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1.0

INTRODUCTION

1.1

Purpose of the Proposal/Applications

The Owner is proposing a site specific amendment to the Township of Georgian Bluffs
Zoning Bylaw to recognize the minimum size of the retained agricultural parcel (19.4 ha),
the severed rural parcel (19 ha), and the lot area and lot frontage of the residential parcel
(1.2 ha and 80 m).
Concurrently the Owner is applying for severance to create a smaller residential lot (Lot
1) and severance of approximately one half of the lands (generally the line between the
rural and agricultural designations)(Lot 2).
The objective of the Applications is to enable the creation of two new separate parcels.
The proposed use of the severed lands is rural residential and rural. The retained lands
will continue to be used for agricultural purposes.
Amendment applications, accompanying site plan and this Justification Report will be
submitted for consideration by the Township of Georgian Bluffs and County of Grey, and
to satisfy Official Plan policy and Sections 34 & 53 of the Planning Act in regard to
complete application requirements.
1.2

Property Location and Description

Property Municipal Address:

340175 Stone School Road, Hepworth N0H 2T0
(hereinafter referred to as the ‘Subject Lands’)

Property Legal Description:

Part of Lot 31, Concession 1 SCD
geographic Township of Keppel
in the Township of Georgian Bluffs.

Property Municipal Roll Numbers:

42 03 620 003 02300

Figure 1 - Location Map

Hepworth
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Property Owner:

Mike and Wendy Reid (hereinafter referred to as the
‘Owner’)

Agent:

Bev Nicolson, MSc RPP, B.A. Nicolson Services

The subject lands comprise approximately 40.55 ha (100.2 acres), based on the municipal
property records. The subject lands have frontage upon and access to Stone School Road,
as well as frontage upon Concession 1 SCD.

Figure 2 - Airphoto of Area

1.3

Area Characteristics

The subject lands are located northeast of the community of Hepworth and abutting the
existing Northern Dunes golf course on the south boundary. The surrounding land uses
are a mix of commercial open space (golf course), rural/farmland and rural residential.
The closed Keppel landfill site is located to the southeast of the property.
1.4

Background of the Proposal

The original farmhouse was severed from the lands many years in the past and is
currently in separate ownership. There is an existing barn on the subject lands, which
houses livestock. The majority of the property is utilized for agricultural purposes,
specifically as pasture for beef cows. There is a woodland and treed rock ridge on the
south and western portion the lands, running in an approximate north-south orientation.
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There are treed fencerows on the south boundary abutting the golf course, around the
existing severed lot, and sparsely along the property boundary fencerows.
The proposal is to create two separate and distinct parcels on the southern portion of the
lands and retain the remaining northern half of the lands.
1.5

Approvals Required

The proposed development requires approval of an amendment to the Township of
Georgian Bluffs Comprehensive Zoning Bylaw, being Bylaw 6-2003 as amended. The
current zoning is A1- General Rural. The proposal would amend the zoning to a Special
Rural to recognize the size of the three resultant parcels.
1.6

Purpose of this Report

B.A. Nicolson Services was retained by Mr Mike Reid to prepare a Planning Justification
Report for the purposes of explaining the proposal and evaluating it within the context of
land use planning principles, and to co-ordinate other professionals to satisfy the policy
requirements. The analysis will consider the nature of the proposal, compatibility with the
local area, suitability of the proposed use and consistency with Provincial and local
planning policy.
1.7

Pre-submission Consultation

B.A. Nicolson Services, on behalf of the Owner undertook a pre-consultation application
as well as brief discussions of the proposal with Municipal and County Planning staff. In
agreement with the municipality no ‘pre-consultation’ meeting was held with the
Township, partially due to the complexities associated with the COVID-19 limitations.
And further as the written comments received were thorough and provided information
and guidance sufficient to ensure completeness of this application and the accompanying
materials, no meeting was deemed necessary.
No neighbours have been formally consulted at this time.
1.8

Technical Studies

The engineering firm of GSS Engineering completed two studies on behalf of the Owner.
An Environmental Evaluation to Address MECP Guideline D-4 and a Groundwater
Quality Impact Assessment, Proposed Residential Sewage Systems based upon Procedure
D-5-4.
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2.0

LAND USE POLICY CONSIDERATIONS

2.1

Provincial Policy Statement (PPS)1

Section 3 of the Planning Act, RSO 1990, as amended, states that all decisions regarding
land use planning matters “shall be consistent” with the Provincial Policy Statement 2020
(PPS). The PPS identifies matters of provincial interest and guides land use planning
within the Province of Ontario. The PPS is to be read as a whole and as it applies to
specific lands and development proposals. The PPS is the ‘upper tier’ planning document
in Ontario and all local planning documents and decisions must be consistent with the
policies contained therein. Policies are outcome-oriented, and some policies provide
flexibility in their implementation provided that provincial interests are upheld.
The Vision considers the long term prosperity and social well-being of Ontario and
supports efficient development patterns optimizing the use of land, resources and public
investment in infrastructure and public service facilities. These land use patterns promote
a mix of housing, as well as other land uses, to create strong, liveable and healthy
communities which are managed in an economical and environmentally sound manner. It
recognizes that the wise use and management of the Province’s natural heritage
resources, agricultural resources, mineral resources and cultural heritage and
archeological resources are important assets to be protected. Development should be
managed to meet the full range of current and future needs, “while achieving efficient
development patterns and avoiding significant or sensitive resources and areas which may
pose a risk to public health and safety”.
A Planning Policy Review and Justification Report accompanies a planning application
and is undertaken to consider all of the sections of the PPS, identify the most relevant and
show how the proposal is consistent with Provincial policy. For this review the following
policies contained in Section 1.0 ‘Building Strong Healthy Communities’ and Section 2.0
‘Wise Use and Management of Resources’ would be applicable.
Section 1.0 the Building Strong Healthy Communities policy starts by recognizing
“Ontario is a vast province with urban, rural, and northern communities with diversity in
population, economic activities, pace of growth, service levels and physical and natural
conditions. Ontario’s long term prosperity, environmental health and social well-being
depend on wisely managing change and promoting efficient land use and development
patterns. Efficient land use and development patterns support sustainability by promoting
strong, liveable, healthy and resilient communities, protecting the environment and public
health and safety, and facilitating economic growth.”
Section 1.1.1 notes that healthy, liveable and safe communities are sustained by, for
example, promoting efficient development and land use patterns which sustain the well1

Provincial Policy Statement, Province of Ontario, May 1, 2020
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being of the Province and municipalities; accommodate an appropriate range and mix of
residential types, employment, institutional, recreation, parks and open space, utilize
existing services; and, avoid development which may cause environmental concerns. The
PPS acknowledges that each municipality has its own unique character to be addressed to
achieve these objectives.
Section 1.1.2 notes that “Sufficient land shall be made available to accommodate an
appropriate range and mix of land uses to meet projected needs for a time horizon of up
to 25 years”. County and local Official Plans set policies for this timeline and establish
limits to achieve these objectives.
Section 1.1.4 the policies of ‘Rural Areas in Municipalities’ notes that “rural areas are a
system of lands that may include rural settlement areas, rural lands, prime agricultural
areas, natural heritage features and areas, and other resource areas.” Policies include
supporting rural areas by building upon rural character, and leveraging rural amenities
and assets; promoting regeneration, accommodating an appropriate range and mix of
housing in rural settlement areas; encouraging the conservation and redevelopment of
existing rural housing stock on rural lands; using rural infrastructure and public service
facilities efficiently; promoting diversification of the economic base; and protection of
existing resources, prime agricultural lands and natural features, as a foundation for a
sustainable economy.” The subject lands are within the rural area, on the periphery of a
settlement area. The PPS notes that growth occurring adjacent to an existing built-up area
should have a compact form, present a mix of uses and densities which allow for the
efficient use of land, existing infrastructure and public service facilities. The proposal
will create lots adjacent to a settlement area, abutting a golf course and in an area where
residential lot creation has flourished in the past; and the proposal is located in such a
manner that should municipal boundaries be altered and/or growth be considered in a
northerly direction options for increased density would be available. The proposed new
lots would be serviced by the existing public facilities and infrastructure, specifically the
roadway, power lines, garbage and recycling pick up. The proposed use is compatible and
consistent with uses in the adjacent rural area.
The PPS states that the primary purpose and use of agricultural areas is and shall be
protected for agriculture. Prime agricultural lands are those areas capable of supporting
specialty crops and those areas which have Class1 to 3 soils. The subject lands are
identified in the Soils Survey of Ontario as Harkaway Loam, Donneybrook Sandy Loam
and Osprey Loam. 2
Harkaway Loam is significantly represented within northern Grey County. The
topography of these lands varies from gently sloping to steep and ranges from moderately

2

Soil Survey of Grey County, Report N0. 17 of the Ontario Soil Survey, Experimental Farms Service
Canada and Department of Agriculture at the Ontario Agricultural College, 1954 updated 1975
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stony to very stony. The report noted
this makes the lands suitable for pasture
and hay crop. On the very stony phases
cultivation becomes more difficult, and
unless the stones are removed from
fields it is almost impossible to
cultivate the soils.
The Osprey Loam is represented in
large acreages which are being used
only for pasture, while other extensive
areas remain in woodlot. The
characteristics restricting the use of the
Osprey series for growing crops include
unfavourable topography and stoniness.
Small tracts of land have been cleared
of trees and boulders and in such cases
good crops of hay and pasture are
obtained.
Figure 3 - Soils Survey of Ontario

The Donnybrook soils have developed
on calcareous poorly sorted gravelly
material, which is well to excessively drained, and the topography varies from irregular
moderately sloping to irregular very steeply sloping. The stoniness varies from
slightly stony to very stony. A large proportion of the Donnybrook soils are either in
permanent pasture or woodlot. However, some general farming is sustained on the lower
slope groups characteristically having the disadvantage of low inherent fertility, low
moisture holding capacity and is susceptible to erosion.
The subject lands have been shown to be soil class 3 P and 5 PT in the Canada Land
Inventory. Given the soils noted above, while modern agricultural practices can alter
some of the characteristics of soil making them more suitable for a type of agriculture,
these classifications appear appropriate. A small amount of gravel extraction was
undertaken years ago removing an existing gravel knoll, based upon information
available to the current owners, generally in the area of the Donnybrook soils. This area
and surrounding fields exhibit sandy consistency now and have been rehabilitated and
improved to permit crop growth, particularly hay crop. The stone fences resulting from
historical land clearing activity have been removed over the years to facilitate larger
fields. Through the central portion of the lands the area contains the woodland and is
characterized by a large rock ridge. The portion of the lands which had been cleared in
the past has been and continues to be used for hay crop and as pasture. These constraints
place limitations on the class 3 lands.
Of note is the number of existing residential lots surrounding the subject lands, which
essentially would preclude any proposal for intensification of the livestock facilities, see
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Figure 8. It is unlikely that any proposal to intensify the agricultural use would be able to
satisfy the requirements of the province for minimum distance separation or nutrient
management.
Based upon the above information and available mapping the proposed uses are not
located on prime agricultural lands or lands suitable to sustain intensive agricultural
activity. The proposed smaller parcels could and are located such that smaller, less
intense forms of agriculture could be sustained in the future, for example hobby farms,
and should this occur that use would be appropriate in the transition area between a
settlement and agriculture.
The southwest portion of the subject lands contain a wooded area, which runs generally
in a north south direction, coinciding with a rock ridge. A review of available mapping
did not indicate any other environmentally sensitive feature, such as ANSI, PSW, or
significant other habitat, in the area. The proposal will not impact upon these
environmentally sensitive natural heritage features. The wooded area has been identified
as part of a significant woodland, this will be discussed later in this report (Section 2.2.2).
The County of Grey has resource mapping which indicates the lands are identified as
having potential as a bedrock resource. While the province encourages the protection of
the mineral, aggregate and similar resources, and while no subsurface investigations have
been conducted, we suggest that this site is not suitable. It is unsuitable primarily due to
the existing residential and commercial uses surrounding these lands and the potential
conflict associated with the process of acquiring this resource. This will be further
discussed later in this report, Section 2.2.?????).
Section 1.1.5 ‘Rural Lands in Municipalities’ contains policies which list “residential
development, including lot creation, that is locally appropriate” as a permitted use.
Development should be compatible with the rural landscape and sustainable within rural
service levels. Protection of rural resource lands is also an objective. The lands
surrounding the Subject Lands contain a mix of uses including agriculture,
commercial/golf course and a significant number of residential properties. For the reasons
noted earlier the proposal would be compatible with the existing rural landscape and be
consistent with this policy.
Section 1.2 ‘Coordination’ encourages a co-ordinated, integrated and comprehensive
approach to land use proposals across the levels of government, agencies and boards. The
review should include managing/promoting growth and development that is integrated
with infrastructure planning, economic development strategies, transportation planning,
managing resource lands, ecosystems/watersheds and addressing housing needs. Planning
authorities should engage with Indigenous communities.
The review of the proposal under the process established in Section 34 of the Planning
Act will ensure all parties have an opportunity to review and comment. This will include
various government, indigenous communities, other agencies and the general public.
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Section 1.4 ‘Housing’ policies encourage the provision of an appropriate range and mix
of housing. These policies refer primarily to providing growth designated areas to
maintain a supply of housing serviced with full municipal services. However, the ability
to permit a mix of housing options, including some rural residential development, is also
considered appropriate where the environment and other land use conflicts can be
addressed. This proposal is consistent with the intent of this section.
Section 1.6 ‘Infrastructure and Public Service Facilities’ encourage the coordinated,
efficient and cost-effective use and implementation of these resources. The proposed lots
will be located on an existing municipal road and in an area with existing power service,
mail delivery, garbage and recycling service consistent with municipal policy. There are
no other municipal services in this area. The proposal is consistent with this policy.
Section 2.0 ‘Wise Use and Management of Resources’ includes policies which protect
environmental health, conserving biodiversity, and protect natural heritage, water,
agricultural, mineral and cultural heritage and archeological resources for their economic,
environmental and social benefits. The proposal will result in little change in the farm
activity, no impact upon the woodland or water resources and little potential for impact
upon significant mineral, cultural or archeologically resources. This proposal is consistent
with this policy.
This report will show that the proposal will be suitably served by the existing services,
will be compatible with the character of the area, will not negatively impact upon any
natural features, and will provide a desirable housing opportunity. The proposal would be
consistent with the PPS.
2.2

Other Applicable Provincial Policy

2.2.1

Agricultural Land Classification and Minimum Distance Separation (MDS) 3

The soil classification on the subject lands was been determined to be Class 3 P and 5 PT.
While prime farmland is generally considered to be Class1 to 3, there may be areas which
are equally important to sustain agriculture and are not Class 1 to 3 and lands which even
though they are within this classification have limitations for agriculture. As noted earlier
the soil types and constraints make the subject lands not suitable as prime agricultural
lands.
The Owners currently operate a cow-calf barn on the northern portion of the property and
pasture a portion of the property. The remaining lands are utilized for the production of
hay. This use has and continues to be sustainable on the remaining lands after the
proposal is approved. It is entirely likely that the current agricultural activity will
3

AgriSuite and Minimum Distance Separation, Ontario Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs,
March 2017 Version 3.4.1, Updated May 2020
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continue for the immediate future as the Owners have no immediate plans to build on the
larger of the proposed lots as they currently reside on another farm in the area.
A Minimum Distance Separation calculation was prepared for the existing barn on the
subject lands and the barn on the property to the east, the calculation is attached as
Appendix B. The objective of MDS is to minimize nuisance complaints due to odour and
thereby reduce potential land use conflicts. Section 1.1.4.1 c) and 2.3.3.3 of the PPS
directs that new land uses, including the creation of lots, and new or expanding livestock
facilities shall comply with the minimum distance separation formulae.
Based upon the ‘Implementation Guidelines, Publication 707’4, MDS l is applied at the
time of planning and/or development review for a zoning amendment, official plan
amendment or consent on agricultural land to permit a new use in proximity to livestock
facilities on an existing or proposed parcel of land. MDS ll is applied at the time of
building permit application to build a new or expansion of a livestock facilities. Land
uses are divided into two categories, Type A and Type B. Type A land uses are typically
those that have a lower density of human occupancy, including habitation and activity,
including the creation of up to three lots by consent. MDS l Type A applies to this
proposal.
The calculation shows that the minimum distance required is 175 m (574 ft).
Measurement conducted using the Grey County GIS site indicates that there is ample
room to ensure that a minimum setback could be maintained on either of the proposed
lots to satisfy the MDS requirement from either the barn on the subject lands or the barn
to the east.

4

Minimum Distance Separation (MDS) Formulae Implementation Guidelines, Publication 707, Ontario
Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs, 2006, Updated March 27, 2017
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Figure 4- Estimated Separation distance

2.2.2

Natural Heritage Resources5

Policy 2.1 of the PPS requires the protection of natural heritage systems and features,
these include land, surface water and ground water features, from the effects of
development and site alteration. Specifically, these include significant wildlife habitat,
fish habitat, habitat of endangered and threatened species, significant wetlands (PSW),
significant woodlands, and areas of natural and scientific interest (ANSI). Some
development or site alteration may occur within significant wetlands, significant
woodlands (SW), significant valleylands, and ANSI where it can be demonstrated that
there will no negative impacts on the natural features or their ecological functions.
The Natural Heritage Reference Manual6 (MHRM) provides the guidance to ensure
consistent implementation of the natural heritage policies of the PPS. “The manual
represents the Province’s recommended technical criteria and approaches to protect
natural heritage systems and features within the province. Available mapping and the
Natural Heritage Information Center (NHIC) site were used to investigate any potential
systems, endangered or threatened species or significant features on the subject lands. No
significant wetlands, fish or wildlife habitats were identified. Significant species
identified were Hart’s Tongue Fern (S3) and Little White Tiger Beetle (S2), and neither
are endangered or threatened species. The Fern habitat could be found within wooded

6

Natural Heritage Reference Manual, Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources, Second Edition March 18,
2010
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areas and the Beetle prefers sandy habitat. Neither of these habitats will be affected by
this proposal.
The PPS states that “Development and Site Alteration shall not be permitted in…b)
significant woodlands south and east of the Canadian Shield…unless it has been
demonstrated that there will be no negative impacts on the natural features or their
ecological functions “(2.1.4). And “Development and site alteration shall not be
permitted on adjacent lands to the natural heritage features and areas identified (ie. SW)
unless the ecological function of the adjacent lands has been evaluated and it has been
demonstrated that there will be no negative impacts on the natural features or their
ecological functions. (2.1.6)” The County of Grey Official Plan7 identified significant
woodland on the subject lands, as noted on the Figure below.

Figure 5 - Significant Woodland in light green

Adjacent lands and compatibility of a development with any natural system must also be
considered in light of the overall objective of ensuring there is no negative impact on the
SW. The Province recommends that adjacent lands are those lands within 120 m of a SW,
as they have a reasonable probability of being affected. No alteration within the adjacent
lands, which are defined as lands within 120 m of a SW, is permitted unless it has been
evaluated and determined that there will no negative impact upon the ecological function.
“Considerations in recommending any adjacent lands area include”… sensitivity of plant
or animal species in the woodland, potential for disruption and changes in soil moisture
and compaction, susceptibility to erosion, fear of hazards from falling edge trees, and
cumulative impact of development and use.
The woodlands and their adjacent lands, found on the subject lands and any potential
linkage between that wooded area and other woodlands ostensibly forming a landscape
system, will not be negatively affected based upon the low rate of fragmentation (density
proposed and retention of the wooded area within one ownership parcel), setback of any
development having potential to affect soil moisture, compaction, erosion or contribute to
disruption of tree growth, and the location of the proposed development.
7

Recolour Grey - County of Grey Official Plan, Appendix B Map 1, County of Grey, June 7, 2019
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Figure 6 - Adjacent lands

We note also that the density and the location of proposed development will ensure no
negatively affect upon adjacent lands. While the smaller parcel will be developed for
residential purposes, it is located so as not to impact upon the woodland feature and is of
sufficient size to ensure little if any interference with any plant and wildlife corridors
which may exist. The use of the larger parcel will remain unchanged in that fencerow
corridors and open hay field and pastureland will remain the primary use of the acreage
and the development area will comprise a very small percentage.
The protection of the natural heritage features and linkages would be achieved by this
proposal.
2.2.3

Guideline D-4 – Abandoned Landfill Site8

The closed Georgian Bluffs Waste Disposal Site (Keppel Landfill) is located south and
east of the subject lands. The Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks
(MECP) provides Guideline D-4 to assess “Land Use On or Near Landfills and Dumps”9.
The County of Grey Official Plan contains a policy which requires that any proposed
development or site alteration within 500 metres of a closed waste disposal site be
supported by the completion of a D-4 study.
A D-4 study was completed by GSS Engineering10 and the full report is provided as
Appendix C to this Report. In summary, it was concluded that there would be no
groundwater quality impact, no migration of landfill gas, no potential for surface water
8

Guideline 4, Land Use on or Near Landfills and Dumps, Ontario Ministry of the Environment and Energy
(now Ontario Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks), 1994
9
Guideline D-4, Land Use On or Near Landfills and Dumps, Ministry of the Environment, Conservation
and Parks, April 1994.
10
Environmental Evaluation to Address MECP Guideline D-4, GSS Engineering, December 2020
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contamination or surface water runoff, no visual impact and no potential for soil
contamination. Based upon the assessment no issues with respect to potential
environmental impacts to the proposed development from the nearby closed landfill were
identified.
2.2.4

Procedure D-5-4 – Individual On-site Sewage Disposal Systems: Water
Quality Risk Assessment11

Policy 1.1.5 of the PPS requires that development be compatible with the rural landscape
and sustainable within rural service levels. This includes being able to be adequately
serviced with potable water and individual on-site sewage disposal. The County Official
Plan also requires that new development be able to be serviced and proposed new lots can
feasibly accommodate these services without negative impact upon ground and surface
water resources (9.12, 8.9).
A “Groundwater Quality Impact Assessment for Proposed Residential Sewage Systems”
was completed by GSS Engineering12 in keeping with Procedure D-5-4, and the full letter
is provided as Appendix D to this Report. In summary, the evaluation showed that the
size of the two lots proposed would exceed the minimum required to ensure that the
nitrate-nitrogen concentrations in groundwater at the downgradient property boundary
would not exceed 10 mg/L as required by the Ontario Ministry of Environment,
Conservation and Parks.
2.3 County of Grey Official Plan (GCOP)
The Grey County Official Plan- Recolour Grey (GCOP)13 came into effect June 7th, 2019.
The GCOP is the upper tier planning document which provides a policy framework to
guide land use within the County and the Township of Georgian Bluffs. There are two
countryside designations applicable to the subject land. The northern half is designated
‘Agricultural’ and the southern half is designated ‘Rural’.
The goals of the GCOP direct that development must be efficient, effective and
environmentally sound; and ensure a range of housing types and tenure to meet the broad
range and needs of the County residents and respect the Vision of the County.

11

Procedure D-5-4, Technical Guideline for Individual On-Site Sewage Systems: Water Quality Impact
Risk Assessment, Ontario Ministry of the Environment and Energy (now Ontario Ministry of Environment,
Conservation and Parks), 1996
12
Groundwater Quality Impact Assessment for Proposed Residential Sewage Systems, GSS Engineering,
December 2020
13
Recolour Grey - County of Grey Official Plan, County of Grey,
June 7, 2019
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The GCOP vision and housing policy is to provide a variety of housing types to satisfy
the present and future social, health, safety, and well-being requirements of residents. In
doing so, they prioritize housing accessibility and affordability, which includes ensuring
an appropriate and sufficient stock of housing options. Development is to be cost
effective, environmentally sound, sustainable, and compatible with existing uses. “New
residential developments will be promoted at densities which efficiently use available
servicing (subject to Section 8.9) and are appropriate to site conditions and existing
patterns of development.” County policies also identify the need to ensure adequate
infrastructure is, or will be, established to serve the anticipated development. Housing
and non-agricultural uses will be primarily directed to settlement area land use types,
however “limited residential development and non-agricultural growth and recreational
uses to benefit the countryside and the economy, will be considered in accordance with
the policies of this Plan.”

Figure 7 - Grey County Official Plan

2.3.1

Severance Potential

There are currently two lots within the original surveyed parcel of Lot 31. One comprises
40.55 ha and is described as the subject lands. The second is a 0.6 ha parcel containing an
existing dwelling and is not owned by the Applicant/Owners. No new lot creation is
permitted within the Agricultural designation.
However, the southern portion of the lands are designated Rural and that area comprises
approximately 20 ha (50 acres) of the 40.55 ha parcel. The Rural policies would permit,
subject to satisfying all other criteria/constraints, a total of four (4) lots within the original
41 ha parcel. This was confirmed by the County and Township. On that basis the
proposal to create two separate lots in the southern portion of the lands, resulting in a
total of four lots on the original surveyed parcel would comply with the Official Plan
policies.
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2.3.2

Agricultural Impact

Section 5.4 ‘Rural Land Use Type’ recognizes that this designation can offer flexibility
for lot creation and allow for both agricultural and non-agricultural options. One of the
concerns is protecting the agricultural community and future agricultural activity.
As noted in Section 2.2.1 of this Report, MDS was calculated and development upon the
proposed severed lots can maintain the required setback from the existing barn on the
proposed retained parcel. These setbacks were calculated to the proposed building site on
the smaller lot and generally showing there is sufficient area available within the larger
lot to provide alternate sites which can satisfy this setback requirement. In addition, MDS
was calculated from the barn on the property to the East and showed there would
sufficient separation. And the property to the west is used for agriculture however no
livestock are located on this property and no barn exists.
In light of the number of existing residential lots and other uses in the area, intensification
of livestock or installation of alternate manure storage facilities is unlikely.
2.3.3

Servicing

In regard to infrastructure or services, there are no municipal water or sewage treatment
systems in the area therefore the new development would be serviced by individual wells
and sewage disposal systems.
GSS Engineering prepared a ‘Groundwater Quality Impact Assessment’, in accordance
with MECP Procedure D-5-4, to determine whether the subject lands and proposed lots
could sustain individual sewage disposal systems. “An evaluation of contaminant
attenuation considerations was used to assess the risk that the proposed on-site sewage
systems will cause the concentration of nitrate-nitrogen in groundwater to exceed 10
mg/L at the downgradient property boundary.” Using reasonable input parameters the
“minimum lot size of 0.42 ha was identified in order for the estimated nitrate
concentration in groundwater at the downgradient property boundary to be 10 mg/L or
less”. Given the smallest lot proposed is 1.2 ha the concentration was determined to be
well below the Ontario Drinking Water Quality Standard acceptable concentration. They
concluded that the development can occur in an environmentally sound manner and in
accordance with MECP Procedure D-5-4.
The Municipality currently provides garbage and recycling pick up. There are power lines
and mail service currently provided to the area. There will be no negative impact on the
existing infrastructure or services provided by the municipality.
2.3.4 Mineral and Bedrock Resource
The County undertook an Aggregate Resources Inventory Master Plan (2004), to identify
aggregate resource areas, which are mapped on Schedule B to the GCOP. This Master
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Plan not only looked at where primary and secondary aggregate resources are located, but
also where those resource areas are constrained by environmental, or other land use
features (e.g. settlement areas). The Plan then recommended certain resource areas for
protection, such that they would be available for future extraction. No aggregate resource
was identified on the subject lands.
A similar detailed County-wide mapping exercise has not yet been undertaken for
Bedrock and Shale Resource Areas. However, Section 5.6.6 identifies the location and
policies for Bedrock Resource Areas and Shale Resource Areas. The Province provided
the mapping for Bedrock and Shale Resource Areas, within 8 metres of the surface,
which have been mapped on Appendix E of the GCOP. This resource is shown on the
subject lands.
The GCOP states that “This mapping is shown for two purposes;
a. To identify where these resources exist, and where resource use or extraction
could reasonably be predicted in the future, and
b. To guide strategic land use decisions where future development may pose land
use incompatibilities with these resources.”
The GCOP, Section 5.6.6 contains the following “Within Bedrock and Shale Resource
Areas shown on Appendix E and on adjacent lands, development and activities which
would preclude or hinder the establishment of new operations or access to the resources
shall only be permitted if the resource use would not be feasible; or the proposed land use
or development serves a greater long-term public interest; and issues of public health,
public safety and environmental impact are addressed. “
The subject lands have been identified as containing bedrock resource on Appendix E of
the GCOP. Within this area the resource has been identified as “paleozoic bedrock
covered by drift which may be 8 m in thickness, although bedrock outcrops may occur.”
The GSS letter gave a more detailed description of the site findings from their research.
In assessing the impact of this proposal we considered the above noted criteria. The
extraction or use of the resource would require the establishment of an extraction licence,
which includes the assessment of potential conflicts with abutting uses. Within 120 m of
the subject lands there are approximately 12 existing dwelling units, to the south is a
commercial golf course and further south the Village of Hepworth which contains many
dwellings as well as commercial uses. All of these uses are on individual water supply
and represent primarily year round uses. It is our opinion that the existing lot creation
pattern has usurped the feasibility of any form of extraction from this location in the
future, given the incompatibility between residential, recreational or settlement area uses
and extraction uses. The proposed creation of two additional lots would not significantly
alter the existing constraints.
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Figure 8 - Lot Pattern
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2.3.5

Natural Heritage Resources

Section 7 the Natural Heritage policies seek to protect the natural heritage resources of
the County. Significant Woodland is identified on the subject lands, as shown in
Appendix B Map 1 of the GCOP.
Criteria for the identification of Significant Woodlands was developed in conjunction
with the Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF) and is provided in the Grey
County Official Plan Section 2.8.4. In order to be considered significant a woodland must
be either greater than or equal to forty (40) hectares in size outside of settlement areas, or
greater than or equal to four (4) hectares in size within settlement area boundaries. If a
woodland fails to meet those criteria, a woodland can also be significant if it meets any
two of the following three criteria: (a) Proximity to other woodlands i.e. if a woodland
was within 30 metres of another significant woodland, or (b) Overlap with other natural
heritage features i.e. if a woodland overlapped the boundaries of a Provincially
Significant Wetland or an Area of Natural and Scientific Interest, or (c) Interior habitat of
greater than or equal to eight (8) hectares, with a 100 metre interior buffer on all sides.
The wooded area on the subject lands link with wooded areas on lands to the west and
east.
Core Areas and Linkages were identified in the County’s Natural Heritage System Study
– Green in Grey (January 2017), and are shown on Schedule C to the GCOP. The subject
lands have not been identified as within core areas or linkages.
The proposal will not affect the woodland.
2.3.6 Closed Landfill
The closed former Keppel Landfill is located to the southeast of the subject lands. GSS
Engineering undertook a study in compliance with Section 8.10.1 of the GCOP and the
MECP D-4 Guideline. The landfill is mapped on Appendix A Map 1, Constraint
Mapping. The Study found that there were “no issues with respect to potential
environmental impacts to the proposed development at the Site from the nearby closed
landfill”, view the complete report attached.
The proposal conforms to the County Official Plan.
2.4

Township of Georgian Bluffs Official Plan (GBOP)

The Township of Georgian Bluffs Official Plan (GBOP) guides development within the
settlement areas of the Township. The Grey County Official Plan functions as the Official
Plan policy document to guide and direct long term development within the rural areas of
the Township. The lands are located within the rural area of the Township. Staff have
confirmed that GBOP policies do not apply therefore no further assessment has been
undertaken.
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2.5

County of Bruce Official Plan (BCOP)

The County of Bruce, community of South Bruce Peninsula and particularly the Village
of Hepworth abuts these lands on the south. The BCOP designates this community
Secondary Urban Community. The BCOP encourages the collaboration and co-ordination
of environmental protection, roads and watershed planning. Hepworth is also known to
be an area where karst topography may occur.
The proposal will not negatively impact upon any environmental features and karst
topography was considered in the reviews undertaken by the Engineering firm and
determined not to be present. The existing roadway, Stone School Road starts in
Hepworth and on into Georgian Bluffs, the municipality will ensure entrances granted are
safe and meet municipal standards. The Engineering firm undertook a risk assessment
and found that the proposal can occur without negative impact to the surrounding area.
The proposal satisfies the policies of the BCOP.
2.6

Town of South Bruce Peninsula Official Plan (SBPOP) 14

The Town of South Bruce Peninsula – Village of Hepworth is located directly to the
south and east of the subject lands. The designation of the lands adjacent to the proposal
is Open Space (golf course), Agriculture and Residential. The agricultural lands are
regenerating into pine forest, no active farm activity appears to occur. The proposed use
would be compatible with these designations. Should expansion of Hepworth occur in the
future the proposed lots would not obstruct implementation of a reasonable development
pattern, subject to satisfying all other policies and requirements.

Figure 9 - SBPOP

14

Town of South Bruce Official Plan, Town of South Bruce Peninsula, February 2001, as amended to
January 2019
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2.7

Township of Georgian Bluffs Zoning Bylaw (GBZB)15

The GBZB, being Bylaw Number 2020-020, zones the subject lands AG – Agricultural
Zone and RU – Rural Zone, as shown on Schedule A, Map 9. Section 8 of the Bylaw
contains the applicable zone provisions.

Figure 10 - Zoning Bylaw

Further, there is a 500m ‘Assessment Area’ shown in hatching, which affects the southern
most portion of the property. Section 5.39 of the Bylaw establishes a Waste Disposal
Assessment Area in which “all lands within five hundred (500) metres of a former waste
15

Township of Georgian Bluffs Zoning Bylaw 2020-020, January 22nd, 2020
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disposal site shall be placed in a Holding Zone as per Table 19.1. No building or structure
shall be permitted until such time that a study is completed to confirm that a waste
disposal site will not have an impact on the proposed development.”
Section 19.1.1 of the Bylaw provides the following provisions where the “h1 provisions
only apply to vacant lots as well as the creation of new dwellings. Accessory uses to
existing primary principal structures are exempt from the h1 provisions. The lifting of the
‘Holding Provision’ permitting the development of any new use, or new or expanded
buildings and structures, shall not occur until Council is satisfied that all of the studies
required by the Official Plan have been completed.”
The GSS Engineering ‘Environmental Evaluation to Address MECP Guideline D-4’
addresses the requirement to lift the holding provision. The assessment confirms that no
issues with respect to potential environmental impacts would occur to the proposed
development from the closed landfill.
A zoning bylaw amendment is required to lift the h1 – holding, recognize the lot sizes of
the larger proposed severed and the retained parcels, and the use and frontage of the
smaller lot. The relief requested is highlighted in yellow in Table 1.
Table 1- Zoning Bylaw Provisions and Proposal

Zone
Provisions

Bylaw
Provision
AG zone

Minimum
Lot Area
Minimum
Lot
Frontage
Minimum
Front Yard
Setback
Minimum
Side Yard
Setback
Minimum
Rear Yard

Proposed
Lot 1

Proposed
Lot 2

Retained

RU
Zone Resid
0.8 ha

Residential/ Agric/
Agric/
Non-Ag
Residential Residential

40 ha

RU
zoneAg
20 ha

1.2 ha

19 ha

19 ha

200 m

200 m

100 m

80 m

505 m

414 m

20 m

20 m

10 m

10 m

20 m

>30 m

15 m

15 m

10 m

10 m

15 m

+60 m

15 m

15 m

10 m

>10 m

>15 m

> 330 m
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We request that a site specific AG and RU zone be considered for the retained parcel and
proposed lots, and that the holding be removed.
The proposal complies with the intent and purpose of the zoning bylaw.
2.8

Servicing

The subject lands are currently served by an existing well in the vicinity of the barn. A
new well and an individual on-site sewage disposal system will be installed on each of
the new lots as development occurs.
A building envelope was identified on the 1.2 ha lot. The building envelope was
established to satisfy the minimum setbacks of the bylaw and used in the GSS
Engineering assessment. The larger lot was determined to have sufficient area to allow
development. The GSS Engineering Assessment indicated that the south half of the
property could be developed with a lot area far less than the proposed lots without
causing negative impact at the downgradient boundary.
The subject lands are served by an existing public road, with existing access from Stone
School Road. Hydro electric service currently serves the property. Garbage and recycling
currently serve the area. The proposal will not negatively impact or place significant
additional demand on these services.
2.9 First Nations Interests
The subject lands are shown on Appendix C to the GCOP as within the Traditional
Territory of the Saugeen Ojibway Nation and the Treaty 72 identified area. There are no
watercourse in proximity to the lands and no First Nations historical sites have been
identified in proximity to the lands. It is anticipated that the normal circulation process
which applies to the proposal will provide opportunity for review and comment from the
Saugeen Ojibway Nation and the Historic Saugeen Metis.
2.10

Conservation Authority, Natural Heritage and Source Water Protection

2.10.1

Ontario Regulation 151/06 – Grey Sauble Conservation Authority

The Grey Sauble Conservation Authority’s (GSCA) watershed covers portions of Grey
and Bruce Counties including 219.6 kilometres (136.5 miles) of Georgian Bay and Lake
Huron shoreline and a large portion of the Niagara Escarpment. The Environmental
Planning Program operates within the framework of the Development, Interference with
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Wetlands and Alteration to Shorelines and Watercourses Regulation (also known as
Ontario Regulation 151/06) and the Conservation Authorities Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. C.27
.
Figure 11 – Ontario Regulation 151/06 – GSCA

In addition, GSCA provides information and expertise to help municipalities and
developers meet provincial policy requirements for natural hazards while providing for
environmental protection.
A review of the Ontario Regulation 151/06 mapping determined that the lands are not
within regulated area. The GSCA will also provide comment on natural heritage in
response to circulation of the proposal.
2.10.2

Natural Heritage

The County Official Plan mapping and Natural Heritage Information Centre were
consulted in regards to natural heritage features, ie. Wetlands, ANSI, endangered species,
woodlands.
No watercourse was identified on the subject lands. No ANSI, Significant Wetland,
Significant Valleylands or significant habitat were identified on the subject lands.
Two wildlife species were identified, neither and considered threatened or endangered.
The Hart’s Tongue Fern could be found within the woodland, which is not being
disturbed. The Little White Tiger Beetle, also know as Ghost Beetle, is generally found
on steep, open, sandy slopes with little vegetation, which does not appear to be
characteristic of the site of the proposed lots.
894337 SPECIES Hart's-tongue Fern
Asplenium scolopendrium S3 17MK9043
894337 SPECIES Little White Tiger Beetle Cicindela lepida
S2
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No negative impact or net loss of habitat for these species or woodland is anticipated.
2.10.3

Source Water Protection

The proposal will not affect any local Source Water Protection area.

3.0

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

In summary the proposal is for an amendment to Bylaw 2020-020 to remove the holding
provision affecting the subject lands and to recognize the use and size of proposed new
lots.
Two applications for consent to sever have been submitted. Lot 1 is proposed to have 80
m x 150 m or 1.2 ha, be located on the southeastern corner of the subject lands and be
used for residential purposes. Lot 2 is proposed to be created from the middle of the
original surveyed lot and include the southern portion of the subject lands excluding the
area of Lot 1, comprise approximately 19 ha and may be suitable for agriculture/hobby
farm and residential purposes. This size was chosen as it encompasses the land contained
within the Rural designation. The retained lands will continue to be used for agricultural
purposes and comprise approximately 19 ha.
The findings of this report conclude that:
a) The proposal would be consistent with the Provincial Policy Statement;
b) The proposal conforms with the Grey County Official Plan; and,
c) The proposal satisfies the intent and purpose of the Township of Georgian Bluffs
zoning bylaw.

Beverly A. Nicolson, MSc, RPP
B.A. Nicolson Services
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