
MINUTES 

Corporation of the County of Simcoe 
Hearing - 20,000 Population Allocation 
Tuesday, November 22, 2016 11:00 AM 

Council Chambers 
Chair: Gerry Marshall 

Orders of the Day A.  Call to Order 
 B.  Calling of the Roll 
 C.  Disclosure of Pecuniary Interest and General Nature Thereof 
 D.  Purpose of Meeting / Overview of the Allocation Process 
 E.  Applicants - Identification of Parties 
 F.  Municipal Comments of a General Nature regarding Allocation 

Applications 
 G.  Other Public Comments 
 H.  Procedures and Review of the Applications by Parties 
 I.  Deliberation and Decision 
 J.  Adjournment 

A.  CALL TO ORDER 

The Hearing was called to order at 11:08 a.m.  

B.  CALLING OF THE ROLL 

All members were present except Councillors Dollin, MacDonald, Milne, Ritchie, J. Smith, Vanderkruys, 
Wauchope and Deputy Warden Dowdall.  
 
C.  DISCLOSURE OF PECUNIARY INTEREST AND THE GENERAL NATURE THEREOF 
 
There were no declarations made. 

D.  PURPOSE OF MEETING / OVERVIEW OF THE ALLOCATION PROCESS 

Presentation by David Parks, Director of Planning, Development and Tourism.  

 County of Simcoe Presentation - 20,000 Population Program - November 22, 2016 
 

David Parks, Director of Planning, Development and Tourism provided an overview of the allocation process 
generally as follows:  
 
This is the second meeting for the 20,000 Population Program. The County of Simcoe, and much of the 
Greater Golden Horseshoe, are managed by Provincial Policy which is the Provincial Growth Plan. In the 
Provincial Growth Plan, there was an amendment in 2012 which provided a specific policy to the County of 
Simcoe.  

The County may approve adopted Official Plans, or Official Plan Amendments in settlement areas that re-
designate lands ‘not for urban uses’ to ‘urban uses’ that are in excess of what is needed for the population 
forecast. The Growth Plan provides population to each of the local municipalities. There is prescribed 
population for each municipality, which is in Simcoe’s Official Plan, and that provides growth. This policy will 
allow County Council to prescribe additional population, but it shall not exceed a population of 20,000. Hence 
the name of the 20,000 Program. 

The program is very specific to Simcoe County. It allows for re-designation of lands ‘not for urban uses’, which 
is ‘Agricultural’, that are in settlement areas. The lands have to be in settlement areas as it is defined by the 
County Official Plan, and by the Local Official Plan. It is very defined. This policy expires on January 19, 2017, 

file://///county.simcoe.on.ca/shares/Departments/CLK/C%20-%20COUNCIL%20AND%20LEGISLATIVE%20SERVICES/C19%20-%20Hearings,%20Appeals,%20Decisions%20and%20Orders/20,000%20Population/2016%2011%2022/County%20of%20Simcoe%20Presentation%20%2020000%20Population%20Program%20%20November%20...%20rsc504002.pdf
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which is in about 90 days from now, or a little less. We indicate that this will probably be the last batch that the 
County will deal with because the time is running out for this policy. Again, Schedule 3 of the Growth Plan 
provides population for the County, and what we have now is in Growth Plan Amendment 2. Schedule 3 
provides forecasts to 2031, 2036, and 2041, as opposed to the old one which was 2031. Those forecasts for 
2031 provide that the County will have a population of 416,000, and in 2041 it prescribes that the County will 
have a population of 497,000, which is a difference of 81,000. 

The 20,000 program is actually a borrowing of future allocation. Simcoe will be borrowing any allocation and 
reduce the allocation that we have to provide to the local municipalities in the 2041 allocations that will come 
up fairly shortly. If all the 20,000 population is allocated, the 2041 population forecast would decrease by 
20,000 to 61,000. That would mean that the County of Simcoe, when it undertakes its municipal 
comprehensive review, will have 20,000 less to prescribe to the local municipalities. Theoretically, an over 
allocation in one municipality could result in a short fall in another municipality.  

In order to provide guidance to County Council and to staff on how this 20,000 is to be allocated, staff provided 
Council with policies in the Official Plan sections 3.5.10 and 3.5.11, which was approved by the Ontario 
Municipal Board in 2014. When County staff look at these particular applications, and when applications are 
made at the local level, local staff and County staff look to make sure they meet the parameters of the County 
Official Plan. Staff evaluate all those applications, and move forward if they seem to be positive. The requests 
that we have now are divided, and approved, and pending.  

It is Council’s job to evaluate the applications individually and consider the impacts and requests collectively. 
The last requests have been submitted, and these are what are here today. Staff don’t anticipate anymore, 
because we are running out of time. Council has allocated the first 300 persons in 2014 to the Town of 
Collingwood. The second allocation was 400 persons to the Town of Penetanguishene. The third group was 
the Walton lands, and the Frankcom Estate, and the Carson Trails Midhurst developments in 2016. We also 
did the Township of Adjala–Tosorontio for the Barzo Everett lands. 

Right now the County has allocated 5,628, so that means there is a total population allocation of 14,372. For 
the 2041 forecast when we allocate, the County now has 75,372 to allocate in future allocations when we 
undertake our Municipal Comprehensive Review. Right now there are four requests; one request from the 
Town of Innisfil and three from the Town of Wasaga Beach. These files have related Local Official Plan 
amendment files; Official Plan Amendment 19 from the Town of Innisfil, and Official Plan Amendments 43, 44, 
and 45 from the Town of Wasaga Beach. These applications happened in the last four months where there 
was a public process. 

Staff, as a part of the Official Plan process, would have received all the reports that were required under their 
application. They would have consulted with all the ministries and public agencies as prescribed under the 
Planning Act. They would have to hold public meetings pursuant to the Planning Act. These are all recent 
applications where the local municipalities have gone through a public process locally, and determined that 
these applications were appropriate, and they were approved at the local municipalities and submitted to the 
County. 

In concert with this hearing, the County will be dealing with these Official Plan Amendment applications in the 
very near future. Probably in January of 2017. The County’s role is to make sure that the prescribed planning 
process has also been followed with regards to the Official Plan Amendments. Staff will do their due diligence 
and will consult with the various ministries and conservation authorities to make sure the due diligence was 
done by the local municipality. If all those tests are made, staff will prepare a report and present it to County 
Council indicating whether those Official Plan Amendments are required to be approved or not depending on 
the outline of the review. 

The County has total population requests for these four applications of 932. The total population remaining 
would be 13,440, which would leave a 2041 population forecast to prescribe in the future of 74,440. There are 
three requests in the Town of Wasaga Beach. [Referencing images on a slide deck] There are two at the top 
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end, then we have one at the bottom that is just outside the bottom of the map, and we have the one in Innisfil, 
which is in the settlement area of Cookstown. 

There is a ledger sheet which we are required to provide in our Official Plan, and it shows the allocations that 
could be allocated for the 932. You can see [referencing images on a slide deck] OPA 43 has a population 
request of 75 from the Town of Wasaga Beach. You have OPA 44 from the Town of Wasaga Beach with a 
population request of 174. You have OPA 45, from Wasaga Beach with a population request of 278. Then 
OPA 19 in the Town of Innisfil, 405 for a grand total of 932. That’s our ledger sheet, and that’s prescribed 
under the act that we have to maintain for any allocations that we do, pending or approved. 

This is the last batch. We provided County Council Committee of the Whole with a report indicating what the 
options were, and they submitted that report to this hearing. The three options for Council to consider include: 
they can approve them all, they can approve none, or they can approve some. The process that was defined,  
is established under By-law 6544, which is a fair natural justice process. This is the hearing. The proponents in 
support, and the people in opposition have the opportunity to address Council at this hearing. 

As I indicated, we have some related Official Plans, and again, I want to reiterate, these are active applications 
that have been recently approved at the local level and now are at the County planning department. What will 
have to happen is that those Official Plans are contingent on getting populations. If Council, in this hearing 
process, determines that no allocation is justified, those Official Plan Amendments will not proceed. If you 
prescribe that some of the population is appropriate, and not all of it, the County staff will be providing a 
recommendation to County Council that the Official Plan applications are modified pursuant to the direction 
established at this hearing. You can prescribe some or all. That’s the process. Your Worship, I’m here to 
answer any questions. 

 
The questions and answers from Council were generally reported as follows: 
 
Councillor French:  Is the concept that we are borrowing from the 2041 now generally accepted? 
Dir. Parks: That is correct. We are borrowing. 
Councillor Hughes:  Who made that decision? 
Dir. Parks: There was no decision made, it was prescribed in the Growth Plan. It’s a very confusing regulation, 
but we’ve gone through the regulations with the province and with our legal counsel, and I think most people 
accept that it’s a borrowing. 
 
Councillor Little: Are any of the Local Official Plan amendments under review by the OMB at this time? 
Dir. Parks: They have been approved at the local municipality, but they are technically not enforced until 
County Council authorizes them, and then they can be appealed. 

Councillor Little: Can the County  be appealed on the decision to allow the growth at this level of 

government? 
Dir. Parks: If there is an allocation provided for in a particular application and it comes to County Council and 
is approved, there's an opportunity for members of the public or the proponent to appeal that decision. It would 
then go to the Ontario Municipal Board at that point in time. Because the allocation has been provided ahead 
of time, no matter what the outcome of the hearing is, if it was approved, then the allocation would proceed, if it 
wasn't approved, then the allocation wouldn't proceed. 
Councillor Little: Who would the appellant appeal against? The local municipality for approving the Official 
Plan Amendment or the County for allowing the growth for that to happen, or both? 
Dir. Parks: Both, because it's a County and a local decision. 
 
Councillor Cornell: What happens if we decided to allocate population, it comes to the County, and the 
County isn't satisfied with the OPA process that was conducted at the municipal level? 
Dir. Parks: The County Council has the option to approve, modify, or not approve the amendment, and that 
decision then is subject to appeal. 



Minutes  Page 4 
Hearing - 20,000 Population Allocation 
Tuesday, November 22, 2016  

 

  Corporation of the County of Simcoe 

Councillor Cornell: If County Council decided at that point that the OPA not go forward, would the population 
allocation be returned to our 20,000 bucket, or is that pending the appeal? 
Dir. Parks: If there is no appeal, the population allocation would go back to the bucket. If it is appealed, it goes 
through the Ontario Municipal Board process and wait for a decision. 
 
Councillor McKay: Do we scope ourselves just to those matters relevant to “do we want to allocate the 
population”? 
Solicitor Green: Today is a hearing on the 20,000 allocation. It's a requirement of the Growth Plan that they 
have this allocation. If they don't get the allocation today, they can't go ahead with the Official Plan approval at 
Council in January. If they get their allocation today, it then moves to Council in January where the whole of the 
approval of the OPA would take place.  The importance of proceeding today is that they have to meet the 
January 19th deadline. If they get their allocation but don't get approval in January on the more substantive 
OPA issues, they at least have that allocation when they appeal to the OMB. They've saved themselves the 
date by being in there before January 19th. 
Councillor McKay: Do we consider everything, or do we limit our hearing to those matters that deal with “is it 
appropriate to allocate the numbers”? 
Solicitor Green: This hearing today is just on the numbers. You're sitting as the tribunal today under By-law 
6544 dealing with a numbers issue. According to By-law 6544, that decision is final. It's of course appealable to 
the Divisional Court, but it's not appealable to the OMB. The OPA decision, the approval, whether it takes 
place or not in January is appealable to the OMB. 
 
Councillor Cornell: Are we saying that technically there really isn't an OPA for the County to review until that 
population allocation is associated with it?  
Dir. Parks: The Growth Plan allows an OPA that is for lands ‘not for urban use’ to go ahead provided they get 
a portion of this 20,000. All of these applications today are lands that are ‘not for urban use’ so that if they don't 
get this part of the allocation, there's no sense in going ahead. 

E.  APPLICANTS - IDENTIFICATION OF PARTIES 

Warden Marshall identified the parties that submitted applications to the County for allocation as follows:   

1. CCW 16-370 - Applications for a Portion of the 20,000 Population Program – Fall Requests 
located in the Town of Wasaga Beach and Town of Innisfil 

 CCW 16-370 

 Notice of Hearing 
 

1. 2081788 Ontario Corp. 
2. Wasaga Dunes Resort Inc. 
3. 2355573 Ontario Inc.  

F.  MUNICIPAL COMMENTS OF A GENERAL NATURE REGARDING ALLOCATION APPLICATIONS 

There were no items for this portion of the meeting. 

G.  OTHER PUBLIC COMMENTS 

There were no items for this portion of the meeting.  

  

file://///county.simcoe.on.ca/shares/Departments/CLK/C%20-%20COUNCIL%20AND%20LEGISLATIVE%20SERVICES/C19%20-%20Hearings,%20Appeals,%20Decisions%20and%20Orders/20,000%20Population/2016%2011%2022/CCW%2016370%20Applications%20for%20a%20Portion%20of%20the%2020000%20Population%20Progra...%20rsc503883.docx
file://///county.simcoe.on.ca/shares/Departments/CLK/C%20-%20COUNCIL%20AND%20LEGISLATIVE%20SERVICES/C19%20-%20Hearings,%20Appeals,%20Decisions%20and%20Orders/20,000%20Population/2016%2011%2022/Notice%20of%20Hearing%20rsc503947.docx
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H.  PROCEDURES AND REVIEW OF THE APPLICATIONS BY PARTIES 

2. 2081788 Ontario Corp. 

 

i. Parties Supporting the Application 

Harry Froussios, Zelinka Priamo Ltd., appeared before the Hearing on behalf of 2081788 Ontario Corp. and 

generally reported as follows:  

I’m here on behalf of 2081788 Ontario Corporation to discuss our request for population allocation as it relates 
to the lands in Cookstown that are north of Queen Street, and west of King Street North. Our client is 
proposing to develop a residential subdivision on the subject property located in Cookstown. The subdivision 
would consist of 152 units, and a total population of 405 persons. An application for Official Plan Amendment 
(OPA) was submitted earlier this year to the Town of Innisfil to re-designate a portion of the subject lands for 
residential uses. 

Through the Official Plan process, the development limits of the property were established through review of 
supporting information, and confirmation from the NVCA (Nottawasaga Valley Conservation Authority) that we 
would have a development limit. The OPA was approved by the Town of Innisfil on September 21, 2016 to 
permit low density residential development within the subject lands, and the established development area with 
the remainder of the lands being retained as ‘Natural Environment’ and ‘Open Space’. 

The Official Plan Amendment also established requirements and conditions for future development, including 
provisions for servicing, transportation, environmental constraints, parks and open space, and urban design. 
The proposed development for 405 persons requires population allocation from the County’s 20,000 population 
program. Subject lands are located in the northwest section of Cookstown bounded by the settlement area 
boundary in Cookstown Creek to the north and west, the Thorton-Cookstown TransCanada trail to the east, 
and existing low density residential and commercial development to the south. 

[Referencing images on slide deck] There is the settlement boundary to the west and to the north. It’s an 
irregularly shaped parcel with an area of 14.91 hectares, and frontage on Queen Street. Approximately 10.3 
hectares of the property can be developed for residential uses in accordance with the conservation authority’s 
review of the supporting material. The lands are currently vacant and used for agricultural purposes. Abutting 
land uses are single detached dwellings to the east and to the south, commercial to the south, agricultural to 
the north and west, and institutional to the northeast. 

The proposed development would consist of 116 single detached, and 36 semi-detached units for an overall 
total of 152 residential units. The single detached units border the peripheral of the property with semi-
detached in the middle portion. The lot sizes and frontages will be consistent with existing zoning regulations 
for single detached and semi-detached dwellings. An existing drainage feature, which currently bisects the 
property, is proposed to be rerouted within the natural heritage area making for a more efficient and cost-
effective development, and an improved natural area whose limits have been determined through a Floodplain 
Hazard Study. 

The proposed residential development will also include a stormwater management pond at the southwest 
corner of the property adjacent to the natural area. The natural area is along the west and the north boundaries 
of the property. Water services are currently available, sanitary will be provided through the ongoing EA 
(Environmental Assessment) process for expansion of the Cookstown Water Pollution Control Plant. Entrance 
to the subdivision will be through Queen Street, and through Garibaldi Street. A park is currently proposed at 
the northeast corner of the property, but that is still subject to review with the Town through the subsequent 
draft plan process. 

The current Official Plan, [referencing images on a slide deck] this is the Cookstown Secondary Plan Schedule, 
the lands are designated ‘Rural Area’, ‘Natural Environment’, and there is a small portion of ‘Commercial’ 
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coming in off of Queen Street. The lands are within the settlement boundary, following the west and north 
boundaries of the property, but they are outside of the built area boundary as well. The proposed Official Plan 
Amendment would re-designate a majority of the ‘Rural Area’ to ‘Low Density Residential 1’, and a portion of 
the ‘Rural Area’ will be designated ‘Natural Environment Area’. We’ve also put a location for the parkette. 

This is a concept plan just highlighting the access points, the natural area open space features, and then the 
development proposal itself within the 10.3 hectares. The request for this project is for 405 persons based on 
the 152 single detached and semi-detached dwelling. Today there is a population allocation remaining of 
14,372. Our request represents about 2% of the entire allocation of the 20,000 population. The Official Plan 
Amendment to permit a residential subdivision has been evaluated against the policies of the Provincial Policy 
Statement, the Growth Plan, the Simcoe County Official Plan, the Town of Innisfil Official Plan, as well as the 
Cookstown Secondary Plan. 

A planning justification by our firm outlines in detail how the proposed amendment satisfies the intent of all of 
these mentioned planning documents. However, the purpose of the presentation today is to demonstrate how 
the development satisfies the criteria associated with the growth request for population allocation, specifically 
sections 3.5.10 and 3.5.11 of the County Official Plan.  

Subsection A deals primarily with if the lands can be serviced. The development can be serviced by the 
preferred servicing solution as set out in the EA process which will provide capacity for approximately 541 
residential units, and the proposed development is included within those 541 units.  

Does the development contribute to the density target? The proposed development provides a total population 
of 405, whereas, a minimal of 330 would be required based on 32 people per hectare, and a developable area 
of 10.3 hectares. This proposal works out to 39 people per hectare.   

Does it contribute to the development of a complete community? The development is adjacent to the built-up 
area of Cookstown, and would provide support for existing community resources and recreational facilities.  

Is it subject to phasing? Phasing policies of section 3.5.14 to 3.5.16; the subject lands are adjacent to the built-
up area of Cookstown, they represent a logical extension of development subject to the completion of EA, 
however, development cannot proceed until the EA has been completed, or the service allocation is available 
for the property.  

Does it contribute to the achievement of the jobs to residents ratio? There are no commercial uses proposed 
as the location of the property does not lend itself to such uses, however, home offices and home occupations 
would be permitted as of right for the proposed owner of the property. The additional population contributes to 
the population objective of 56,000 people in the Town of Innisfil by 2031.  

Subsection F; the subject lands are outside of the Lake Simcoe Protection Plan, so therefore does not apply in 
this instance. Is it supported by appropriate transportation infrastructure and public service facilities? The 
existing and proposed transportation infrastructure and public service facilities are adequate to support the 
proposed residential development. That is outlined in the Town of Innisfil staff report for OPA 19 as well.  

Subsection G; the proposal is in accordance with the all relevant growth management policies.  

Subsection I; there is no settlement area boundary expansion required as part of this application. The subject 
lands are already within the Cookstown settlement area.  

Section 3.5.11, which has additional criteria, item 1; how does the application fit within the settlement area 
hierarchy? Cookstown is identified as a settlement area within the Town of Innisfil, it’s not primary, however, 
there are no other applications coming from the Town of Innisfil requesting population allocation, therefore, this 
sits at the top of that hierarchy for any allocation requests. 

Does the application contain employment residential? As noted previously, there are no commercial uses 
specifically proposed outside of home occupations and home office uses. It is strictly a residential subdivision.  



Minutes  Page 7 
Hearing - 20,000 Population Allocation 
Tuesday, November 22, 2016  

 

  Corporation of the County of Simcoe 

Is the application redevelopment of a brownfield site? No, this development is taking place entirely on a 
greenfield site.  

In terms of affordable housing units, item four; at this point in time it’s not anticipated that the proposed 
development will provide affordable housing.  

Active transportation components; the site borders a TransCanada Trail, which provides active recreational 
and transportation opportunities. How we incorporate that will be developed through the subsequent zoning by-
law amendment and draft plan processes. There will be consideration given to pedestrian and cycling support 
of subdivision.  

In terms of any financing, there are opportunities for financial contributions to front end construction costs with 
the Cookstown Waste Pollution Control Plant (WPCP), and any other front ended costs will be determined 
through the subsequent draft plan process as well in terms of any traffic upgrades, or anything else that’s 
determined through that process.  

Item number seven; as noted, the subject lands are located within a settlement area as for the County of 
Simcoe Official Plan.  

Item number eight; in terms of a servicing linkage, the lands do not provide a linkage, but are readily 
serviceable from the adjacent connections and the new capacity that would be established through the 
Cookstown WPCP.  

In terms of using existing or new infrastructure, the development is intended to make use of full municipal 
services. Sanitary capacity, again, is anticipated from the improvements to the WPCP water service we already 
know is available to the subject property.  

Item number 10; the lands are not within a rural settlement area, they are within the urban settlement area, so 
we satisfy that criteria.  

Lastly, number 11; in terms of a Council resolution, Town Council approved the Official Plan Amendment, OPA 
19, on September 21, 2016. 

As part of our application for the Official Plan Amendment, several background studies were prepared in 
support of the application, including our functional servicing and stormwater management. Traffic studies, 
floodplain hazard, environmental and noise, archaeology, all of these reports were accepted as part of the 
process, however, there are certain requirements stemming from that that will be dealt with in more detail 
through a subsequent draft plan and rezoning stages. Specifically in terms of traffic, our consultant realized 
that there wasn’t really any improvements necessary. However, Council did direct that we do look at it in more 
detail in terms of intersection improvements, and perhaps any other transportation improvements through the 
draft plan and rezoning process.  

The Town of Innisfil has approved Official Plan Amendment 19 to permit the development of the subject lands 
for low density residential uses. The population allocation of 405 people is required to permit the development 
of the lands. As for the policies of the Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe, the 20,000 population 
program and the County of Simcoe Official Plan, we believe that the requested population allocation is 
appropriate based on the fact that the proposed development is within the Cookstown settlement area, it’s 
considered intensification, which makes efficient use of the lands, and promotes cost-effective development by 
utilizing existing municipal infrastructure. 

The subject lands are suitably located as a logical extension of urban residential uses, and will add to the 
housing supply within Cookstown. The proposed development achieves the minimum density target set by the 
County of Simcoe. Existing natural features along the north and west boundaries will be protected. 
Opportunities will be provided for passive and active open space in conjunction with existing opportunities, i.e. 
the TransCanada Trail, and new opportunities by providing parkland, sidewalks, and cycling friendly road 
design. 
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There is a provided benefit to Cookstown, including increased assessment, support for local business 
operations and community resources, and more efficient use of lands within the urban settlement area 
boundary. The proposed development is compatible with adjacent residential, commercial, institutional, and 
open space uses, and lastly, it conforms with the Provincial Policy Statement, the Growth Plan, the County 
Official Plan, specifically sections 3.5.10, and 3.5.11.  

Thank you, and I’ll be able to answer any questions you may have.  

 
The questions and answers from Council were generally reported as follows: 
 
Councillor O’Donnell: Can the ‘open space’ properties be used by the public? 
Mr. Froussios: There would be an opportunity for passive recreation to the trails. That would be discussed 
through the pending draft plan approval process.  
 
Councillor Keffer: Has there been a traffic study done?  
Mr. Froussios: The traffic study determined that there weren't any improvements necessary. However, 
Council was adamant that we needed to study that a little more carefully in terms of it being the intersection 
and  is a condition of the Official Plan Amendment.  
 
ii. Parties Opposing the Application 
 
There were no parties in opposition of this application.  
 
iii. Response by Parties Supporting the Application (if Applicable) 
 
There was no response required by the applicant.  
 

3. Wasaga Dunes Resort Inc. 
 

i. Parties Supporting the Application 
 

Brandi Clement, The Jones Consulting Group Ltd., appeared before the Hearing on behalf of Wasaga Dunes 
Resort Inc. and reported generally as follows: 

  
Good morning, my name is Brandi Clement with the Jones Consulting Group, on behalf of Wasaga Dunes 
Resorts Inc. to talk to you about a project that is located at 529 Sunnidale Road South, in the Town of Wasaga 
Beach. This is with regard to Simcoe County’s 20,000 population program. Lands are located within the 
settlement boundary of the Town. They are adjacent to the built boundary. They are south of Knox Road and 
east of Sunnidale Road South. They have frontage on Sunnidale Road South. They are approximately six 
hectares in size, or 15 acres. There’s 397 meters of frontage provided on Sunnidale Road South. 

The lands are currently vacant today. They were once an active aggregate pit in the Town. Developable area is 
only 1.58 hectares of the six hectares. There is services by existing, and proposed municipal services. They 
are located in proximity to nearby institutional, recreational, residential and commercial opportunities.  

Official Plan Amendment and Zoning By-law Amendment applications were submitted to the Town as early as 
May 2006. These applications at the time sat because we had further work that we were doing, and then our 
clients moved on to other projects in the Town. In 2015, the Town identified to the County that the subject 
lands had the potential for development outside of the population numbers in the Town's land budget. Since 
the lands are within a settlement boundary, but are not designated for ‘Urban Use’, they qualify for the 20,000 
population program with the County of Simcoe. As a result of the looming deadline of January 2017, 
applications were submitted to the Town for an Official Plan Amendment, as well as a Zoning By-law 
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Amendment in the spring of 2016. These applications were to appropriately designate and zone the lands for 
the development that we are proposing on them today. 

Extensive work was completed over the past year and a half on the lands in preparation of the submission. 
More specifically, the work that was completed had to do with a species at risk habitat on the property, and 
determining, with both the Nottawasaga Valley Conservation Authority (NVCA) and the Ministry of Natural 
Resources and Forestry (MNRF), the area of constraints on the property, versus the developable area of the 
property. This, along with some previous work we completed on geotechnical and slope stability issues renders 
over 75% of the lands as undevelopable. 

[Referencing an image on a slide deck] there are geotechnical constraints because of the Nottawasaga River 
on the northeast part of the site, McIntyre Creek on the southeast portion of the site, with geotechnical 
constraints and setbacks from that area. There is quite a severe slope due to the aggregate operation that 
occurred over several decades. Then there is the area in the green which is identified as a species at risk 
habitat for the Eastern Hog-nosed Snake. With the species at risk habitat identified, there comes quite 
significant development setbacks from the habitat area. What that’s rendered is this small portion of the 
property, or the 1.6 hectares roughly of developable lands. That’s what we’ve been working on for the past 
year and a half. We wanted to move forward to the County with our request, as well as our OPA with the 
MNRF and the NVCA support behind us. The development that we are proposing is for a 42 unit townhouse 
development. 

As I mentioned, this is on the 1.6 hectares. 4.5 hectares of the land then will be both ‘Open Space’, and 
‘Environmental Protection’ lands. Ingress and egress to the property is provided off of Sunnidale Road South. 
This is a municipal road that’s maintained year round. We are introducing a private internal roadway at a width 
of 7.2 meters, so it will be a condominium private road. It doesn’t allow for opportunities of sidewalks. The 
lands will be serviced with existing and proposed municipal services. There is no constraints envisioned in this 
regard. Lands are in proximity to institutional, recreational, open space and commercial opportunities, both 
current and in the future. The developable area that we’ve outlined respects all environmental and 
geotechnical constraints on the lands. 

The Provincial Policy analysis that was completed with regard to the Provincial Policy Statement, and the 
Places to Grow Growth Plan determined that the site is appropriate for development because it’s a 
redevelopment and intensification of a previous aggregate site in a settlement area that’s adjacent to a built-up 
boundary. The development utilizes existing and proposed municipal services and infrastructure. It is located in 
proximity to a variety of land uses. There is no anticipated negative impact on any external roadway systems, 
and we did submit a traffic impact study to support this. 75% of the lands are ‘Environmental Protection’, or 
‘Open Space’ lands, and are not developable. We are respecting the environmental features to the northeast 
and south side of the area, and they will be well buffered from development. 

The development conforms to the policies of the Places to Grow Growth Plan, and is consistent with the 
Provincial Policy Statements. Official Plan Amendment 43 was adopted by the Town of Wasaga Beach Council 
on August 30, 2016. This designated the land as ‘Residential’, ‘Open Space’, ‘Natural Hazards’, and ‘Natural 
Heritage Systems Category 1’ on schedule A-2 of the Town’s Official Plan. It also amended schedule D to 
identify particular lands within the ‘Natural Heritage Systems Category 1 and 2’ lands, and included special 
policies with respect to species at risk on the site, just to ensure that there is protection and acknowledgment 
of this species. 

Zoning By-law Amendment 2016-147 was also approved by Council at this same meeting on August 30, 2016. 
This zoned the lands to a ‘Residential Type 3 Holding with Exception 32’, as well as ‘Environmental Protection 
Exception 7’. Essentially, the EP-7 Zone permits conservation uses only, and the Residential Zone allows for 
the development of the 42 townhouse units. There were no appeals filed with respect to the Zoning By-law 
Amendment.  

In 2012, Amendment 1 to the Places to Grow Growth Plan approved population and allocation and 
employment figures for 16 local municipalities up to 2031.This includes policies which allow municipalities to 
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exceed their population allocations up to a countywide total of 20,000 persons. This allows the County to 
approve an Official Plan Amendment to re-designate lands not for urban uses to lands for urban uses in 
excess of what is needed to meet these population projections. The distribution, as I mentioned, expires in 
January 2017. The Town of Wasaga Beach identified a number of lands that are currently designated ‘not for 
urban use’ that could qualify within this program, and the subject property that I’m speaking about was one of 
these such properties. 

Our request for population allocation for the subject lands was received by the County in September 2016. The 
County requires that each proposal for a portion of the population allocation satisfies policy section 3.5.10 and 
3.5.11 of the County’s Official Plan. Both of these policies were reviewed and analyzed in great detail in the 
planning justification report that was submitted in support of the applications. In our opinion, the allocation 
request satisfies the criteria in that the lands will be serviced with municipal sewer and water. The development 
contributes in achieving the Town’s density target. It contributes to the development of a complete community. 
The lands will be adequately serviced by the existing transportation infrastructure. There is no expansion of a 
settlement boundary that would be required with this amendment. The lands are at a gateway to the Town 
adjacent to the built boundary. This was a previous aggregate pit that will be redeveloped. Active transportation 
components can be provided where available. 

The Town has adopted the Official Plan Amendment for these lands. Staff also outlined in their staff report that 
they are satisfied that both of these criteria have been addressed through the Planning Justification Report. It’s 
our opinion that development on the lands is appropriate and warrants a portion of the population allocation, so 
we are respectfully requesting that County Council allocate 75 persons of the population allocation from the 
20,000 population program to the Wasaga Dunes Resort Inc. development located in the Town of Wasaga 
Beach.  

The proposed development is within a settlement boundary, it is adjacent to the built boundary. We are 
proposing the redevelopment and the intensification of a site that was previously used as an aggregate pit that 
has sat vacant for decades. This development utilizes existing and proposed infrastructure efficiently and 
effectively. It respects all natural heritage features as I’ve outlined, and takes into consideration all 
geotechnical constraints on the property. The development conforms to the Places to Grow Growth Plan, it is 
consistent with the Provincial Policy Statements. It conforms with the Town of Wasaga Beach Official Plan, 
County of Simcoe Official Plan, as well as implementing Zoning By-law. In my opinion, the development 
represents good planning, it promotes development in an area of the Town where they envision growth, and 
contributes to the development of a complete community in the Town of Wasaga Beach. Therefore, we 
respectfully request that County Council approve the population allocation to allow the Official Plan 
Amendment that is before the County in January to move forward and be approved for the proposed 
development on the subject lands. Thank you. 

 
The questions and answers from Council were generally reported as follows: 
 
Councillor French: Is this within walking distance to shopping?  
Ms. Clement: It would be within about five to seven kilometers to existing commercial.  
 
Councillor Hough: [Referencing slide decks] In relation to the development constraints, what are the black 
lines running north and south between the purple development line and the green area? 
Ms. Clement: Those are the development setbacks that we agreed with the MNRF on from the species at risk 
habitat. They range from about 20 meters at the smallest up to 80-90 meters in the middle. 
 
Councillor French: What other residential developments are planned for that particular area? 
Ms. Clement: [Referencing image on slide deck] Up to the north, there is a zoning by-law that's been approved 
for 392 units. There's several hundred acres nearby that will be developed as the Sunnidale Trail Secondary 
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Plan. Surrounding this property is other EP lands that go with these EP lands, the Nottawasaga River, and a 
piece owned by Ontario Parks, and McIntyre Creek. This property is not touching any residential directly. 
Councillor French: Wouldn't it be best to leave it as open and green space for the entire area since it's 
surrounded by EP lands?  
 
ii. Parties Opposing the Application 
 
There were no parties in opposition of this application. 

 
iii. Response by Parties Supporting the Application (if Applicable) 

 
There was no response required by the applicant.  
 

4. 2355573 Ontario Inc. (Deerbrook) 
 

i. Parties Supporting the Application 
 
Kris Menzies, MHBC Planning appeared before the Hearing on behalf of 2355573 Ontario Inc. (Deerbrook) 
and reported generally as follows: 
 
My name is Kris Menzies, I’m a Planner and a Partner with MHBC Planning representing 2355573 Ontario Inc. 
I have one parcel of land which is 88 hectares of land, and two Official Plan Amendments proposed on it. The 
first one is called Deerbrook because it fronts onto a road called Deerbrook Drive. 

This application is for an allocation of a portion of the County’s 20,000 population. The site is located within the 
Town of Wasaga Beach. The request is for a population of 278 people. The site is located on an 88 hectare 
parcel of land, but the proposed development area on the Deerbrook Drive site is for 5.6 hectares of land. 
[Referencing images on the slide deck] The property is on the eastern boundary of the municipality with the 
Township of Springwater surrounding it on the east and the south. The proposal is to develop approximately 
120 units. The Municipality passed a site-specific Official Plan Amendment for this site which has a couple of 
different components associated with it. One is to cap the unit count at 120 units. 

Similar to other applications, there are development constraints on this site. [Referencing image on slide deck] 
The green line on the property represents the limits of a Provincially Significant Wetland (PSW), and the purple 
line on the property identifies the limits of the top of bank. This particular site is located on a plateau land with a 
PSW further beyond. The top of bank line is located at least 30 meters from the development limit of the PSW, 
and in a lot of cases is located even further away.  

[Referencing image on slide deck] This is an image which shows the existing Official Plan approvals on the 
site. The purple area is the ‘Natural Heritage System Category 1’ designation. That’s a designation within the 
Town of Wasaga Beach, which essentially is the ‘Environmental Protection’ designation. The brown area is the 
‘Rural’ designation on the property. We've hatched in the area which is proposed for development. The 5.6 
hectares of land which is located above the top of bank. This was previously ‘Rural’; the however Town 
adopted in their Official Plan Amendment that this land go to ‘Natural Heritage Category 1’. Not necessarily 
because it’s part of the PSW, but because it’s below the top of bank of development land. They've re-
designated this 5.6 hectares of land, and that is where the population request is cited.  

[Referencing image on slide deck] The ultimate designation would be ‘Residential’ in the white, ‘Natural 
Heritage Category 1’ in the purple, and the remaining ‘Rural’ designation which is located on the lands would 
be untouched. 

The site is located within the Town of Wasaga Beach settlement areas. The Town of Wasaga Beach in its 
totality is considered a settlement area. The units per hectare permitted on the land is 37 units per hectare. 
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This site hosts a density just under that. The Official Plan Amendment itself identified various site specific 
components, including the total number of units would not exceed 120. A Trail Master Plan may be required at 
the time of the application of a draft plan of subdivision. The draft plan of subdivision application has not been 
made yet. A Tree Preservation Plan is required, and approval from the Ministry of Natural Resources and 
Forestry (MNRF) will be required to address any species at risk matters on the land. I should note that MNRF 
has, in fact, identified to the municipality that any issues with respect to species at risk have been satisfied, and 
the development can proceed as proposed. 

The population request on the 5.6 hectares of land is based on the maximum developable unit count of 120. 
We are asking for a population request of 278 units. These lands today are lands ‘not for urban use’, and we 
are asking for the re-designation of lands ‘for urban use’ and the population request. [Referencing slide deck] 
There are two basic criteria within the County Official Plan related to who “qualifies” for the population 
allocation. Section 3.5.10 and 3.5.11. Section 3.5.10 is effectively prescribed criteria, and 3.5.11 are those 
criteria which County Council should consider but aren’t necessarily prescribed. 

The first one is whether the site can be serviced in accordance with applicable Official Plans? Yes it can. The 
site is proposed to be developed on full municipal services. The municipal services are required to be extended 
onto this property, and is proposed that that will happen. There is sufficient capacity through the functional 
servicing work that was done on the site in order to allow for the capacity to occur from a servicing perspective 
contributes to the density intensification targets. The site is proposing in excess of the county’s requirement of 
32 residents and jobs per hectare, given that they are proposing almost 35 units per hectare on the site. The 
development contributes to a complete community. The proposal includes both townhouses and single 
detached units on the property, as well as a trail system. With respect to the phasing policies, the policy 3.5.10 
also provides indication that the phasing policies of 3.5.14, 3.5.15, and 3.5.16 will be adhered to. Effectively, 
3.5.14A talks about the requirement for infrastructure and public service facilities to be implemented in a timely 
and cost-effective matter. The services will be required to be extended down Deerbrook Drive in order to 
service this property. Any services which are not contemplated by the Town’s development charge will be paid 
for by my client, and anything that needs to be front ended will be paid for. It also provides an opportunity along 
Deerbrook Drive should any other residents along that area want to hook up to the system, to be able to do 
that. Secondly, the development promotes sustainability and energy efficient design, including a full range of 
housing types. We’ve provided a grid system on this development which includes both townhouses and single 
detached residential on the site as well. 3.5.14C relates to priority given to infill and intensification proposals 
that utilize existing structures. This is not an intensification proposal, nor is it an infill, but it certainly does utilize 
existing infrastructure and public services. 3.5.14D relates to the absorption rate of new construction in 
previous phases, and the need for this in relation to the previous phases of the development. The site isn’t 
going to be phased, and is not part of a phased development, so that criteria is not applicable. The next criteria 
relates to the use of holding zones, the municipality has the opportunity to utilize a holding zone should it 
proceed forward to the zoning stage. 3.5.14E refers that the site contributes to the achievement of jobs or 
residents per hectare. This site does contribute to the jobs per hectare, so the residents per hectare in that the 
site is over 32 persons per hectare. There are no jobs immediately per se. There is an opportunity for home 
occupations on this site and there will be construction jobs associated with the development. The next criteria 
relates to the Lake Simcoe Protection Plan, this site is not within the Lake Simcoe Protection Plan boundaries, 
thus it's not applicable. The last criteria within the phasing set of criteria is that this site is supported by 
transportation infrastructure and public services. We’ve done a TIS (Traffic Impact Study) on this property, and 
it was supported that this development could move forward as proposed, and there isn’t substantive 
infrastructure improvements that need to happen in order to have that occur. Also, the site is in accordance 
with other growth management policies and an expansion to the settlement boundary is not necessary. 

The site is within Wasaga Beach, and an expansion to the settlement boundary is not required. [Referencing 
slide deck] These are effectively the phasing policies I’ve just reviewed, except for number 3.5.16, that says no 
final approvals will be given until an EA process is finalized. This site is not subject to an Environmental 
Assessment process, and thus, policy 3.5.16 is not applicable.  
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[Referencing slide deck] These are the lists of policies which the County Official Plan identifies that Council 
should consider, but they are not in the list of mandatory policies.The first one is how the application fits within 
the settlement hierarchy or preferred growth area for the local municipality. As Wasaga Beach has only one 
settlement area, the municipal boundaries are the settlement area in and of itself. It is not subject to a 
hierarchy of settlements.  

The application contains both employment and residential uses which has already been addressed.  

The application is a redevelopment of a brownfield site? The site is not a brownfield site.  

The application will incorporate affordable housing units? We have not done a price analysis as yet, but given 
that townhouses are proposed on a portion of the property, there is opportunity for affordable housing units to 
be located on this site.  

Does the application contain active transportation components? There is a proposed trail system, and as you 
could see by the amendment that Wasaga Council adopted, a Trail Master Plan is required as one of the 
component parts.  

Are there any partnerships included on any financial proposals to reduce the burden for the municipality? Once 
again, any DC (Development Charge) items will be front ended, any items which are not DC related, obviously, 
will be paid for by my client.  

Is the site within a primary settlement area? No, Wasaga Beach is not identified as one of the primary 
settlement areas.  

Does the land provide a service linkage, or provide critical mass for servicing feasibility? It does not provide a 
linkage, but because we are looking at more population on this than the target minimum that the County 
prescribes for the Town of Wasaga Beach, it does provide critical mass for the servicing which is going to be 
extended for the property.  

Does the application demonstrate how existing or proposed new infrastructure and public facilities will be 
provided and used efficiently? It’s our opinion that the site is efficiently serviced, and that there are public 
infrastructure facilities, both on the site and off the site, which can be utilized for the property.  

The next criteria relates to a ‘Rural Settlement Area’; Wasaga Beach is not a ‘Rural Settlement Area’.  

Lastly, Council has adopted the Official Plan Amendment associated with this, and that’s part of the reason 
why we are here; obviously to request the population allocation.  

The County planning staff prepared a report which County Council reviewed earlier in November. That report 
indicated that they are satisfied that the applicable criteria, in order to qualify for the 20,000 population 
allocation had been met. We are respectfully requesting that County Council approve the allocation of 278 
people on this property. 

This tribunal is not reviewing the merits of the OPA itself, but I will let you know that a Functional Servicing 
Report, a Stormwater Management Report, an Environmental Impact Statement, and Archaeological report, 
and Planning Analysis were all done for the site, and all supported development on the property. The Ministry 
of Natural Resources and Forestry and the Nottawasaga Valley Conservation Authority have all signed off on 
the property and have no issues with the site. It’s my opinion that the application conforms to the requirements 
for population allocation in the Growth Plan, and once again, not that the merits of the site itself were being 
reviewed here, but I’m also of the opinion that it complies and conforms with the Provincial Policy Statement. I 
am happy to answer any questions. 

 
The questions and answers from Council were generally reported as follows: 
 
Councilor French: Would this be considered unnecessary leapfrogging or sprawl?  
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Ms. Menzies: The issue of leapfrogging and sprawl, in my opinion from a planning context, relates to jumping 
over development land to get to other development land. There is no development land in between. From a 
built boundary perspective, this development is adjacent to the built boundary.  
Councillor French: Just because there is a piece of land that might be able to be developed into something 
doesn’t necessarily represent an overall good for the entire community. Especially in the density. Even if there 
was a proposal for a few small homes or something, I’d still be resistant to it. I don’t know, just because we 
have a corner of a municipality, I just question, is it really good planning and good development policies just to 
fill in what might be an empty space? 
Warden Marshall: I'd suggest that comes to the debate when the question comes before a council. You’ve 
jumped ahead in the conversation. Next question on the application itself, versus entering the debate on 
whether you approve or disapprove?  
 
Councilor McKay: This is just going to be an isolated residential area, it’s far from a complete community. 
Could you respond to that as to how this really is a complete community? 
Ms. Menzies: The test, in my opinion, through the Provincial Policy Statement as well as the County Official 
Plan, is that not each individual development has to constitute all the component parts to a complete 
community. The Policy criteria is ‘contributes to’ it. Component parts to a complete community would include 
recreational, residential, commercial, employment, and so forth. I would suggest to you that this is a 
component part of what constitutes a complete community.  
Councillor McKay: This is on the edge of the settlement boundary, so it’s unlikely we’re going to see anything 
around this in the non-settlement boundary areas. People looking for a haircut or a bag of milk will have to 
drive into the Wasaga Beach area to achieve the same, is that correct? 
Ms. Menzies:  That is correct.  
 
Councillor O’Donnell: You mentioned something about top of the bank. That tells me it's higher? Could you 
explain that? 
Ms. Menzies: [Referencing an image on the slide deck] This portion of the site is sitting on a plateau, although 
not exactly accurate, this is effectively the top of bank, plus a six meter setback from that top of bank. It’s the 
development boundary. This sits on a plateau, and this portion of the area is lower in elevation. 
Councillor O’Donnell: Where you’re developing is higher? 
Ms. Menzies: Yes, but it is at the same elevation of the road. 
Councillor O’Donnell: How much higher than the protected land? 
Ms. Menzies: I don’t have an exact amount, but I would suggest to you it’s 15 - 20 feet. 
 
Councillor Cox: Could you please review the information relating to the critical mass for servicing feasibility. 
Ms. Menzies: County Council is to consider whether or not there is any servicing extensions for a small 
amount of development. One of the tests we look at using is the minimum target for density. In the Town of 
Wasaga Beach it is 32 people, or jobs, per hectare. We exceed that, so I would suggest to you that the 
servicing extensions that we are doing provides enough critical mass for this area to allow a cost-effective 
servicing to occur. Ironically enough, likely the servicing will have to be paid for by my client, and that’s a test 
that he has to undertake, and has undertaken, and is satisfied that the cost of the extension is appropriate and 
cost-effective, it’s out of his pocket for this, and then we meet the test for critical mass. 
 
Councillor Keffer:  Has the minimum distance separation (MDS) from the agricultural lands beside this been 
taken into account? Are you allowed to build houses this close to agricultural land? 
Ms. Menzies: Yes, we've done an MDS calculation at the Ministry of Agriculture who has identified that they 
can concur with it. 
 
Councillor Clarke:  You said this is not a brownfield site restoration project? 
Ms. Menzies: Correct 
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Councillor Hough: The purple area which you identified as a PSW (Provincially Significant Wetland) seems to 
be a fair way from the hatched area. Did you say that Conservation has approved, or given the clearance on 
this. Can you confirm if my observation on the boundary of the wetland is correct?  
Ms. Menzies: Correct. This site is not within the boundary of the wetland, and in fact, the developable area 
we've identified is in some cases a considerable distance away from the wetland. That has been confirmed by 
the Conservation Authority and they provided no objection to development. 
 

ii. Parties Opposing the Application 
 
There were no parties in opposition of this application. 
 

iii. Response by Parties Supporting the Application (if Applicable) 
 
There was no response required by the applicant.  
 
 2355573 Ontario Inc. (Eastdale) 
 

i. Parties Supporting the Application 
 
Kris Menzies, MHBC Planning appeared before the Hearing on behalf of 2355573 Ontario Inc. (Eastdale) 
and generally reported as follows: 
 
I’m here representing 2355573 Ontario Inc., my name is Kris Menzies, and I’m a Planner and Partner with 
MHBC Planning. This is the second portion of the same property which was just discussed. It is on the north 
side of the site, and being referred to as Eastdale, because it fronts onto Eastdale Drive. Similarly, it is part of 
an 88 hectare property, the developable portion of the site which is subject to this Official Plan Amendment is 
5.24 hectares in area. A concept plan was prepared related to this site. 

[Referencing image on slide deck] There are a series of lines on this property, but the important ones relate to 
the dark green lines. That is the identified, surveyed, and approved Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry 
Provincially Significant Wetland (PSW) limit. There are two subsequent lines beside that which represent a 15 
meter and a 30 meter setback from that PSW boundary, and the Conservation Authority has identified that they 
are content with those setbacks as it relates to the development limit of this proposal. There are various 
aspects of the site which are well beyond the 30 meter proposed buffer to the PSW. This area is, as it relates 
to PSW, available for development. However, this portion of the site is also subject to floodplain. There has 
been a detailed floodplain analysis done by Burnside, including a Floodplain Study, a Drainage Study, a 
Hydrogeological Study, and an Archaeological Study. The findings of those studies have been accepted by the 
Town of Wasaga Beach Engineering department, as well as the Nottawasaga Valley Conservation Authority. I 
will also identify that this [referencing image on slide deck] is a limit of a PSW as well, so there's this portion of 
land as identified as ‘Rural’ in the Town Official Plan.  

[Referencing images on slide deck] We have not studied the boundary of that, or looked at doing anything in 
here. The development only looked at the confirmed boundary of the PSW in that location. Once again, this is 
a map which identifies the existing land use designations in the Town’s Official Plan. Eastdale Drive is located 
in this area with residential development to the north. The white block is currently designated ‘Residential’ 
within the Town’s Official Plan. A portion of this site has been identified for development, and the Municipality 
has targeted this area for residential development in the future. That’s a long-standing residential approval. 
The brown areas, including this area down here, are currently identified as ‘Rural’ within the Town’s Official 
Plan, and the purple areas are their ‘Natural Heritage Category 1’. Wasaga Beach has identified this the 
‘Natural Heritage Category 1’ in this particular instance because of the wetland. They’ve identified this area as 
wetland, and this area as wetland. The refined boundary is staked, and identified, and approved by MNRF, and 
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actually shows a different boundary area. As you can see, the development area, which is in the hatched, 
looks like this. 

[Referencing an image on the slide deck] In fact, this area and this area were found to be part of the PSW. We 
are in a bit of a unique situation in that the area of land that we are asking for consideration for a portion of the 
20,000 population is not the entire developable area. The reason why that is, is part of it is already Residential, 
so the only area under your program that we need to request the population allocation is that area which is 
going from ‘Rural’ to ‘Residential’. Notwithstanding the fact that this is the development limit right here, this is 
already ‘Residential’. This is the only area which is ‘Rural’, which we are seeking the population allocation. In 
fact, the ‘Rural’ area we are seeking is 2.5 hectares in size. 

The development area is 2 ¼ hectares. The population allocation is for a portion of the site, County Council 
does not allocate population on land which is already residential. The white is the development area subject to 
very site specific policies at the Town level. Similarly, the Town identified an Official Plan Amendment, and 
adopted an Official Plan Amendment based on 156 units on the site, and the site specific policies are the same 
as Deerbrook except for the unit count. Trail Master Plan, Tree Preservation Plan as required, and approval 
from the Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry to address any species at risk matters. I can advise that 
the Ministry has identified that they have no concerns with species at risk on this site. 

I want to explain how we came to the population allocation. There is an “amoeba” of ‘Rural’ land on this site; 
it’s not a nice square, and it’s not the whole development area. Town Council saw fit to adopt an Official Plan 
Amendment of a maximum 156 units on this site, and the area going from ‘Rural’ to ‘Residential’ is only a 
portion of the developable area, so we had to determine what is the actual population of the portion of land 
that’s ‘Rural’. The way we figured that out is the area that’s going from ‘Rural’ to ‘Residential’ represents 48% 
of the total development area. A little less than half. The maximum population of the whole thing is 361. We 
don’t have to ask for the 361, because some land is partly ‘Residential’. 

What we did to calculate was based on 156 units times 2.31 persons per unit. If you translate that into 48% of 
361 of the total, on the ‘Rural’ area, we need a population request of 174. I just want to be clear to County 
Council, there’s more people proposed on this site; however we do not need to ask for a population allocation 
for those areas that are not ‘Rural’. There is more development area than we are asking for population 
allocation on, because we are partially approved for residential development on this property. 

I don’t want to go through the criteria that you need to do, you’ve heard that effectively from Dave and others. 
We are asking for 174 people. Similarly to Deerbrook, the site can be serviced in accordance with the 
provincial plans. It is proposed to be fully serviced. The services on this property are at the property boundary 
on the West, and the property to the north, the ‘Residential’ lands to the north are currently privately serviced. 
The Town of Wasaga Beach has identified that area as a future staging area for services. It is our opinion that 
if we bring services down Eastdale to provide for this, should the municipality choose to service the lands to 
the north, we will be oversizing our services to provide for that opportunity. 

As we are proposing a little under 37 units per hectare, we contribute to the density that is prescribed as a 
minimum for this municipality, which is 32 people or jobs per hectare. We contribute to a complete community, 
the site has on it a proposed a community center as well, which is a little bit different than the Deerbrook’s site. 
The phasing policies are similar to Deerbrook and that we are providing servicing in a timely manner. There is 
efficient design on the site. We’re utilizing existing infrastructure and public service facilities. 

There is no previous phases on the site. We provide jobs on the site as the site is subject to a community 
centre, and it is proposed to be a condominium development. It is a condominium as it relates to the roads, not 
condominium as it relates to the units. There is single detached and townhouse units proposed on this site. 
The site is not subject the Lake Simcoe Protection Plan. It is supported by the transportation infrastructure 
that’s on the site as according to our TIS (Traffic Impact Study). My opinion, it adheres to the other growth 
management policies, and doesn’t involve the expansion of the settlement boundary. We’ve gone through 
some of these as well. 
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Once again, 3.5.16, we don’t need an EA (Environmental Assessment) to do this development. With respect to 
the issues which are to be considered, but not part of the more prescribed list Wasaga Beach is not part of a 
hierarchy of settlements. The application does contain employment and residential uses. It’s not a brownfield. 
There are townhouses on the site proposed, so it does provide an opportunity for affordable units. There are 
trails proposed, and once again, there is a requirement for trail master plan according to the Official Plan 
policies. There is an opportunity, when we expand services, for the municipality, should they choose to provide 
services elsewhere in the municipality. The site is not in a primary settlement area. Critical and mass servicing, 
same criteria as Deerbrook. 

This site is not in a rural settlement area, and Wasaga Council has seen fit to adopt the Official Plan 
Amendment to allow this to proceed.  County Council’s planning staff have reviewed this, and are 
recommending approval of it. We are asking for 174 persons on this site. Notwithstanding that the merits of the 
OPA itself are not before this committee, we have had an Archaeology Report, an Environmental Impact 
Statement, a Traffic Impact Study, numerous floodplain studies undertaken, which are far beyond what is 
typically considered for an OPA. The conservation authority has signed off, MNRF has signed off. 

I have done a planning analysis that identifies the site conforms and complies with both the Growth Plan in 
totality, as well as the Provincial Policy Statement, and the County Official Plan. I have run through this very 
quickly, but some of the component parts were very similar to Deerbrook. I thought it would be prudent to allow 
the committee more time to ask questions. 

 
The questions and answers from Council were generally reported as follows: 
 
Councillor Cox: Can you tell me the total population for this property between Eastdale and Deerbrook 
including the portions that you are not asking for allocation on? 
Ms. Menzies: It sits at around 580. 
Councillor Cox: Council members received a letter with concern with what protection does the wetland in the 
middle of the developments have in the future? Are there any safeguards that would be put in place for 
fertilizer, runoff, etc.? 
Ms. Menzies: The development in Ontario is prescribed by the Provincial Policy Statements. With respect to 
the applicability here, the two that are most common and the two that are applicable is the Growth Plan and 
Provincial Policy Statement. It's currently the Provincial Policy Statement that identifies the rules and 
regulations about how, when, and if development can take place in or adjacent to Provincially Significant 
Wetlands. Most protection is afforded to a Provincially Significant Wetlands. This is an identified Provincially 
Significant Wetland. The Provincial Policy Statement in effect says, "You cannot develop within a Provincially 
Significant Wetland." We are not proposing development in it. Provincial Policy Statement also says, "You are 
to study within 120 meters of the boundary of that wetland to determine if there's any negative impact to that 
wetland." We've undertaken that study, and the negative impact relates to the specific proposal for 
development, it doesn't relate to whether or not any kind of development is. Residential development with 
residential rules in this particular case. Based on those studies which were done by a qualified biology team 
and a review of those studies pulled from MNRF, as well as the Nottawasaga Valley Conservation Authority, 
they were content that this development can proceed without any negative impact to that wetland. There are 
also opportunities that we can do, as owners of the land, which will be discussed with the municipality when we 
go into detailed design, to provide opportunities to provide information to the residents of that area, related to 
the wetland, it's function, what you can do there, what you can't do there. Those are common practices that 
come out of subdivision agreements and criteria. There have been many developments within Simcoe County 
that reviewed developments adjacent to a wetland, and this one is very similar. On top of that, we have done 
an extensive amount of flood planning related to how the floodplain in this area works and functions, and those 
have both been accepted by Town engineering as well as the Nottawasaga Valley Conservation Authority, 
which as you all know, their major mandate is flooding within their jurisdictional boundary. 
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Councillor French: [Referencing slide deck] I am a little confused when you said part of it is already 
residential, can you go back to the map? Unfortunately there's no overlay there, so what would the distance 
between Eastdale and the border of the subject to population? 
Ms. Menzies: I haven't measured it, I would suggest to you it's approximately 40 meters. 
Councillor French: For the sake of argument, 120 - 130 feet. Now, there's no approvals or site-plan approvals 
for that at present time, is there? 
Ms. Menzies: There is. The operational instrument is a draft plan, there is no draft plan on the existing 
residentially designated lands. 
Councillor French: So right now, it wouldn't have necessarily been townhomes? If you wouldn't have gotten 
the rest of that property, there's nothing that is dictated that these would be townhouses or high-density, unless 
it's approved by Council, is that correct? 
Ms. Menzies: There would have to be an analysis under the existing Provincial framework, County framework 
and Town framework to do certain things like achieve the 32, or contribute to the 32 residents or jobs per 
hectare. That's one compliant part. How that would manifest itself in a built form along that strip, we've not 
done that analysis, I don't know whether the townhouses would have come to fruition, or not. 
Councillor French: My understanding of jobs is not the construction jobs, it's the sustainable jobs. What 
sustainable jobs are going to be created by either one of these developments in this area? 
Ms. Menzies: The proposal for the Eastdale site is to develop condominium and a condominium tenure. The 
condominium at this point, once again, we have not made that application, is for a common ailment for the 
roads, and for the community centre which is proposed on the site. That's going to require maintenance 
people, that's going to require opportunities for the budget that's associated with a condominium and various 
other things that go to running that corporation, so there's an opportunity for jobs in that particular place. 
Similarly, the municipality allows for home occupations to occur, I appreciate we're not mandating that. But 
there is that opportunity for jobs as well. 
 
Councillor Little: Do any of the Wetland areas need to be transferred over to the Conservation Authority, who 
will be looking after those wetland areas?  
Ms. Menzies: The disposition of what happens to that wetland, i.e. the ownership, will be determined at the 
draft-plan stage, assuming we get that far. We have not entered into any discussion whether or not any public 
authority would want the lands, so we'll cross that bridge assuming we get to that bridge. 
 
Councillor Leduc: Can you explain how you got the 48%? 
Ms. Menzies: The requirement in the County Official Plan and the Growth Plan is that a population request is 
made on lands ‘not for urban use’. Lands ‘not for urban use’ are defined as lands which are designated ‘Rural’ 
or ‘Agricultural’. Lands designated anything else are not subject to the population request. We have lands on 
that property that are ‘Residential’, not subject to the population request. Of course, then if there is any 
divvying up of the pie that was already effectively allocated population. We have lands, to use a generic term, 
designated EP. That’s similarly not part of the population request. Of what’s left is little less than half that is 
‘Rural’. 
 

ii. Parties Opposing the Application 
 
Mario Nobrega and Dave Feldpusch, appeared before the Hearing on behalf of Concerned Citizens for 
Wasaga Beach Wetlands and generally reported as follows: 
 
My name is Mario Nobrega of Twin Pines Drive, Wasaga Beach. My friend here, Dave Feldpusch from 18 Twin 
Pines Drive, Wasaga Beach. Work and family commitments, and the timing of this meeting are major reasons 
for our reduced numbers. 

Our mission is to protect our ‘Provincially Significant Heritage 1’ wetlands, thus preserving the many benefits 
we enjoy today for future generations. Our objective also, is to encourage development towards the core of the 
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Town where important services, infrastructure already in place are not, on this site, far removed from the core, 
and lacking proper infrastructure.  

[Referencing slide deck] 70% of wetlands in Ontario have been lost or degraded. Prior to the European 
settlement, wetlands covered 25% of Southern Ontario. By the turn of the 21st century, this has decreased to 
7%. The issue is the protection of our ‘Provincially Significant Wetlands Heritage 1’. Heritage 1 is important in 
Wasaga Beach. It’s a parcel of land of 88 hectares located east of Allenwood Beach, 1 km on the Georgian 
Bay. Immediately to its east is Springwater Township. What is proposed is 276 units on these wetlands. We 
need to look at this in a consolidated basis. 

In 2004 Nottawasaga Valley Conservation Authority (NVCA) produced a report which said, “It supports a 
concentration of diverse natural heritage features and functions that is unmatched elsewhere within the 
watershed. The diversity of rare vegetation communities within the Town of Wasaga Beach is unparalleled 
within the remainder of Nottawasaga Valley Conservation Authority.” Our question would be why would NVCA 
alter the site which created the opportunity for the proposed development to go forward? We’ve now found out, 
as of last night, it's not just the NVCA, but the Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry. We have written to 
the NVCA on September 23. We wrote the Minister of Natural Resources and the Minister of the Environment 
on October 6. We are still awaiting replies. 

Let me turn to the acts governing the Provincially Significant Wetlands Heritage 1. Over many years with the 
collective efforts of all stakeholders: scientists, environmentalists, locals, and especially elders in the 
community, a body of protective policies, official plans were developed, and while I’m sure you’re all familiar 
with them please allow me to summarize key elements. The 2014 Provincial Policy Statement, Simcoe County 
Official Plan, and the Town of Wasaga Beach Official Plan are all in sync with development and site alteration 
shall not be permitted in significant wetlands. The Town of Wasaga Beach Official Plan, and the Simcoe 
County Official Plan has common ground in terms of setbacks of 120 meters provided, has been demonstrated 
that there will be no negative impacts on the natural features, or on their ecological functions.” 

How do you connect the dots with this plan? This is a plan of development on Eastdale Drive. It has a very 
large green area. You’ve seen it on the screen prior to our presentation. [Referencing slide deck] The green is 
the wetland boundary. Then you have two other boundaries. A 30 meter boundary, and a 15 meter boundary. 
That is not in compliance with the 120 m boundary that’s been set by both Simcoe County and the Town of 
Wasaga. When you look at this you will see that the 30 m boundary is in the bedrooms of some of these 
townhouses that are planned to be developed. If the 120 m setback is now changed then we citizens need to 
understand why, and what will be the implications of that change?  

Some further information: the Ontario Wetland Conservation Strategy, there are seven key principles of the 
vision in this strategy. I will only focus on two of the seven. Important priorities, wetlands shall be conserved 
based on three key pillars: protection - retain existing wetlands; mitigation - minimize further damage to 
wetlands; and restoration - improve wetland function on the landscape. Protection of Provincially Significant 
Wetlands is a priority, but conservation of all wetlands is encouraged. Here are some slides of our wetlands. 
Here’s what you’re being called to approve: population allocation. This was taken in spring of 2016. This slide 
gives you an idea of the average height of the water. 3 to 4 feet above the surface in the peak season of spring 
and summer, an early summer. It’s a very high water table, so please bear that in mind. Water table near, at or 
above the surface averaging 4 to 6 months of the year. 

The wetlands functions and benefits. You’re more aware of this than I am. If I just focus on one area where it’s 
probably not understood. In our calculations, our wetlands produce $1.2 million in economic benefits each 
year. You can find this in the documentation of the Ontario Wetlands Conservation Strategy. How is the 
wetlands going to be protected if construction proceeds? The watering: because of the high-water table for 
three or four months during construction the area has to be dewatered to allow for the construction 
implementation of water surge, hydro, etc. What will that do to the rest of the wetlands? Potentially we can 
have 800 to 1000 residents and visitors summer, winter. 
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How are the wetlands going to be protected from these residents and visitors? A fence is proposed to be built. 
How will the fence protect the wetlands? In terms of training of trades’ personnel, it’s suggested, recommended 
that someone from the developer would train, supervise the many tradespeople who will be there to build 
homes. To look out for a snake. Protect the ecosystems. How is that reasonable? How can that be common 
sense? Refueling is another issue which will impact refueling of the vehicles, etc. So, we ask you certain 
questions. Is it wise to destroy the wetland given its proven benefits? Is it wise to place higher density 
development away from the core? Is it wise to rely on experts to place a disclaimer at the front of their work? 

Question for the engineers and environmental firms. Are they prepared to give an unconditional, certified 
written guarantee? Yes or no? Why disregard eyewitness accounts, local history, and local knowledge for 
inadequate research, inadequate analysis, and propose solutions with no guarantees, no warranties, and 
accountabilities in the event it fails. Your Worship, Councillors, at the end of the day the proposed plan, 
mitigation and construction practices, density of population, and concentration of foundations in saturated 
water table environment has not, and cannot realistically give certified approvals that the wetland will be 
protected, and remediate pollution to ultimately protect the wetland and area beaches. No water, no life. We 
implore that you choose responsible governance before the remaining 7% is gone. 

Ultimately, at the end of the day, you make decisions that lead to destruction or preservation of our water 
resources. Destroying or preserving life. The choice is between monetary value versus the importance of 
known benefits of the ecosystems, wetlands, and ultimately water resource quality and quantity which is vital 
for life. Impacting not only the immediate area but expanding the negative impact factor to all other wetland 
complexes. Tiny Marsh, Wye Marsh, Minesing Wetland, Nottawasaga River and tributaries, etc., and affecting 
other surrounding municipalities and counties. 

We ask that you hold this decision-making process, defer population allocation, and engage in a responsible, 
reliable dialogue for research and analysis to conclusively prove beyond a doubt that this development will not 
destroy the wetlands, destroy the remaining wetlands, and ultimately protect the beaches that the Town of 
Wasaga Beach, and you, the County of Simcoe and lower-tier municipalities economically benefit from. Your 
colleagues before you wrote these acts and regulations, official plans with great insight, and vision, and 
consultation with local and other experts to protect these vital natural resources. We ask you please think 
carefully of what this proposed development will do to the wetlands. We will not see the implications of it. It will 
be your children, your grandchildren, so vote your conscience. Thank you, Your Worship. 

 
The questions and answers from Council were generally reported as follows: 
 
Councillor O’Donnell: These pictures you have in your presentation and the average height of the water that 
you show on the trees three to four feet above, were these pictures taken on the land that is proposed to be 
developed? 
Mr. Nobrega: Most of them were taken between 50 to 100 meters away from Eastdale Drive, but the land in 
question - there is water that you speak of. 
Councillor O’Donnell: I sit on the Lake Simcoe Conservation Board, and the CAO of the Nottawasaga 
Conservation Board was our CAO for six years that I sat on that board, and I cannot believe that they would 
approve this subdivision if it’s the way you say it is. I just have a hard time buying that, so there’s something 
astray here someplace because we’ve got Simcoe County, the planners of Wasaga Beach, Nottawasaga, 
saying this is okay for development, and you’re saying that there’s 3 to 4 feet of water 100 feet away from this 
above the land. 
Mr. Nobrega:  We live there, sir. We walk it. I don’t disagree with your comment, your question. That is why we 
have written to NVCA. We have written to the Minister of Environment, the Minister of Natural Resources and 
we would like information so that we could be more enlightened if that’s the case. The way it stands now is not 
a good idea. 
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Councillor French: I appreciate your passionate comments, but do you have any professional opinions that 
support any of your premise? 
Mr. Nobrega: No we don’t. 
Councillor French: That makes it difficult for us, just to be very honest, because we do receive reports. The 
one thing, and I want to make sure you're aware, and it's my understanding and was pointed out here, are you 
aware that the only that is being approved today, if it is, is population allocation, not necessarily these 
developments as we've seen them? 
Mr. Nobrega: To answer your question about professionals, we do not have various financial resources. We 
depend on the people we elect and their staff to do a thorough job. That's why we pay our taxes. We have 
concerns about the analysis and investigation of this particular deal. Will we have the resources down the line? 
We do not know. We'll have to sit with our members and decide what each and every one is prepared to do. To 
be more specific, you know, had we known that this land was going to be sold for $350,000 in September 2013 
by the Town of Wasaga Beach, you can rest assured that I would have been out there campaigning with 
everyone to raise the money to buy it. But, we did not know about it and I just moved to Wasaga Beach. So, to 
answer your question, we do not have the financial resources to pay lawyers and engineers to do what we 
think should be done by our staff that we employ and pay. 
 

iii. Response by Parties Supporting the Application (if Applicable) 
 
There was no response provided by the party supporting the application.  
 
I.  DELIBERATION AND DECISION 

1. 2081788 Ontario Corp.  
 

The discussion from Council on the recommendation was generally reported as follows: 
 
Councillor Saunderson: What are the implications of the fact that we've really heard only from one side in 
some of these clarifications, there hasn't been any contra side, so if we're looking at the civil probabilities, 
bounds and probabilities in deciding these things, do we have the ability to, because of the discretion, move 
beyond what we've heard today, or are we bound by what we hear from the proponents? Or we can object? 
Solicitor Green: It's analogous to a situation where there has been no defense filed, and the only evidence 
before the tribunal at that point is the evidence you have heard. Now in planning matters, I've been involved in 
a couple of situations where the board has decided based on their own experience that they aren't going to buy 
the evidence. There was a famous case involving the Township of Oro-Medonte where the board in fact did 
hear, in essence, no professional evidence opposing, and, yet, still turned down the application so there's a 
heavy onus if you are going to do that, you have to go on something more than just a notion. Generally, you 
should make a decision on the evidence which you have heard. If no one has opposed, I think you take the 
position that no one is opposed unless you have some very specific thing in mind of your own, you should 
decide on the evidence. 

Resolution  

Moved by: Councillor Cox 
Seconded by: Councillor McKay 
 
That having received and read the submitted Application, read the staff report, heard those in support 
of an Application, heard those in opposition of an Application, the Application by 2081788 Ontario Corp. 
is approved as submitted. 

Carried 
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2. Wasaga Dunes Resort Inc.  

The discussion from Council on the recommendation was generally reported as follows: 

Councillor French:  The difficulty I have is that I know in the future there's going to be higher density 
development around it, but on that piece of property you're going to end up forever an isolated, little patch of 
high density development, which to me, that entire area would be such a nice, natural heritage feature for the 
future development. I'm not supportive of this movement. 

Resolution 

Moved by: Councillor Little 
Seconded by: Councillor Bifolchi 
 
That having received and read the submitted Application, read the staff report, heard those in support 
of an Application, heard those in opposition of an Application, the Application by Wasaga Dunes Resort 
Inc. is approved as submitted. 
 

Carried 

3. 2355573 Ontario Inc. - Deerbrook 

The discussion from Council on the recommendation was generally reported as follows: 

Councillor Clarke: This is all within the existing settlement area I would assume? 
Dir. Parks: All the applications are within an existing settlement boundary. 
Councillor Clarke: But this is an isolated pocket. Kind of off by itself. 
Dir. Parks: But it’s within the settlement boundary. Yes. 
 
Councillor French: When I saw the map, and it's such a small sliver of developable land far away from 
everything, again, I have to make the comment just because it has the potential for development doesn’t 
necessarily mean it’s good community planning so, again, I will not support this application. 
 
Councillor Clarke: I don’t support this particular application. I see the farmland right next door, and I see this 
one little-isolated pocket of development, and I just don’t think it’s good planning. The settlement area should 
have been adjusted. 
 
Councillor Keffer: County passed Official Plan Amendment number 1 which has highly vulnerable aquifers 
that are now a part of decision processes. In Wasaga Beach, quite a large percentage of that is part of the 
highly vulnerable aquifer. Have we done a study for this particular application? Is that part of the map that we 
have for highly vulnerable aquifers? 
Dir. Parks: That review will transpire when we review the Official Plan Amendment and application.  

 
Councillor Little: Have all these applications, Official Plan Amendments, come through the local municipal as 
being forwarded as okay? 
Dir. Parks: Yes, all the applications have been approved by the local municipality, and we have the 
applications in hand in the planning department and will be providing a report in January, but they all have 
been approved at the local level. 
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Resolution 

Moved by: Councillor Walma 
Seconded by: Councillor Ross 
 
That having received and read the submitted Application, read the staff report, heard those in support 
of an Application, heard those in opposition of an Application, the Application 2355573 Ontario Inc. 
(Deerbrook) is approved as submitted. 
 

Carried 

4. 2355573 Ontario Inc. - Eastdale 

The discussion from Council on the recommendation was generally reported as follows: 

Councillor Walma: Just seeing as we had some discussion about the Nottawasaga Valley Conservation 
Authorities’ adjustment of the boundary for the Provincially Significant Wetlands, without further information or 
discussion on that I won’t be supporting the motion. 
 
Councillor French: The proximity makes more sense than the previous application because it is across the 
road from an existing development, but I guess the original residential area which may have been a lot lower 
density having less impact on it, I would support a very low population allocation for a very small development, 
but for what we’ve tabled I cannot support. 
 
Councillor Bifolchi: To Councilor Walma’s question, the MNRF being the sole approval authority, they have 
been on site, they have accepted the new wetland boundary. When they went in with the NVCA and the 
consultants, they did their study and parts of it were deemed not to be in a wetland area anymore, but other 
parts needed to be included in, so that’s where the new lines have been defined and have been approved by 
the MNRF. 
 
Councillor Cornell: Just clarification. Reference was made to 120 meter setback requirement. Are we 15 and 
30 or 30 and 90? 
Dir. Parks: What you have was the discussion that any development within 120 meters of a Provincially 
Significant Wetland has to go through an EIS. That's what's transpired. Based on those results, the setbacks 
are established. This development was within 120 meters. Resulting in this map. 
 
Councillor French: Explain to me again [referencing an image on a slide deck] because obviously, the tight 
dotted line goes through community center, and  looks like it does go through some of the bedrooms of some 
of the homes. Development and building is permitted in that area? 
Dir. Parks: Yes, it is. That line was establishing the EIS. 

Resolution 

Moved by: Councillor Little 
Seconded by: Councillor O’Donnell 
 
That having received and read the submitted Application, read the staff report, heard those in support 
of an Application, heard those in opposition of an Application, the Application by 2355573 Ontario Inc. 
(Eastdale) is approved as submitted. 

Carried 
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J.  Adjournment 

  Resolution 

Moved by: Councillor Clarke 
Second by: Councillor O’Donnell 

 
That the hearing be adjourned at 4:40 p.m. 

Carried 


