought closer than 3 metres (10 feet) to the energized
conductor. It is the proponent's responsibility to be aware, and to make all personnel on
site aware, that all equipment and personnel must come no closer than the distance
specified in the Act. They should also be aware that the electrical conductors can raise
and lower without warning, depending on the electrical demand placed on the line.
Warning signs should be posted on the wood poles supporting the conductors stating
"DANGER - Overhead Electrical Wires" in all locations where personnel and
construction vehicles might come in close proximity to the conductors.
3. Clearances are required from the following:





Town of Hanover, 341 10th Street, Hanover, Ontario, N4N 1P5
Saugeen Valley Conservation Authority, 1078 Bruce Road 12, Box 150, Formosa,
Ontario, NOG 1WO
Canada Post, Delivery Planning Officer, 955 Highbury Avenue North, London, ON,
N5Y 143
The Hydro Authority having jurisdiction for approving an electrical distribution system
to service the lands shown on the plan.
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4. We suggest you make yourself aware of the following subsections of the Land Titles Act:
a. subsection 144(1) requires all new plans to be registered in a Land Titles system
if the land is situated in a land titles division; and
b. subsection 144(2) allows certain exceptions.
The subdivision plan for Registration must be in conformity with the applicable Ontario
Regulation under The Registry Act.
5. Inauguration or extension of a piped water supply, a sewage system, or a storm
drainage system is subject to the approval of the Ministry of the Environment
Conservation and Parks under the Ontario Water Resources Act, RSO 1990, as
amended.
6. All measurements in subdivision final plans must be presented in metric units.
7. That the applicant contacts Canada Post for the supply and installation of Community
Mailboxes (CMB). The location of these CMB's will require the approval of the Town of
Hanover.
8. The final plan approved by the County must be registered within thirty (30) days or the
County may withdraw its approval under subsection 51(32) of the Planning Act RSO
1990, as amended.

Addendum to PDR-CW-33-18

57

Date: May 9, 2019

Committee Report
To:

Warden Hicks and Members of Grey County Council

Committee Date:

May 9, 2019

Subject / Report No:

CCR-CW-08-19

Title:

Alternate Land Use Services (ALUS) Representation

Prepared by:

Heather Morrison

Reviewed by:

Randy Scherzer

Lower Tier(s) Affected:

None

Status:

Recommendation
1. That Report CCR-CW-08-19 regarding Grey County Council representation on the
Alternative Land Use Services (ALUS)-Grey Bruce Chapter Board Partner
Advisory Committee be received; and
2. That the Warden be appointed annually as Grey County’s representative to the
ALUS Partner Advisory Committee.

Executive Summary
The Alternative Land Use Service (ALUS) Grey-Bruce Chapter is a partner with the Grey
Agricultural Services and is a program that recognizes land stewardship and assists farmers in
implementing and funding projects to produce ecosystem services. ALUS is looking for a
representative from Grey County Council to sit on its Board of Directors of the Partnership
Advisory Committee (PAC) for the Grey-Bruce Chapter.

Background and Discussion
The Alternative Land Use Service (ALUS) Grey-Bruce was introduced into Grey and Bruce
Counties in 2012 and is a partner with Grey Agricultural Services. ALUS is recognized as the
“Farmer to Farmer Conversation Program”. The group identifies the value of conserving
ecologically sensitive parcels of marginal land while maintaining active agriculture on the more
productive areas. Its overall aim is to improve the biodiversity on the agricultural landscape.
ALUS supports such projects as tree planting, grassland preservation and plantation and
wetland creation. There are several ALUS chapters throughout Ontario.
Historically the Wardens from both Grey and Bruce Counties have been the representative on
the ALUS Grey Bruce Partnership Advisory Committee (PAC) Board of Directors. Warden
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Hicks has indicated his wish to continue with past practice and serve as a member of the PAC
Board. Given the history, infrequency of meetings (up to four times per year) and the linkages
between Grey County and the agriculture community and economic development, it makes
sense to have the Warden appointed to represent the interests of Grey County.
The Board of Directors includes members from Ontario Nature, Grey Agricultural Services,
Ducks Unlimited, Ontario Federation of Agriculture, Christian Farmers Federation of Ontario,
National Farmers Union, Conservation Authorities, Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural
Affairs and the Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry among others. The PAC meets up
to four times per year.

Legal and Legislated Requirements
There are no legal or legislated requirements related to this report.

Financial and Resource Implications
The costs associated with the Warden’s attendance at board meetings for ALUS will be minimal
and include mileage costs only. These can be covered within the current operating budget.

Relevant Consultation
☐

Internal Randy Scherzer, Kevin Weppler

☒

External Keith Reid, Executive Director, ALUS

Appendices and Attachments
None
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Committee Report
To:

Warden Hicks and Members of Grey County Council

Committee Date:

May 9, 2019

Subject / Report No:

TR-CW-16-19

Title:

Tender Award Grey Road 9 (Dundalk) Reconstruction

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-16-19 containing the tender results for the Township of
Southgate Contract No. 5619-19 be received; and
2. That Moorefield Excavation be awarded the Grey County portion of the tender for
a total amount of $3,537,559.50 (excluding HST).

Executive Summary
The Township of Southgate and Grey County have worked together to complete a design to
reconstruct a section of Grey Road 9 (Main Street) from Proton Street to Sinclair Street in
Dundalk.
The project consists of road reconstruction and widening with new curb and gutter, new
watermain, storm sewer, sidewalks, boulevard and culvert replacements.
Also included in the project is the resurfacing of Grey Road 9 (Main Street) between Ida Street
and Proton Street, which is to the immediate southwest of the reconstruction section. This
section experienced significant distress due to this year’s freeze/thaw and must be patched.
The funding for this portion shall come from the Transportation Services Minor Capital Budget,
which is slated for work of this nature.
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The Township of Southgate tendered the project on April 16, 2019 and it closed on May 2,
2019. The Township of Southgate is scheduled to formally award the project at their Council
meeting on June 5, 2019.
The reconstruction cross section will consist of 3.5 metre lanes and 1.25 metre paved
shoulders.

Background and Discussion
Grey County owns the road right-of-way and has jurisdiction over the road. The road is in poor
condition and requires reconstruction. The Township of Southgate has municipal infrastructure
such as watermains and sidewalks, within the corridor that require replacement and updating.
Grey County will be responsible for the road work and storm sewer replacements as identified in
the Grey County Policy for Maintenance and Construction in Urban Areas.
The Contractor will be responsible to coordinate detours around the road construction.
A large portion of the cost for this project is being funded by the Township of Southgate. As a
result, they have taken the lead role in the administration of the project and consultant
engineering assignment.
The following submissions were received:
#

Name of Bidder

1.
2.

Bid Amount (Excluding Taxes)*

Moorefield Excavating

$5,850,919.50

Seeley and Arnill Construction

$6,941,162.13

*Bids inclusive of the total tender for both the County of Grey and Township of
Southgate to design and reconstruct a portion of Grey Road 9

Legal and Legislated Requirements
None
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Financial and Resource Implications
Project Funding
Item

Net HST

Approved 2019 Grey County Project Budget– Sinclair to
Ida Street Reconstruction (Grey County Portion)

Item

$4,056,000.00

Excl. HST

Net HST

Awarded Tender Amount (Grey County Portion –Minor
Capital)

$200,867.50

$204,402.77

Awarded Tender Amount (Grey County Portion – Major
Capital)

$3,336,692.00

$3,395,417.78

Total Tender Projected Costs (Grey County Portion)

$3,537,559.50

$3,599,820.55

$353,756.00

$359,982.11

$3,891,315.50

$3,959,802.66

Construction Contingency (10%)
Total Projected Costs including Contingency
Project Surplus (Grey County Portion)

$96,197.34

The ten percent contingency would cover any unforeseen issues that may need to be
addressed on this project.

Relevant Consultation
☒ Internal
Finance Department
☒ External
Township of Southgate

Appendices and Attachments
Project Limits Map
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Project Limits Map
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Committee Report
To:

Warden Hicks and Members of Grey County Council

Committee Date:

May 9, 2019

Subject / Report No:

TR-CW-17-19

Title:

Award of RFT-TS-04-19 Grey Road 4 and 18th Avenue, Hanover
Traffic Signals

Prepared by:

Matt Marck, Engineering Manager and Sharon Melville, Buyer

Reviewed by:

Pat Hoy, Director of Transportation Services

Lower Tier(s) Affected:

Town of Hanover

Status:

Recommendation
1. That Report TR-CW-17-19 containing the tender results for RFT-TS-04-19 Grey Road 4 and 18th
Avenue, Hanover Traffic Signals be received; and
2. That Harold Sutherland Construction Ltd. be awarded the tender for a total amount of
$297,807.76, excluding HST.

Executive Summary
RFT-TS-04-19 Grey Road 4 and 18th Avenue, Hanover Traffic Signals involves intersection
improvements and the installation of permanent traffic signals at the intersection of Grey Road 4
and 18th Avenue in Hanover. The project includes the following:



New set of traffic signals, including accommodating pedestrian movements with audible
pedestrian signals and Accessibility for Ontarians with Disabilities Act requirements; and
Widening 18th Avenue at the intersection to accommodate incoming southbound traffic
and a lane for each of outgoing east and westbound traffic.

The requirement for traffic signals at this location was triggered by the construction of the new
John Diefenbaker Senior School, which is located south of the intersection on 18th Avenue. The
School is scheduled to open in September 2019. An increase in residential and industrial
development in the area also played a role.
It is recommended to award RFT-TS-04-19 to Harold Sutherland Construction Ltd. for the bid
amount of $297,807.76, excluding taxes.

Background and Discussion
The tender was posted on the Grey County website from April 11, 2019 until April 25, 2019. The bids
received are shown below:
64
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RFT-TS-04-19 Tender Results

#

Name of Bidder

Bid Amount (excluding
taxes)

1.

Arnill Construction Limited o/a Seeley and Arnill
Construction

$404,466.13

2.

Harold Sutherland Construction Ltd.

$297,807.76

Legal and Legislated Requirements
None.

Financial and Resource Implications
Project Funding
Item

Excluding HST

Net HST

Approved Project Budget

$343,946.54

$350,000.00

Tender Award Amount

$297,807.76

$303,049.17

Construction Contingency (15%)

$44,671.16

$45,457.37

Total Tender Projected Costs

$342,478.92

$348,506.54

Projected Surplus

$1,493.46

The fifteen percent contingency would cover any unforeseen issues that may need to be
addressed on this project.

Relevant Consultation
☒ Internal
Finance Department
☒ External
Town of Hanover

Appendices and Attachments
Grey Road 4 and 18th Avenue Hanover Intersection Site Location Map
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Grey Road 4 and 18th Avenue Hanover Intersection Site Location Map
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