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COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 
AGENDA 

Tuesday, June 2nd, 2026 
Immediately Following the Public Meeting – Zoning By-Law Amendments at 5:30 p.m. 

Municipal Office – Council Chambers – 217 Harper Road 

Livestream Link: Livestream Link 
 

 
5:30 p.m. Public Meeting – Zoning By-Law Amendments 
Following Committee of the Whole Meeting 
 
Chair, Councillor Angela Pierman 
 
1. CALL TO ORDER 

2. NOTICE OF LIVESTREAMING 

3. AMENDMENTS/APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

4. DISCLOSURE OF PECUNIARY INTEREST AND/OR CONFLICT OF INTEREST  
AND GENERAL NATURE THEREOF 

5. APPROVAL OF MINUTES OF PUBLIC MEETINGS    
 
None. 
 

6. DELEGATIONS AND PRESENTATIONS 
 

i) Presentation: Perth and District Union Public Library Update – attached, 
page 8. 
Erika Heesen, Chief Executive Officer/Chief Librarian, Perth and District Union 
Public Library 
  
Suggested Recommendation to Council: 
“THAT, the Perth and District Union Public Library Update presentation on 
June 2nd, 2026, be received for information.” 

  

https://us06web.zoom.us/j/84945057221?pwd=G4aaLyctprzKwgWw3jVms5IbrFdbbF.1#success
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ii) Delegation: Maberly Pines Subdivision Proposal – attached, page 12. 
Frank Johnson. 
 
Suggested Recommendation to Council: 
“THAT, the Maberly Pines Subdivision Proposal delegation provided by Frank 
Johnson on June 2nd, 2026 be received for information.” 
 

iii) Delegation: Maberly Pines Subdivision Proposal – attached, page 14. 
Frank Sammut. 
 
Suggested Recommendation to Council: 
“THAT, the Maberly Pines Subdivision Proposal delegation provided by Frank 
Sammut on June 2nd, 2026 be received for information.” 
 

iv) Delegation: Maberly Pines Subdivision Proposal – attached, page 25. 
Richard Mosley. 
 
Suggested Recommendation to Council: 
“THAT, the Maberly Pines Subdivision Proposal delegation provided by 
Richard Mosley on June 2nd, 2026 be received for information.” 
 

7. PRIORITY ISSUES 
 

 

  

i) Report #CAO-2026-17 - Maberly Pines Subdivision - Capital Charge 
Update and Next Steps – attached, page 27. 
Amanda Mabo, Chief Administrative Officer/Clerk. 

Suggested Recommendation to Council: 
“THAT, Tender #2025-PW-004 for the Maberly Pines Subdivision – Road Work 
be awarded to Crains’ Construction Ltd. to complete the brushing and road 
base work in 2026 and the surface treatment in 2027 for the Maberly Pines 
Subdivision; 
 
THAT, the roads within the Maberly Pines Subdivision be assumed once the 
brushing and road base work is completed for the Maberly Pines Subdivision; 
 
AND THAT, once the costs for the work are known, a capital charge under Part 
XII of the Municipal Act, 2001, be applied to the benefiting properties.” 
 
 
Suggested Recommendation to Council: 
“THAT, staff be authorized to notify Hydro One to proceed with the Maberly 
Pines Subdivision – Completion Project as outlined in Report #CAO-2026-17.” 
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ii) Report #PD-2026-08 – General Amendments to the Comprehensive Zoning
By-Law 02-121 – attached, page 41.
Noelle Reeve, Planner

Suggested Recommendation to Council:
“THAT, the proposed amendments to Zoning By-Law 02-121 as outlined in
Report #PD-2026-08 - General Amendments to Comprehensive Zoning By-Law
02-121 be agreed for public consultation at a Public Meeting to be held in
August 2026;

AND THAT, the Planner seek feedback from lake associations, the farm 
community, social organizations, businesses, environmental groups and others 
through outreach including at their events over the summer.” 

iii) Report #PWM-2026-11 – Long Lake Road and Miner’s Point Road Works –
attached, page 54.
Sean Ervin, Public Works Manager.

Suggested Recommendation to Council:
“THAT, the 2026 budget amount of $31,200 for Long Lake Road improvements
be reduced to $12,500 and the remaining amount of $18,700 be allocated for
improvements on Miner’s Point Road.”

iv) Appointment of Soccer Volunteers.

Suggested Recommendation to Council:
“THAT, the Council of the Corporation of Tay Valley Township appoint the
following volunteers for the Tay Valley Soccer Program, subject to the Criminal
Records Check Policy:

• Paul Light
• Jamie-Lee Breach
• Breanne Mayo-Duff
• Tony McNally
• Teaghan Durnin
• Pieter ter Haar
• Charlottle Cinkant
• Tony McNally
• Rebecca Lortie
• Shane Reid
• Andrew Graham
• Mike McGonegal
• Doug Duff.”
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8. CORRESPONDENCE

i) 26-05-27 – Council Communication Package – attached, page 57.

Suggested Recommendation to Council:
“THAT, the 26-05-27 Council Communication Package be received for
information.”

ii) 26-05-08 – Eastern Ontario Warden’s Caucus (EOWC): Ontario Most
Outdated Property Reassessment in Canada: A Call to Return to Property
Tax Reassessment Cycle – attached, page 60.

Suggested Recommendation to Council:
“THAT, the Council of the Corporation of Tay Valley Township supports the
May 8th, 2026 Eastern Ontario Warden’s Caucus’ (EOWC) resolution regarding
the Ontario Most Outdated Property Reassessment in Canada: A Call to Return
to Property Tax Reassessment Cycle;

AND THAT, a copy of this resolution be circulated to the Honourable Doug
Ford, Premier of Ontario; the Honourable Peter Bethlenfalvy, Minister of
Finance; EOWC Members of Provincial Parliament; the Association of
Municipalities of Ontario; the Rural Ontario Municipal Association; the Municipal
Property Assessment Corporation; the Ontario Big City Mayors; the Western
Ontario Wardens’ Caucus; the Mayors and Regional Chairs of Ontario; the
Federation of Northern Ontario Municipalities; all EOWC municipalities and the
EOWC.”

iii) 26-05-18 – Prince Edward County: Resolution No. 2026-208 Regarding
Reinstating the Requirements for Compliance with the Freedom of
Information and Protection of Privacy Act – attached, page 62.

Suggested Recommendation to Council:

“WHEREAS, all residents of Ontario have the right to fair, open and democratic
government;

AND WHEREAS, all elected representatives, municipal and provincial alike, in
Ontario have a duty to faithfully execute the powers and trust placed in them
and willingly swear an oath to this effect and are subject to fair public scrutiny;

AND WHEREAS, the Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act
(FIPPA) and the Municipal Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy
Act (MFIPPA) are essential tools to protect Ontarians against privacy breaches,
and abuses of power;

AND WHEREAS, the Province of Ontario enacted Bill 97, the Plan to Protect
Ontario Act (Budget Measures), 2026, which received Royal Assent on April 24,
2026, and introduced significant amendments to both FIPPA and MFIPPA to
alter statutory timelines and privacy governance frameworks;
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 AND WHEREAS, the amendments introduced via Bill 97 have created a 
jurisdictional imbalance by excluding records held by provincial Ministers, their 
offices, and staff from the application of FIPPA, while maintaining the statutory 
responsibilities and administrative burdens for municipal elected officials and 
staff under MFIPPA, thereby establishing higher standards for transparency 
and personal record accountability for municipal governments; 

AND WHEREAS, excluding members of the highest offices and their staff from 
reasonable public access requests and records retention creates security 
concerns, reinforces the appearance of self-dealing and is contrary to the public 
interest; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT, Tay Valley Township Councill 
call on the Province to reinstate requirements for compliance with FIPPA to 
ensure that the Premier, Ministers, and their staff are subject to proper and fair 
public scrutiny like all other elected representatives in Ontario;  

THAT, the Government of Ontario implement recommendations of the 
Information and Privacy Commissioner of Ontario to increase and ensure 
proper security, record keeping and democratic accountability;  

AND THAT, this resolution be circulated to Premier Doug Ford, Minister of 
Finance Bethlenfalvy, MPP John Jordan, the Association of Municipalities of 
Ontario (AMO), the Federation of Canadian Municipalities (FCM) and the 444 
municipalities of Ontario.” 

iv) 26-05-13 – Corridor Train Alliance – Eastern Ontario High Speed Rail
Advocacy – attached, page 64.
Reeve Rob Rainer.

9. COMMITTEE, BOARD & EXTERNAL ORGANIZATION UPDATES

i) Bolingbroke Cemetery Board – deferred to the next meeting.

ii) Committee of Adjustment.

26-05-25 – Draft Committee of Adjustment Hearing Minutes – attached, page
69.

iii) Fire Board – deferred to the next meeting.

iv) Library Board.

26-04-20 – Perth and District Union Public Library Board Minutes – attached,
page 74.
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v) Pinehurst Cemetery Board – deferred to the next meeting.

vi) Lanark County OPP Detachment Board.

26-04-15 – Lanark County OPP Detachment Board Meeting Minutes –
attached, page 76.

vii) Green Energy and Climate Change Working Group – deferred to the next 
meeting.

viii) Mississippi Valley Conservation Authority Board – deferred to the next 
meeting.

ix) Rideau Valley Conservation Authority Board.

26-04-23 – Rideau Valley Conservation Authority Board of Directors Meeting 
Draft Minutes – attached, page 85.

x) Lanark County Traffic Advisory Working Group – deferred to the next 
meeting.

xi) County of Lanark.
Reeve Rob Rainer and Deputy Reeve Fred Dobbie.

10. CLOSED SESSION

None.

11. DEFERRED ITEMS

*The following items will be discussed at the next and/or future meeting:

None. 

12. ADJOURNMENT
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Request for Delegation to the COW that considers the Maberly Pines 
Proposal (Presenter: Frank Johnson) 

The concerns expressed in this delegation address the following: 

1. General Issues 

Our document entitled Maberly Pines Critical Issues raised the following significant areas:  
a. Cost Estimates and Financial Risk. 
b. Second or third rounds of “Development Charges”? 
c. Property Value Assumptions. 
d. Long-term Township liability, which already total over $2million. 
e. Hydrogeological concerns.  These were raised in 2022 but never answered. 
f. Environmental concerns.  These will be addressed in  a separate request for 

delegation from our Lake Steward. 
2. Legal Concerns 

Our document entitled Maberly Pines Legal Concerns  raised the following significant areas: 
1. Township liability arising from predecessor townships’ failure to enforce developer 

obligations. 
2. The Township’s liability for PURs 
3. The legal position of Maberly Pines Property Owners 
4. The legal position of owners in the adjacent subdivisions 
5. The exposure of the Township to actions for negligence 
6. The risks and benefits of the proposed June 2026 approval timeline 
7. Key legal questions that require answers before any approval is granted. 

 
3. LCB Durability. 

The proposal is for “Low-Cost Bitumen” to be applied to the road surface in 2027.   
However, a core assumption of the proposal is that there will be four major dwelling 
construction projects each year for the next ten years.   
The impact of this amount of construction traffic each year on the “Low-Cost Bitumen” needs 
to be considered.  Quite simply, LCB is not designed for construction traffic. Considerable 
maintenance will be required as a direct result. 
A full engineering report is requested to permit informed decision making. 
 

4. Electrical Service Capacity and Duplication 

At the information session it was revealed that the current capacity available is sufficient for 
only ten properties.  Publicly available data is low resolution, but direct contact with the 
systems engineers at HydroOne can be made via 1(888)664-9376.   
A full disclosure is needed of the capacity of the Hydro One high voltage lines that feed 
Maberly Pines and surrounding districts, together with proposals and costs for expansion to 

https://lsrl.ca/wp-content/uploads/2026/05/Maberly_Pines_Critical_Analysis-RevA.pdf
https://lsrl.ca/wp-content/uploads/2026/05/Maberly_Pines_Legal_Concerns-RevA.pdf
https://oeb.planview.ca/Ontario-capacity-map
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achieve the target build in the project as well as the impact on development in adjacent 
areas.   
Further to these concerns there is an unresolved question about why properties with existing 
hydro service need to pay for a further development charge.  And why owners of multiple lots 
need to subscribe to multiple development charges even though the lots are maintained for 
natural habitat and not development. 
 

5. Further Actions Required 

The following issues should be addressed to enable Council to make a well-informed 
decision and avoid concerted opposition: 

1. Address the hydrogeological gap to demonstrate due diligence.  
2. Ensure full transparency on finances.   
3. Resolve the Security Lot issue.  
4. State the Township’s motivation clearly. 
5. Directly address the Working Group’s recommendations. 
6. Ensure that all delegations are noted and responded to fully. 
7. Address the conflict of construction and road completion. 
8. Extend the timeline for adequate consultation. 
9. Be prepared to consider alternate resolutions to the issues.  
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From: Richard Mosley 
Sent: May 26, 2026 11:08 PM 
To: TVT CAO <cao@tayvalleytwp.ca> 
Subject: RE: Request for Delegation to the upcoming COW meeting for discussion of the 
Maberly Pines proposal 

 

Ms. Mabo, 

For greater certainty, the essence of my delegation would be the following. 

As a property owner on Little Silver Lake since January 1980, I have serious concerns that 
the plan to encourage further development of the Maberly Pines subdivision will have an 
adverse effect on the value of my property. These concerns stem from the impact the 
development will have on both the quality of the surface water in Little Silver Lake and the 
adequacy of the ground water in the underlying aquifer. 

In my view, the quality of the water in Little Silver Lake has deteriorated since South 
Sherbrooke Township, predecessor to Tay Valley Township, permitted the construction of a 
dam to block the outflow of water from what was previously known as “Mud Lake” and 
renamed as Rainbow Lake for development purposes. Little Silver Lake is not as clear as it 
was prior to the construction of the dam. And there has been a steady expansion of weed 
growth along the shoreline. Both are factors which make properties along the shores of the 
lake less desirable. 

The quality and quantity of the ground water now available to our well may now be at risk 
from the build out of the fifty or so properties in Maberly Pines. Whether that will occur or not 
requires adequate research and monitoring of the aquifer’s depth.  To my knowledge, the 
only hydrogeological review conducted in the Maberly Pines subdivision was that conducted 
by BluMetric in 2022 based on samples drawn from one well. It is clear from the BluMetric 
study and other information readily available to the Township that the affected properties in 
Maberly Pines and the adjacent areas are all reliant on the same underlying ground water 
sources.  

To move ahead with approval of the proposal to encourage development of Maberly Pines 
without adequate study of the potential adverse impacts would be negligent and puts the 
value of my property at risk.  

Richard Mosley 

mailto:cao@tayvalleytwp.ca
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PRIORITY ISSUES  
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REPORT 
 

COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE MEETING 
June 2nd, 2026 

 
Report #CAO-2026-17 

Amanda Mabo, Chief Administrative Officer/Clerk  
 

MABERLY PINES SUBDIVISION – CAPITAL CHARGE UPDATE AND NEXT STEPS 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION(S) 
 
It is recommended: 
 
“THAT, Tender #2025-PW-004 for the Maberly Pines Subdivision - Road Work be awarded 
to Crains’ Construction Ltd. to complete the brushing and road base work in 2026 and the 
surface treatment in 2027 for the Maberly Pines Subdivision; 
 
THAT, the roads within the Maberly Pines Subdivision be assumed once the brushing and 
road base work is completed for the Maberly Pines Subdivision; 
 
AND THAT, once the costs for the work are known, a capital charge under Part XII of the 
Municipal Act, 2001, be applied to the benefiting properties.” 
 
 
It is recommended: 
 
“THAT, staff be authorized to notify Hydro One to proceed with the Maberly Pines 
Subdivision – Completion Project as outlined in Report #CAO-2026-17.” 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The Maberly Pines Subdivision is an older subdivision that dates back to the late 1970’s/early 
1980’s that was never completed by the developer.  A number of capital works are still 
outstanding, including bringing the roads up to a municipal standard so that they can be 
assumed and maintained by the Township, hydro design and servicing, and fire suppression. 
 
As new subdivisions develop, typically the developer constructs internal local roads and 
associated hydro for the benefitting properties. In addition, depending on the location of the 
subdivision, fire suppression supply is required by way of hydrants or water tanks. The works 
completed and paid for by the developer are eventually assumed by the Township to operate, 
maintain and eventually replace. 
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In the Maberly Pines subdivision, there is no longer one developer to undertake the 
outstanding works.  As such, in order to complete the subdivision works, the Township is 
proposing to undertake the works and recover the capital costs through charges imposed 
under the authority of the Municipal Act, 2001 for the Maberly Pines subdivision benefitting 
properties.   
 
By completing the works, the roads would then be assumed and maintained by the Township.  
The roads would no longer be private unassumed roads, and road access agreements and 
the associated insurance, would no longer be required.  Individual property owners would no 
longer have liability with regards to the maintenance of the roads.  In addition, because the 
Municipality is dealing directly with Hydro One rather than individual property owners dealing 
with Hydro One, hydro is available in the subdivision for the design cost of $5,000*.  
However, if individual properties were to install hydro this would cost on average 
$11,000/pole plus hookup costs. 
 
*If 49 lots install hydro within a 10-year period – see below for further information on this. 
 
The subdivision contains a total of fifty-six (56) lots, of which ten (10) are already developed 
and the balance vacant. At least two (2) of those lots will not benefit from the capital works as 
their only access is from the County Road.  Therefore, there are fifty-four (54) benefiting 
properties. 
 
Milestones to Date 
Project Approval to Investigate Options   December 2023 

- as part of the 2024 Budget Process 
Project Initiation      July 2024 

- consultant and staff reviewed options 
Project Findings Overview to Council   August 27, 2024 
Council Direction      August 27, 2024 

- to proceed with obtaining feedback on  
the capital charge option and hold a public  
information session for Maberly Pines property 
owners 

Letter to Affected Property Owners   September 5, 2024 
Public Information Session     October 2, 2024 
Initiated Update Emails to Property Owners  October 30, 2024 
Report to Council      November 5, 2024 
Hydro Application Submitted    December 19, 2024 (week of) 
Tender for Road Works Issued    February 19, 2025 
Hydro Field Work Undertaken    Late September 2025 
Information from Hydro     March 31, 2026 
Property Owner Information Session   May 13, 2026 
Report to Council       June 2, 2026 
 
After the first Information Session property owners seemed to be on board with the concept 
of the proposal but had the following three requests: 
- want more of a guarantee of the costs before a final decision is made by Council on 

whether to proceed or not; 
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- would like the project to occur now (2024) as opposed to 2027 not only to keep costs 
down but so that the capital works can be completed and assumed by the Township 
sooner; and 

- property owners want to be kept informed at every step of the process. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
After a lengthy wait for the Hydro One application process to be undertaken by Hydro One, 
the Township is now in a position to provide an update and present a path forward. 
 
The property owners in the Maberly Pines subdivision were invited to attend a Property 
Owner Information Session on May 13th, 2026 where an earlier draft version of this report 
was presented and the property owners were provided an opportunity to ask questions and 
provide comments.  Additionally, comments and questions were received after the 
Information Session from not only the property owners in the subdivision but other property 
owners in the Township.  This report has been updated to respond to the comments and 
questions received. 
 
Environmental Impact 
In 2021 when development interest peaked in the Township, and specifically in the Maberly 
Pines subdivision, due to people seeking to telecommute or simply get out of cities to have 
more room outside during the lockdowns of the pandemic, this led to a request by the 
Township for a review of the subdivision agreement by the Rideau Valley Conservation 
Authority (RVCA) as well as a review of the background material supplied to support the 
subdivision.  The environmental review conducted in the late 1970s was determined to 
provide incomplete verification of the principle of development (ie. that there is suitable water 
quality and quantity available and sufficient nitrate dilution capacity).  Therefore, the RVCA 
and Township solicitor recommended initiating a zoning by-law amendment to place a 
Holding Zone on the undeveloped lots in the Maberly Pines subdivision until the Township 
determined how development could proceed.   
 
In 2021, BlueMetric conducted a review of the hydrogeological features, including obtaining 
ground water samples from the existing wells for laboratory analysis and research of well 
records in the area for flow data in order to determine a private servicing layout to identify the 
location of the dwelling, well and septic for each vacant lot.  The review determined that “the 
subject property is suitable for development as a residential subdivision at the proposed 
density, if future development incorporates alternatives for wastewater treatment at lots that 
are not suitable for conventional systems”.  A Lot Servicing Plan that provides details on 
which lots are capable of using conventional septic systems, which lots are recommended to 
use composting toilets, and which should use Tertiary Treatment Systems due to the steep 
slopes on the lot was also prepared.  All of which was peer reviewed by RVCA. 
 
In summary, the work undertaken for the Hydrogeological Report has confirmed that the lots 
in the Maberly Pines subdivision can be developed safely, without impacting each other’s 
wells and septic systems and without impacting the surrounding watershed.   
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Discussion with the RVCA hydrogeologist ruled out any concern that development of the 
Maberly Pines properties would have an impact on the properties on Little Silver and 
Rainbow Lakes to the south, because of the distance between the subdivision lots. 
 
The work by BlueMetric was funded as follows: 
Hydrogeological Report     $31,636.46 
Sale of Lot 14     ($7,863.45) 
Sale of Lot 37     ($8,917.79 
Sale of Lot 44     ($11,244.88) 
Funded from Contingency Reserve  $3,610.34   
 
Fire Suppression - $0 
The Fire Department undertook a review of the fire protection water sources for the proposed 
development in the Maberly Pines Subdivision.  
 
There are a few options already available: 
• Deacons Bridge Dry Hydrant - 4.8 km away 
• Maberly Hamlet Dry Hydrant - 4 km away 
• Fire Hall Storage Tank - 3.9 km away  
 
As a result, the Fire Department will have adequate sites available to access water and will 
not need a new site for the proposed development. 
 
Road Work - $475,817 
The tender for the road work, which was shared with property owners, was let in February 
2025 and included the following work: 
• removal of vegetation on and along the roadway to the edge of the road allowance 
• supply and application of gravel 
• apply double surface treatment, which will be the driving surface of the road 
 
Three bids were received; Crains’ Construction was the low bid in the amount of 
$417,888.25.  A summary of the bids is below: 
 
Company Tender Price  

Crains’ Construction  $417,888.25  
Arnott Brothers Construction $438.475.75  
Goldie Mohr Ltd.  $457,000.00  
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A further breakdown of the costing is below: 
 
ITEM  COST 

Tendered Cost  $417,888.25  
10% Contingency  $41,788.83  

Non-Rebated H.S.T (1.76%)  $8,090.32  
Total Project Cost  $467,767.39  
Estimated Amount  $478,800.00  
Surplus/(Deficit)   $11,032.61  

 
Although the bids were received a year ago, the contractor is willing to hold their price for 
completion of the work this Summer/Fall, subject to adjusting for rising fuel prices.  Using the 
Ministry of Transportation’s and Lanark County’s Fuel Indexing, this adds approximately 
$8,000 to the original bid price. 
 
Below is an updated pricing table.  
 
ITEM  COST 

Tendered Cost  
(+ Fuel Index)  $425,079.40  

10% Contingency  $   42,507.94  

Non-Rebated H.S.T (1.76%)  $     8,229.54  

Total Project Cost  $475,816.88  
 
Low Class Bituminous (LCB), often referred to as "tar and chip" or surface-treatment is used 
in a subdivision over standard gravel to reduce long-term maintenance costs, minimize 
airborne dust, and improve year-round accessibility and property values. 
 

• Dust Control and Cleanliness: Gravel roads produce significant dust from passing 
vehicles, requiring annual treatments of calcium chloride as a dust suppressant. LCB 
completely eliminates this issue. 

• Reduced Long-Term Maintenance: While gravel is cheaper to install, it degrades 
with traffic, grading and snow removal. It requires frequent grading, and the purchase 
of maintenance aggregate. LCB surfaces, though they need occasional resealing, 
have lower long-term maintenance frequency. 

• Preventing "Frost Heave": All roads in the Township are susceptible to frost heave. 
Each spring, the Township implements reduced load restrictions to prevent road 
damage while the frost exits the road base.  

• Resident Satisfaction: Homeowners generally prefer paved surfaces because they 
eliminate mud tracked into driveways, reduce vehicle damage (such as cracked 
windshields from flying gravel), and support higher property values. 

• Environment: LCB Roads are considerably more environmentally friendly versus a 
typical High-cost Bituminous Road (HCB) as it reduces energy consumption by 50%, 
GHG by 51% and reduces raw materials by 49%. Link: About Chip Seal Pavement 
Treatments | RoadResource 

https://roadresource.org/treatment_resources/chip_seal
https://roadresource.org/treatment_resources/chip_seal
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• No rock blasting or deep excavation is required as the road base for the roads were 
constructed when the subdivision was started.  

• The Township uses a very low amount of salt during winter operations (5% salt, 95% 
sand) and the same mix is used for gravel or paved roads. All of the Township’s plow 
trucks have state-of-the-art technology that applies the material at a set rate based on 
wheel speed and the spreading units are calibrated each Fall.  

• Runoff will be absorbed in roadside ditches, considered to be a form of green 
infrastructure.  

 
Hydro Design - $5,000 
The Hydro application was submitted in December 2024.  The field work was completed the 
last week of September 2025. 
 
If any part of the project goes ahead, this will become part of the capital charge.  If the project 
does not go ahead, it will be funded from reserves. 
 
Hydro Installation - $170,644 (to be explained) 
In order to lay the groundwork for property owners to connect to hydro the estimated 
expansion and servicing work is $836,156.54.  This cost will be borne by Hydro One subject 
to a number of factors. 
 

• Expansion Deposit – The expansion deposit of $836,156.54 would need to be 
provided upfront as a security deposit to protect the Hydro One investment until the 
actual connection of the homes, and the expected load (and revenue) materializes.  
The Township would provide this in the form of a letter of credit. 
 

 

 

 

• Connection Period – The estimate is based on a 10-year connection period.  The 
expansion deposit would be returned annually as the homes connect.  The 10-year 
start is from the date the main system is energized by Hydro One. 

• Potential Additional Costs 
o Easements – If the line location changes or property owners are not willing to 

sign easements an alternate route may need to be considered.  Easements 
may be required for the anchors for the poles. 

o Material – If easements cannot be obtained there may need to be higher poles, 
more poles, etc. 

o Site Conditions – Site conditions may require changes to pre-work (ie. rock) 

• Revenues to Hydro – Revenue projections may shift if not all of the properties connect 
within the 10 years or will be reduced if some properties are seasonal. This will affect 
whether the Township gets all of the security deposit back. 

o The estimate is based on 49 connections. 
o The Planner has reviewed each lot and determined that all of the remaining lots 

are developable.  There is only one that is a seasonal property and is not yet 
connected to Hydro. 
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Should the project move forward, the design will need to be reviewed for any changes to the 
original assumptions, and a final design and cost estimate will be completed.  The roads must 
be within 6 inches of final grade for this updated estimate. 
 
The Township is not anticipating that the estimate will change substantially.  However, to be 
conservative, the Township has estimated that only 39 homes will connect to Hydro in the 
next 10-years (3.9 homes/year).  For those homes that do not connect, Hydro One keeps the 
security deposit to replace the lost revenue for their investment in the infrastructure.  The cost 
of 10 properties not hooking into hydro within the 10-year timeframe is estimated at 
$170,644. 
 
Note:  The estimate includes only costs for work within the subdivision.  Any required  

upgrades or expansions to upstream hydro infrastructure would be undertaken and 
funded by Hydro One.   

 
Any upgrade requirements for additional lots outside the subdivision will be assessed 
at the time of a connection request with cost allocation determined in accordance with 
applicable Hydro One policies: 
 
• For residential customers located along an existing line, responsibility is limited to 

costs directly associated with their service connection, while any upstream 
upgrades are funded by Hydro One. 

 

 

• Where a customer is not located along the existing line, they would be responsible 
for costs to extend the line to their property. Any required system upgrades 
upstream would again be funded by Hydro One. 

• For non-residential services, a System Impact Assessment is required to determine 
if contributions beyond standard connection costs apply. 

 
If all 49 properties were to connect to hydro in the 10-year time period, Hydro One pays the 
entire project cost.  There would be no cost to the property owner. 
 
Miscellaneous - $20,000 
A surveyor will need to locate and mark the existing survey bars marking out the roads and 
property lines.  Legal counsel will need to be engaged to review the contract with Hydro One, 
register the easements, register the by-laws, etc. 
 
New Sand Shed - $0 
Once constructed and assumed by the Township, the roads within the Maberly Pines 
Subdivision will need to be maintained.  The Township has determined that this could be 
accomplished in-house using existing equipment and staffing resources by changing a couple 
of plow routes to accommodate these roads if a new sand dome is built in Maberly.  The sand 
dome would be built on Township lands on the other side of Maberly Community Park and be 
mostly funded by Development Charges.  A subsequent report regarding the sand shed 
project will be brought back to Council. 
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In the meantime, staff will explore retaining a contractor to maintain the road this winter once 
they are assumed by the Township. 
 
FINANCIAL CONSIDERATIONS 
 
The Municipal Act, Part XII, provides municipalities with broad powers to impose fees and 
charges for both operating and capital purposes, on developed and undeveloped properties. 
 
Property Owner Cost 
The estimated cost to complete the works is $671,461 split between fifty-four (54) benefiting 
properties or $12,434 per property. 
 
Item Estimated Cost 
Road Work $475,817 
Hydro Design $5,000 
Hydro Installation $170,644 
Miscellaneous - Surveyor, Legal, etc. $20,000 
Total Project Cost: $671,461 
  
Cost per Property (54 benefiting properties) $12,434 

 
The final cost will not be known until the project is complete – hydro installed and road works.   
As a result, a capital charge by-law would be adopted at two separate times.   
 
Capital Charge #1 (after roads complete) = $9,275 (over 10 years, an annual payment of 
$927) 
 
Capital Charge #2 (after hydro complete) = $3,160 (over 5 years, an annual payment of 
$632) 
 
Each property owner will have the option to pay the amount in one lump sum or an option to 
make payments over a number of years, up to ten (10) years.  It is estimated that the first 
capital charge would occur in late 2027 or early 2028 with the second charge occurring 
sometime after 2038. 
 
Note: Alternate property owner cost calculations were completed based on scenarios where 
either no lots were developed in the ten years, and if only half of the lots were developed in 
the ten years.  These calculations can be found in the attachments to this report. 
 
Property Owner Return on Investment 
By installing Hydro infrastructure and paving the roads in the subdivision, property values will 
increase, it will attract development of the lots, and improve the livability, safety and access of 
the subdivision. It will also remove the need to obtain a road access agreement and the 
corresponding insurance and remove the property owner’s liability with regards to maintaining 
a private unassumed road. 
 
Township Cost 
Staff time to undertake this project. 
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Township Return on Investment 
The Township could see increased assessment growth resulting from housing developments, 
which in return would be increased taxation revenue.  It would also show the Province the 
Township’s intentions of growth and housing targets. 
 
A forecast of the assessment and taxation revenue is provided in the Attachments. 
 
OPTIONS FOR CONSIDERATION 
 

 

Option #1 – Recommended:  Approve the Project – Roads and Hydro 
Next Steps in 2026: 
• hold Committee of the Whole and Council meeting to approve the project and inform 

Hydro One 
• at same Committee of the Whole and Council meetings award the Road Work tender and 

obtain a construction start date in 2026 for the brushing and road base work 
• Township to assume road once brushing and road base work are completed, this would 

allow the Township to inspect the road base performance over the course of a Spring 
thaw and correct any deficiencies prior to surface treatment, as would occur in current 
subdivision developments 

• design and tender the construction of a sand dome in Maberly so that existing equipment 
and staff resources could be utilized 

• in 2027 the road would be surface treated 
• in 2027 once all capital works are complete, letters would be mailed to property owners 

outlining final costs and payment options 
• by-law to approve capital charge to Council, late 2027/early 2028 
• the Township will continue to update Maberly Pines Subdivision property owners at every 

milestone of the process 
• after the 10-year timeframe for properties to connect to hydro, obtain a final report from 

Hydro One on the remaining Expansion Deposit 
• should there be a balance, by-law to approve capital charge for remaining Expansion 

Deposit 
 

Option #2 – Approve Only the Road Work 
• award the road work tender and obtain a construction start date in 2026 for the brushing 

and road base work 
• Township to assume road once brushing and road base work are completed, this would 

allow the Township to inspect the road base performance over the course of a Spring 
thaw and correct any deficiencies prior to surface treatment, as would occur in current 
subdivision development 

• In 2027 design and tender the construction of a sand dome in Maberly so that existing 
equipment and staff resources could be utilized 

• in 2027 the road would be surface treated 
• in 2027 once all capital works are complete, letters would be mailed to property owners 

outlining final costs and payment options 
• by-law to approve capital charge to Council, late 2027/early 2028 
• the Township will continue to update Maberly Pines Subdivision property owners at every 

milestone of the process 
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Option #3 – Council Suggest Alternatives 
 
Option #4 – Do Nothing 
This option is not recommended.   
 
Without the Township completing the outstanding capital works, the subdivision will remain 
unfinished.  This is not ideal as the majority of the lots will remain undeveloped and those that 
do develop will be required to enter into road access agreements, obtain and pay annual 
insurance, be responsible for maintenance and liability of the road, be responsible to obtain 
hydro which may be cost prohibitive, etc.   
 
STRATEGIC PLAN LINK 
 
Values 
Respectful - Accountable - Future-Focused 
 
Future-Focused - Striving for solutions and a vision for the community that is forward-thinking 
and innovative. 
 
Economic Development 
 
CLIMATE CONSIDERATIONS 
 
Clustered development reduces Greenhouse gas emissions. 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
Proceeding with the project delivers long-term value by enabling hydro access, transferring 
road responsibility to the Township, and improving property usability, with costs that are 
reasonable and more economical than completing the works individually. 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
 
1. Township Return on Investment Calculation 
2. Property Owner Cost – Alternative Calculations  
3. Survey Results 
 
Respectfully Submitted By:  
 
Original signed. 
 
Amanda Mabo, 
Chief Administrative Officer/Clerk
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Attachment - Township Return on Investment Calculation 

  

         

MABERLY PINES SUBDIVISION       
         
Scenario:        
 If the Township proceeds with hard surfacing and assuming the roads within the subdivision 

 in the same or a subsequent year, the following outlines the Township's potential taxation revenue. 
         
Assumptions:         

1 The assessment of land remains the same with the completion of the roads and installation of hydro. 
2 Four new homes are built each year with an assessment of $250,000 added to the returned roll.  

 This assessment could fluctuate depending on the new dwelling features (1 bedroom versus 2, etc.), 

 so $250,000 seems to be an average potential assessment.    

3 
Municipal Tax Rate increases by 2.0% per year 
(conservative).    

         
         
 Land Building Cumulative  Municipal Additional   

 Assessment Assessment Assessment  Tax Rate Municipal  Total 

 unchanged Increase Increase   Tax  Revenue 
         

Year 1  1,000,000 1,000,000  0.00585342 5,853  5,853 
Year 2  1,000,000 2,000,000  0.00597049 11,941  11,941 
Year 3  1,000,000 3,000,000  0.00608990 18,270  18,270 
Year 4  1,000,000 4,000,000  0.00621170 24,847  24,847 
Year 5  1,000,000 5,000,000  0.00633593 31,680  31,680 
Year 6  1,000,000 6,000,000  0.00646265 38,776  38,776 
Year 7  1,000,000 7,000,000  0.00659190 46,143  46,143 
Year 8    1,000,000 8,000,000  0.00672374 53,790  53,790 
Year 9  1,000,000 9,000,000  0.00685821 61,724  61,724 
Year 10  1,000,000 10,000,000  0.00699538 69,954  69,954 
Year 11  500,000 10,500,000  0.00713529 74,921  74,921 
Year 12  500,000 11,000,000  0.00727799 80,058  80,058 
Year 13  500,000 11,500,000  0.00742355 85,371  85,371 

         
      603,327   603,327 

Note: Following other road long term capital planning, these roads would be slotted into the 10-year 

 capital plan to have micro surface, pavement preservation, and eventual replacement.  
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Property Owner Cost – Alternate Calculation #1 – No Lots Developed 
The estimated cost to complete the works is $1,336,973 split between fifty-four (54) 
benefiting properties or $24,759 per property. 
 
Item Estimated Cost 
Road Work $475,817 
Hydro Design $5,000 
Hydro Installation $836,156 
Miscellaneous - Surveyor, Legal, etc. $20,000 
Total Project Cost: $1,336,973 
  
Cost per Property (54 benefiting properties) $24,759 

 
Capital Charge #1 (after roads complete) = $9,275 (over 10 years, an annual payment of 
$927) 
 
Capital Charge #2 (after hydro complete) = $15,484 (over 10 years, an annual payment of 
$1,585) 
 
 
 
 
Property Owner Cost – Alternate Calculation #2 – Only Half the Properties Developed (25) 
The estimated cost to complete the works is $869,926 split between fifty-four (54) benefiting 
properties or $16,110 per property. 
 
Item Estimated Cost 
Road Work $475,817 
Hydro Design $5,000 
Hydro Installation $387,109 
Miscellaneous - Surveyor, Legal, etc. $20,000 
Total Project Cost: $869,926 
  
Cost per Property (54 benefiting properties) $16,110 

 
Capital Charge #1 (after roads complete) = $9,275 (over 10 years, an annual payment of 
$927) 
 
Capital Charge #2 (after hydro complete) = $7,169 (over 5 years, an annual payment of 
$717) 
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Survey Results 
 
Responses: 20 
 
Q: Is your lot vacant? 
A: Vacant - 65% or 37 responses 
 Developed – 35% or 7 responses 
 
Q: Assuming the project goes forward (the roads are paved and hydro is installed), if your 

lot is vacant, do you plan to develop it in the next 10 years? 
A: Yes – 15% or 3 responses 
 No – 65% or 13 responses 
 
Q: If vacant, and you plan to develop it, what type of heating source do you plan to use? 

(propane, heat pump, woodstove, other) 
A: Woodstove – 40% or 8 responses 
 Heat Pump – 5% or 1 response 
 Propane - 10% or 2 responses 
 Other – 45% or 9 responses (electric baseboard, campfire, not applicable) 
 
Other Comments or Questions: 
• It has been a frustrating experience awaiting the final outcome in the development of the  

MP subdivision. 
• I’m not interested in hydro. I would welcome a road. We’re using the property just for 

recreation. 
• I would like road, no hydro. 
• Our lot is already developed. We expressed our concerns in an email to the councillors - 

hydro should not be included in this plan - just roads. 
• It sounds like you're building a subdivision but I don't see how a subdivision could go up, 

as all the properties along Pond Road (on the side of the pond) would all require holding 
tanks for both fresh water and sewage. We'd like more information on Hydro - the 
$800,000 you're going to borrow, is there any cost to the property owners and, if so, if 
we're not planning to utilize Hydro, why would we be charged for it? What happens if 39 
don't connect to hydro (develop their lots)? 

• We disagree with paving the roads vs gravel because of the environmental impact of 
petroleum products on the biodiversity resulting from the delays in development. The lots 
were empty farmland and are now a richly biodiverse forest. The addition of the sand and 
gravel infrastructure development is not applicable to the the subject project. Finally, 
Hydro is not financially viable given the likely actual development of the properties in the 
subdivision 

• I do not want the hydro Road idea is good Electrical is way too much risk for the residents 
I do not want it 

• Can't wait to sell it. This has turned into a nightmare. At this point I have a potential buyer 
however due to the incredible amount of red tape and resistance from the township it has 
made selling it virtually impossible. I feel handcuffed to this property. 

• I firmly believe the Hydro piece should be separate from the roads being assumed. I don’t 
think it is prudent to put Hydro in for a bunch of vacant lots, nor is it fair for residents who 
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have already brought in Hydro to their properties. We are off grid solar so we are not 
interested in Hydro. 

• I don’t want hydro or the risk of financing others to have hydro 
• Go ahead with the roads. Scrap the hydro. Nobody wants the potential cost involved with 

it. 
• I understand the desire to increase the property tax revenue from potential development 

of the subdivision. This development seems to align with the Ontario Provincial 
government, but if there isn't a long lineup of requests for building permits, you are trying; 
"build it and they will come" on the backs of a small number of retired or rural residents. I 
have no need of the road improvements myself nor do I need electricity from Hydro One. I 
have had the lot for 9 years. It seems if someone bought a lot for say, $10K, the amount 
of potential debt they are going to get if this does not work will be quite costly. I know one 
lot owner also bought a second adjacent lot in order to buffer from development of close 
neighbours so wouldn't develop their second lot. Not knowing how many building permits 
are waiting in the queue with Tay Valley Township, it is hard to make a solid judgement 
but this is large potential debt that could really impact owners negatively. Thanks for your 
kind attention and for trying to find the best solution for the situation at hand. 

• Would prefer to see maple lane separated from the pines subdivision 
• Would like to discuss all costs in more detail 
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REPORT 
 

COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 
June 2, 2026 

 
Report #PD-2026-08 

Noelle Reeve, Planner 
 

GENERAL AMENDMENTS TO THE COMPREHENSIVE ZONING BY-LAW 02-121 
 

 

ADDITIONAL RESIDENTIAL UNITS, MULTIPLE RESIDENTIAL ZONE, GROUP HOMES, 
FLOODPLAIN, WATERFRONT, AGRITOURISM  

STAFF RECOMMENDATION(S) 
 
It is recommended: 

 
“THAT, the proposed amendments to Zoning By-Law 02-121 as outlined in Report #PD-
2026-08 - General Amendments to Comprehensive Zoning By-Law 02-121 be agreed for 
public consultation at a Public Meeting to be held in August 2026; 
 
AND THAT, the Planner seek feedback from lake associations, the farm community, social 
organizations, businesses, environmental groups and others through outreach including at 
their events over the summer.” 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
Once an Official Plan review is completed, as required by the province every five years, a 
municipality has three years to amend its Zoning By-Law to conform to the new Official Plan.  
The County approved the most recent update to the Township’s Official Plan in November 
2024. The Planner and consultant from Jp2g have been working on a comprehensive update 
to the Zoning By-Law for a number of months following Council direction in 2025. 
 
However, some proposed changes to the County Official Plan were only recently adopted by 
the County, slowing down the schedule for the Township’s comprehensive Zoning By-law 
update.  
 
The Planner, therefore, proposes to bring changes into the Zoning By-Law in stages. 
 
Tay Valley residents will also be invited to propose corrections to the Zoning By-Law to fix 
site specific mapping errors they may be aware of.  For example, the Planner is currently 
aware of a property where the Industrial Zone (M) designation is located on the east of the 
property when the industrial building is actually located in the centre of the property, etc. 
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DISCUSSION 
 
Changes to the Zoning By-Law are proposed under four topics: housing, environment, and 
social. New proposed text is identified in red. Text proposed to be removed is identified in 
red. 
 
NOTE:  This wording is for discussion purposes only and will be reviewed by legal counsel 
prior to a final proposed by-law coming forward. 
 
1) HOUSING 
 
Based on the number of minor variance requests received, the Planner has determined that 
current limitations on the distance of a secondary dwelling unit can be from a primary 
dwelling, and the requirement to share a septic and well (introduced by a previous 
consultants’ amendment) have proven overly limiting and are no longer used in other 
municipalities. Therefore, a new definition and a new section are proposed as follows:  
 
Remove Definition: 
SECOND DWELLING UNIT shall mean one or more habitable rooms designed and 
occupied as an independent dwelling in which living, kitchen and bathroom facilities are 
provided and which is located entirely within a single dwelling, semi-detached dwelling 
or townhouse dwelling, as defined herein. 
 
Add Definition: 
ADDITIONAL RESIDENTIAL UNIT shall mean an accessory use to the principal dwelling on 
the property, consisting of a self-contained residential unit with kitchen and bathroom facilities 
within a principal single detached, semidetached or townhouse dwelling or within an 
accessory structure, where food preparation and sanitary facilities are provided, but shall not 
include a Boarding House, Tourist Lodging Establishments or similar commercial use. 
 
The definition shall include: 
a) a second dwelling unit in a detached house, semi-detached house or townhouse on a 

parcel of land on which residential use, other than ancillary residential use, is permitted, if 
all buildings and structures ancillary to the detached house, semi-detached house or 
townhouse cumulatively contain no more than one dwelling unit; 

 

 

 
 
 

b) a third dwelling unit in a detached house, semi-detached house or townhouse on a parcel 
of land on which residential use, other than ancillary residential use, is permitted, if no 
building or structure ancillary to the detached house, semi-detached house or rowhouse 
contains any dwelling units; or  

c) one dwelling unit in a building or structure ancillary to a detached house, semi-detached 
house or townhouse on a parcel of land, if the detached house, semi-detached house or 
townhouse contains no more than two dwelling units and no other building or structure 
ancillary to the detached house, semi-detached house or townhouse contains any 
dwelling units. 
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Remove Section 
3.19 Second Dwelling Unit and Second Dwelling 
Notwithstanding any provision of this By-law to the contrary, where a single dwelling, a semi-
detached dwelling or townhouse dwelling is permitted as a principal use in a zone, a second 
dwelling unit or a second dwelling, as herein defined, but not both, are permitted on the same 
lot in accordance with the following provisions: 
1. General 

• The second dwelling unit or second dwelling shall comply with the provisions of the 
Building Code Act. 

• The second dwelling unit or second dwelling shall be connected to the same water 
supply and sewage disposal systems as the principal dwelling. 

• Prior to obtaining a building permit for a second dwelling unit or a second dwelling, the 
applicant shall obtain a septic system approval. 

• The maximum floor area of the second dwelling unit or second dwelling shall not 
exceed 50% of the floor area of the principal dwelling, to a maximum of 80m2 in the 
Residential and Limited Services Residential Zones and 95m2 in the Rural and 
Agricultural Zones. 

• The second dwelling unit or second dwelling shall share the driveway entrance to the 
lot with the principal dwelling. 

• A minimum of one parking space shall be provided for the second dwelling unit or 
second dwelling, in addition to the minimum parking requirements for the principal 
dwelling. 

• The second dwelling unit or second dwelling shall be included in the calculation  
• No enlargement or extension to the principal dwelling shall be permitted unless the 

enlargement or extension conforms to all other applicable provisions of this By-law. 
5. Additional Provisions for Second Dwelling 

• An existing accessory building may be partially or fully converted to a second dwelling, 
except that no habitable room window shall face an interior side lot line or a rear lot 
line unless the existing accessory building conforms to the minimum side lot line 
setback and rear lot line setback as is required for the principal dwelling, as the case 
may be. 

• A new accessory building may be constructed as a second dwelling provided that it 
conforms to all applicable provisions for the principal dwelling. 

• The maximum permitted height of a new second dwelling shall be 5m. 
•  A new accessory building which is constructed as a second 

 
Add Section 
3.2  Additional Residential Units (ARU) 
 

Notwithstanding any provisions to the contrary, on lands where single detached, 
semidetached, duplex, or townhouse dwellings are permitted as the principal use of 
the land and where the lands are located within the A, RU, and R zones, additional 
residential units (ARUs) shall be permitted, as an accessory use subject to the 
following provisions: 
 
1.  ARUs shall not be permitted within lands identified as subject to flooding or natural 

hazards. 
2.  ARUs shall not be permitted within lands identified as having Environmental 
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Protection (EP) zoning. 
 
3.  ARUs and any required septic system shall not be permitted within the 30 m 

setback from water. 
 
4.  Each additional residential unit (ARU) shall require the establishment of 1 parking 

space per unit. 
 
5.  The subject property shall comply with the minimum lot area and minimum lot 

frontage requirements of the zone and shall have frontage on an opened and 
maintained year-round public road. For the sake of clarity, ARUs shall not be 
permitted on private roads. 

 
6.  The development of the subject property, including the proposed ARU(s) shall not 

exceed the maximum lot coverage of the zone. 
 
7.  A maximum of two (2) additional residential units (ARUs) shall be permitted per 

property. Up to a maximum of two (2) ARUs may be permitted within a principal 
residential dwelling. One (1) ARU may be permitted within an accessory structure, 
provided there is only a maximum of 1 ARU in the principal dwelling. 

 
8.  The proposed ARU will be accessed using the existing driveway which accesses 

principal residential dwelling. 
 
9.  The gross floor area of an ARU shall not exceed the gross floor area of the 

principal residential use. 
 
10. ARUs in an accessory structure shall be limited to a maximum height of 6 m. 
 
11. ARUs located within a principal dwelling shall be connected to the well and septic 

system that service the principal residential dwelling. ARUs permitted within an 
accessory structure may connect to existing well and septic systems, should the 
systems have the capacity to support additional development. Alternatively, an 
ARU in an accessory structure may be developed on its own private well and septic 
system. 

 
Update Definition: 
BOARDING HOUSE shall mean a Dwelling in which the proprietor supplies for financial gain, 
lodging with or without meals: 

(a) that has a building height not exceeding three storeys and a building area not 
exceeding 600 m², 
(b) in which lodging is provided for more than four persons in return for remuneration 
or for the provision of services or for both, and 
(c) in which the lodging rooms do not have both bathrooms and kitchen facilities for the 
exclusive use of individual occupants in which the proprietor supplies for financial gain, 
lodging with or without meals, but it does not include a Bed and Breakfast, Hotel, 
hospital, foster home, home for the aged or other establishment otherwise classified or 
defined in this By-Law. 
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Add Definition: 
COHOUSING DWELLING UNIT shall mean one or more habitable rooms designed and 
occupied by persons as an Dwelling in which living, kitchen, and bathroom 
facilities are provided. Living and kitchen facilities may be a mix of unrestricted exclusive 
or shared use based upon resident agreements with other Cohousing Dwelling Units on the 
same Lot. Each Cohousing Dwelling Unit shall contain a bathroom unit for exclusive use. 
Each Cohousing Dwelling Unit shall have an independent entrance from outside the building 
or a common hallway or stairway inside the building. 
 
Add Definition: 
CONVERTED DWELLING shall mean a Building originally constructed as a Dwelling which 
has been converted but not enlarged by partition and/or the addition of sanitary and cooking 
facilities into not more than four Dwelling Units. 
 
Add Definition: 
FOURPLEX shall mean a Building which is divided horizontally or vertically into four 
Dwelling Units, each of which has an independent entrance, either directly or 
through a common vestibule. 
 
Add Definition: 
TRIPLEX shall mean a Building which is divided horizontally or vertically into three 
Dwelling Units, each of which has an independent entrance, either directly or 
through a common vestibule. 
 
Update Definition: 
GROUP HOME, TYPE A shall mean a Dwelling which is occupied by 3 to 10 unrelated 
residents who, by reason of their emotional, mental, social or physical condition or legal 
status, require a supervised family living arrangement for their well-being. A Type A group 
home may be occupied as the residence by the staff or receiving family. A Type A group 
home does not include a residence for custodial supervision, foster homes, Boarding Houses, 
or other uses defined herein to distinguish between those. 
 
GROUP HOME, TYPE B shall mean a Dwelling in which residents live together under 
custodial supervision consistent with the specialized needs of its residents. A Young 
Offenders Type B group home shall be licensed or approved by the Ministry. An Adult 
Offenders Type B group home, or Community Resource Centre, shall be licensed or 
approved by the Ministry. 
 
“3.8 Group Homes 
 
Group homes shall be permitted in the General Residential, Rural and Institutional zones in 
accordance with the following: 
1. The maximum number of group homes in the Township shall not exceed 1 per 1,000 
permanent resident population. 
2. The minimum separation distance between two group homes shall be 500 m. 
3. A group home shall be located a minimum of 30 m from any dwelling on another lot.   
 

1. Type A Group Homes shall be a permitted use in all zones in which a Dwelling, 
Semi-Detached Dwelling, or Duplex Dwelling is permitted as a principal use. 
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2. Type A Group Homes may be permitted in both units of Semi-Detached or Duplex 
Dwelling, provided that both units are occupied by one Type A Group Home 
operation and that the total number of residents (excluding staff or receiving family) 
in both units combined does not exceed ten. 

3. Type B Group Homes shall be permitted subject to a site specific Zoning By-Law 
Amendment. 

 
New Zone 
5.5  Multiple Residential (RM) 
 

Within the Multiple Residential (MS) Zone, no person shall use any land, erect, alter, 
enlarge, use or maintain any Building for any use other than as permitted in this 
section and also such use or Building shall be in accordance with the regulations 
contained or referred to in this section. 

 
1.  Permitted Uses 
 

Apartment Dwelling 
Cohousing Dwelling Units 
Converted Dwelling 
Duplex Dwelling 
Fourplex 
Multiple Dwelling 
Semi-Detached Dwelling 
Townhouse Dwelling 
Triplex 

 
2. Zone Provisions 

 
• Lot Area (minimum)       4,050 m2 

o Per dwelling unit in access of first four units    1,000m2 
• Lot Frontage (minimum) 

o Per dwelling unit       20 m 
• Yards (minimum) 

o Front         10 m 
o Exterior Side        10 m 
o Interior Side        6 m 
o Rear         7.5 m 
o Dwelling Height (maximum)      11 m 
o Lot Coverage (maximum)      20% 

 
3. Additional Provisions 

 
None. 
 

4.   Exception Zones 
 

R5-1 (Part Lot 17, Concession 6, North Burgess) 
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By-Law 2025-020 Roll# 911-020-43920 
 

 

Notwithstanding the provisions of Section 5.5.2, on the lands zoned R5-1 
the following provisions shall prevail: 

• Dwelling Unit Area (minimum)       33m2 
 
2) WATERFRONT and ENVIRONMENT  
 
Update Definition: 
FLOODPLAIN shall mean the area, usually lowlands adjoining a watercourse, which has 
been or may be subject to flooding hazards below the 1:100 year flood line.” 
 
The Mississippi Valley Conservation Authority (MVCA) held a public meeting earlier this year 
on its new floodplain mapping for the Fall River and Bennett Lake and subsequently adopted 
the new mapping.  The Township will incorporate this new MVCA mapping into its General 
update to the Zoning By-Law. (See Attachment 1.) 
 
Update Definition: 
LOT AREA shall mean the total horizontal area within the Lot Lines of a lot, excluding the 
horizontal area of such Lot covered by water, or within the Floodplain (FP) or Environmental 
Protection (EP) zones, provided that only the Lot area lying within the zone in which a 
proposed use is permitted may be used in calculating the minimum Lot area under the 
provisions of this By- Law for such permitted use. 
 
New Definition: 
NARROW CHANNEL shall mean a waterbody where the distance from shore to shore is 150 
meters or less. 
 
Addition to Section 
3.1.  Accessory Uses 
 

3.  Marine facilities are not permitted in a Narrow Channel where a hazard to 
navigation would result as identified by the approval authority. 

 
New Definition: 
WETLANDS shall mean lands that are seasonally or permanently covered by shallow water, 
as well as lands where the water table is close to or at the surface. In either case, the 
presence of abundant water has caused the formation of hydric soils and has favoured the 
dominance of either hydrophytic or water tolerant plants. The four major types of wetlands 
are swamps, marshes, bogs and fens. 
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New Section 
3.3  Environmental Design Requirements for Shoreline Properties 
 

For shoreline properties adjacent to a waterbody, the following environmental design 
requirements shall apply to new development: 

 
1. The retention of existing shoreline vegetation (i.e. shoreline buffer area) shall be 

required for a depth no less than 15 m (49.2 ft.) from the highwater mark. For a 
lake trout lake, or a sensitive lake the retention of existing shoreline vegetation 
shall be a minimum depth of 30 m (98 ft) from the highwater mark. 

2. The enhancement or rehabilitation of the shoreline buffer area with native species 
shall be encouraged. The cutting or removal of trees, shrubs or ground cover within 
the shoreline buffer area shall not be permitted, except for the removal of dead or 
diseased trees, debris, noxious plants, invasive species within the shoreline buffer 
area. 

3. Notwithstanding the above, a landscaped corridor of not greater than 6 m (20ft.) in 
width to provide access between the Dwelling and shoreline shall be permitted 
within the shoreline buffer area. 

4. Shoreline Structures such as retaining walls, sheet metal pilings, gabion (rip-rap) or 
groynes shall not be permitted except where required for erosion control or 
conservation purposes and only where such Structures have been designed or 
recommended by a professional in the field of environmental design. All such 
shoreline Structures shall require the approval of the relevant public authority 
having jurisdiction (i.e. Conservation Authority, Province, Parks Canada). 

5. Permits are required from the relevant Conservation Authority for fill, site alteration 
or construction within areas regulated by fill and construction regulations. 

6. Stormwater shall be directed away from the shoreline through the use of sediment 
traps, settling ponds, and low impact design features such as swales. 

7. These provisions are in addition to any site-specific controls required under a 
registered site plan control agreement. 

 
3. SOCIAL/ECONOMIC 
 
New Definition: 
AGRI-TOURISM shall mean the use of any Lot or Building which is complementary to a 
principal Agricultural Use on a Lot and which provides education and activities to experience 
and enjoy the agricultural way of life in the rural area. Such activities may include farm 
machinery and equipment exhibitions, farm-tours, petting zoos, corn mazes, hayrides, sleigh 
rides, processing demonstrations, pick your own produce/products, farm-themed 
playgrounds, educational facilities, etc. that focus on farming instruction or other similar 
activities. Agri-Tourism may include accessory retail sales. 
 
New Section 
3.8  Illumination 
 

Where lighting facilities are provided in conjunction with any permitted use, such 
lighting shall be arranged as to project light only onto the subject property and away 
from any adjoining lands or the sky. 
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a. Lighting fixtures, designed to illuminate wharves and other waterfront 
facilities, which are not public uses, shall be installed with the light directed 
downward and away from the water. 

b. Lawn lamps may be located at the edge of any driveway or laneway and 
shall be located so as not to interfere with nighttime traffic movement or from 
adjoining lands or sky. Illumination shall not cause direct or indirect glare on 
a Street or private road that may interfere with traffic or pedestrian safety. 

c. All lighting fixtures, in all zones, other than those specified elsewhere in this 
By-Law, which are designed for exterior illumination and which are not 
public uses, shall be installed with the light directed and deflected away from 
adjacent Lots and Streets and/or private roads and be full cutoff in design, 
such that it does not cause light pollution or light trespass. Such lighting 
fixtures shall not be more than 9 m (29.5 ft) above finished grade and no 
closer than 4.5 m (14.8 ft) to any Street Line. 

 
Updated Section 
3.1 Accessory Uses 
 

6. 
2.  The maximum height of an Accessory Building or structure shall be 

5.0m. 6.0m 
 
Updated Section 
3.30 Yard and Water Setback Encroachments 
 

• An attached unenclosed porch, open and unroofed porch, deck, balcony, exterior 
stairs or landing may project from the main building into the existing water setback 
by a maximum of 2m 3m provided: 

o the water setback of the existing principal Dwelling building is equal to or 
greater than 15m and less than 30 m, 

 
Updated Definition 
HOME-BASED BUSINESS shall mean an occupation, trade, profession or craft, for gain or 
profit, conducted as an accessory use to the use of a permitted residential use dwelling. 
 
Updated Definition 
BED AND BREAKFAST shall mean a business conducted in a detached Dwelling in which 
the resident owner supplies for financial gain a maximum of three guest bedrooms for the 
purpose of providing temporary lodging on a daily basis to the travelling public. Such an 
establishment may offer meals to those persons temporarily residing in the establishment 
(guests). 
 
Updated Sections 
5.1. General Residential 
 

Within the Residential (R) Zone, no person shall use any land, erect, alter, enlarge, 
use or maintain any Building for any use other than as permitted in this section and 
also such use or Building shall be in accordance with the regulations contained or 
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referred to in this section. 
 

 

 

 

 

1. Permitted Uses 

Single Dwelling 
Semi-Detached Dwelling 
Duplex Dwelling 
Additional Residential Unit 
Bed and Breakfast 
Group Home – Type A 
Home-Based Business 

2. Zone Provisions 
 

• Lot Area (waterfront lots)    0.8ha  
• Lot Frontage (waterfront lots)    91m 
• Dwelling Unit Area (minimum)   75 m2 
• Dwelling Height (maximum)    9m 11m  
• Dwellings per Lot (maximum)    1 

 
5.2. Seasonal Residential 
 

Within the Seasonal Residential (RS) Zone, no person shall use any land, erect, alter, 
enlarge, use or maintain any Building for any use other than as permitted in this 
section and also such use or Building shall be in accordance with the regulations 
contained or referred to in this section. 

 
2. Zone Provisions 

• Lot Area (waterfront lots)    0.8ha  
• Lot Frontage (waterfront lots)    91m 
• Dwelling Unit Area (minimum)   75 m2 
• Dwelling Height (maximum)    9m 11m  
• Floor Space Index (maximum)   12% 

 
5.3. Limited Services Residential 
 

Within the Limited Services Residential (RLS) Zone, no person shall use any land, 
erect, alter, enlarge, use or maintain any Building for any use other than as permitted 
in this section and also such use or Building shall be in accordance with the 
regulations contained or referred to in this section. 

 
1. Permitted Uses 

Single Dwelling 
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2. Zone Provisions 
 

 

 

• Lot Area (waterfront lots)    0.8ha  
• Lot Frontage (waterfront lots)    91m 
• Dwelling Unit Area (minimum)   75 m2 
• Dwelling Height (maximum)    9m 11m  
• Floor Space Index (maximum)   12% 

OPTIONS CONSIDERED 
 
Option 1: (Recommended) Proceed with a General Amendment to Comprehensive 
Zoning By-Law 02-121  
 
These proposed changes have arisen from changes to the Official Plan, comments from the 
public, and working with the Zoning By-Law. 
 
Option 2: Propose different amendments for a General Amendment to Zoning By-Law 02-121 
 
Council may suggest additions for amendments or postpone some of the suggested 
amendments.  
 
STRATEGIC PLAN LINK 
 
Strong Community - increase the range of housing options available to current and future 
residents. 
 
Healthy Environment – provide shoreline protection, night sky protection, new floodplain 
mapping for the Fall River and Bennett Lake and the Mississippi River, restrictions on 
encroachment along Big Rideau Lake/UNESCO World Heritage Site. 
 
Thriving Economy – Agritourism definition expanded, illumination constraints, increased 
height and deck encroachment. 
 
FINANCIAL CONSIDERATIONS 
 
None. 
 
CONCLUSIONS 
 
The province requires municipalities to update their Zoning By-Law to match their updated 
Official Plan which this report proposes to do. Additional suggestions have been provided by 
the public and through working with the Zoning By-Law over the past 5 years. 
 
Other changes to the Zoning By-Law will be proposed later in 2026 or 2027. 

ATTACHMENTS 
 
Attachment 1 Floodplain mapping for the Fall River, Bennett Lake, and the Mississippi River. 
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Prepared and Submitted By: Approved for Submission By: 
 
 
Original Signed Original Signed 
 
 
Noelle Reeve,  Amanda Mabo, 
Planner Chief Administrative Officer 
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ATTACHMENT 1 
NEW FLOOD PLAIN (FP) ZONE 

FALL RIVER ,BENNETT LAKE, UPPER MUD LAKE, MISSISSIPPI RIVER 
 

Sheridan Rapids
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REPORT 
 

COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE  
June 2, 2027 

 
Report #PW-2026-11 

Sean Ervin, Public Works Manager 
 

LONG LAKE ROAD AND MINER’S POINT ROAD WORKS 
 

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION(S) 
 
It is recommended: 

 
“THAT, the 2026 budget amount of $31,200 for Long Lake Road improvements be reduced 
to $12,500 and the remaining amount of $18,700 be allocated for improvements on Miner’s 
Point Road.” 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The 2026 Capital Budget includes $31,200 for ditching and rock removal along Long Lake 
Road to promote drainage and prevent damage to snow removal equipment. This work would 
involve the hiring of a contractor as the Township does not own equipment large enough to 
complete this work (large excavator) nor can haul the broken rock in the Townships plow 
trucks due to risk of damage to the sanding equipment. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
Township staff undertook drainage improvements, tree removal, and some minor rock 
excavation along Miner’s Point Road using the Township’s own equipment in preparation for 
the placement of maintenance gravel. The work made significant improvements to the road 
however, there are still some larger rock outcrops that should be removed to further enhance 
the roadside environment. The Township’s owned equipment is not large enough to complete 
this work in a timely manner and therefore staff are recommending that a contractor is hired 
to complete this work.  
 
FINANCIAL CONSIDERATIONS 
 
The work will be funded by the Roads Construction Reserve, and no additional funds are 
required to complete the works on both roads. Staff estimate that $12,500 will be enough 
funds for Long Lake Road and $18,700 will be enough for Miner’s Point Road and the total 
works will not exceed the original budgeted amount.  
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OPTIONS CONSIDERED 
 
Option #1 – (Recommended) – Reduce the amount allocated for Long Lake Road and 
allocate the difference to complete work on Miner’s Point Road.  
 
Option #2 – Leave the budgeted amount as originally stated in the 2026 Capital Budget and 
budget the work for Miner’s Point Road in the 2027 Capital Budget. Any funds not used on 
Long Lake Road would remain in the Road Construction Reserve.  
 
CLIMATE CONSIDERATIONS 
 
None considered.  
 
STRATEGIC PLAN LINK 
 
None considered. 
 
CONCLUSIONS 
 
The work on Long Lake Road and Miner’s Point Road will improve the roadside environment 
on both roads in regard to drainage and roadside safety.  
 
ATTACHMENTS 
 
None 
 
Prepared and Submitted By:  Approved for Submission By: 
 
 
 
 
Sean Ervin,   Amanda Mabo, 
Public Works Manager  Chief Administrative Officer/Clerk 
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CORRESPONDENCE
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COUNCIL COMMUNICATION PACKAGE 
May 27th, 2026 

1. Lanark County: Media Release – Highlights from the Lanark County Council held on 
May 13th – attached, page 4. 

2. Lanark County: Correspondence – EORN Cell Gap Project Monthly Update April 
2026 – attached, page 7. 

3. Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks: Correspondence – 
Conservation Authorities Act – attached, page 12. 

4. Municipality of Morris-Turnberry: Resolution – Conservation Authorities Act – attached, 
page 22. 

5. The Town of Northeastern Manitoulin and the Islands: Resolution – Chip and Tar 
Surface Treatment – attached, page 24. 

6. Municipality of Huron Shores: Resolution – Tar and Chip – attached, page 25. 

7. Township of Puslinch: Resolution – Ontario Road Supervisors Health and Safety – attached, 
page 26. 

8. Municipality of Shuniah: Resolution – Ontario Road Supervisors Requesting 
Provincial Legislation Amendments, Health and Safety Concerns – attached, page 28. 

9. Oxford County: Resolution – Ontario Road Supervisors Requesting Provincial 
Legislation Amendments, Health and Safety Concerns – attached, page 29. 

10. Township of Oro Medonte: Correspondence – Request for Provincial Legislation 
Amendments, Health and Safety Concerns – attached, page 30. 

11. AORS: Correspondence – Request for Provincial Legislation Amendments, Health 
and Safety Concerns – attached, page 32. 

12. Township of Brudenell, Lyndoch and Raglan: Resolution – Request for Provincial 
Legislation Amendments, Health and Safety Concerns – attached, page 34. 

13. Town of Parry Sound: Resolution – Undertake a Comprehensive Review of the 
Provincial-Municipal Fiscal Framework – attached, page 35. 

14. Town of Halton Hills: Resolution – Request for Review of Provincial-Municipal Fiscal 
Framework – attached, page 36. 
 

15. Municipality of Shuniah: Resolution – Review of Provincial-Municipal Fiscal 
Framework – attached, page 39. 
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16. Woolwich Township: Resolution – Request to the Province of Ontario to Extend the 
Deadline for Notices of Intention to Designate Listed Heritage Properties – attached, 
page 40. 

17. Prince Edward County: Resolution – Improved Accessibility to Home Insurance for 
Owners of Properties Designated under the Ontario Heritage Act – attached, page 42. 

18. Township of Brudenell, Lyndoch and Raglan: Resolved – Canada Post Rate 
Reduction for Libraries – attached, page 44. 

19. The Corporation of the Township of Perry: Resolution – Protect Reduced Rate 
Postal Distribution for Library Materials – attached, page 45. 

20. Township of Brudenell, Lyndoch and Raglan: Resolution – Ontario Veterinary 
College Expansion of Enrollment Capacity – attached, page 47. 

21. The Corporation of the Township of Papineau-Cameron: Resolution – Ontario 
Veterinary College Expansion of Enrollment Capacity – attached, page 48. 

22. Ministry of Natural Resources: Correspondence – Regulations under the Geologic 
Carbon Storage Act, 2025 – attached, page 50. 

23. The Corporation of the Township of Madawaska Valley: Resolution – Ottawa 
Valley Trade Corridor Improvement Project – attached, page 52. 

24. The Town of Parry Sound: Resolution – Ontario Community Infrastructure Fund – 
attached, page 53. 

25. The Corporation of the Municipality of Wawa: Resolution – Ontario Community 
Infrastructure Fund – attached, page 55. 

26. The Corporation of the Township of Stone Mills: Resolution – Ontario’s Freedom 
Information and Protection of Privacy Act – attached, page 58. 

27. The Corporation of the Town of Parry Sound: Resolution – Implementation of a 
Guaranteed Basic Income – attached, page 59. 

28. City of Peterborough: Resolution – Guaranteed Basic Income Resolution – attached, 
page 60. 

29. Town of Parry Sound: Correspondence – Circular Materials Ontario – attached, page 
62. 

30. Northumberland County Council: Resolution – Circular Materials Ontario – attached, 
page 63. 

31. The Regional Municipality of York: Resolution – Province of Ontario has 
Implemented the Blue Box Extended Producer Responsibility Framework – attached, 
page 67. 
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32. The Corporation of the Municipality of Wawa: Resolution – Request for Provincial 
School Board Governance Consultation Process – attached, page 69. 

33. City of Pickering: Correspondence – Request for Provincial School Board 
Governance Consultation Process – attached, page 71. 

34. Durham District School Board: Correspondence – Request for Provincial School 
Board Governance Consultation Process – attached, page 73. 

35. Prince Edward County: Resolution – Vacant Commercial Storefront Tax – attached, 
page 75. 

36. The Corporation of the Municipality of Wawa: Resolution – Ontario Land Transfer 
Tax – attached, page 77. 

37. AMCTO: Correspondence – Legislative Express – attached, page 79. 

38. Township of Brudenell, Lyndoch and Raglan: Resolution – Opposition to ALTO 
High-Speed Rail Project in is Current Form – attached, page 85. 

39. Eastern Ontario Warden’s Caucus: Resolution – The EOWC Opposes ALTO High-
Speed Rail Project in its Current Form – attached, page 86. 

40. The Town of Plympton-Wyoming: Resolution – Support for Sustainable Provincial 
Grant Funding for Fire Services in Ontario – attached, page 88. 

41. Township of Puslinch: Resolution – Finlay’s Law on Emergency Room Reform – 
attached, page 90. 

42. Western Ontario Wardens Caucus: Resolution – Finlay’s Law on Emergency Room 
Reform – attached, page 92. 

43. The Council of the United Counties of Leeds and Grenville: Resolution – 
Province’s proposed Harmonization of Municipal Road Construction Standards – 
attached, page 95. 

44. Tay Valley Township: Report – 2026 Building Summary Report with Previous 3 Year 
Average – attached, page 97. 

45. Tay Valley Township: Report – Building Reports – attached, page 98. 
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COMMITTEE OF ADJUSTMENT 
MINUTES 

 

Monday, May 25th, 2026 
5:00 p.m. 
Tay Valley Municipal Office – 217 Harper Road, Perth, Ontario 
Council Chambers 

ATTENDANCE: 

Members Present: Chair, Larry Sparks 
 Richard Schooley 

Peter Siemons 

Members Absent: None 

Staff Present: Noelle Reeve, Planner 
 Allison Playfair, Secretary/Treasurer 

Applicants/Agents Present: Richard Dash, Applicant  
 

1. CALL TO ORDER 

The meeting was called to order at 5:00 p.m. 
A quorum was present. 

2. NOTICE OF LIVESTREAMING 

The Chair announced that the meeting is being livestreamed. 

3. AMENDMENTS/APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

The Agenda was adopted as presented.  

4. DISCLOSURE OF PECUNIARY INTEREST AND/OR CONFLICT OF INTEREST 
AND GENERAL NATURE THEREOF 

None at this time. 
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5. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

i) Committee of Adjustment Meeting – April 27th, 2026. 

The minutes of the Committee of Adjustment meeting held on April 27th, 2026 
were approved as circulated. 

6. INTRODUCTION 

The Chair welcomed the attendees. The Planner then provided an overview of the 
Minor Variance application review process to be followed, including: 

• the mandate and responsibilities of the Committee 
• a review of available documentation 
• the rules of natural justice, the rights of persons to be heard and to receive related 

documentation on request and the preservation of persons’ rights. 
• the flow and timing of documentation and the process that follows this meeting 
• any person wanting a copy of the decision regarding this/these application(s) 

should leave their name and mailing address with the Secretary/Treasurer. 

The Planner advised that this Committee of Adjustment is charged with making a 
decision on the applications tonight during this public meeting.  The decision will be 
based on both the oral and written input received and understandings gained.   

Based on the above, the Committee has four decision options: 
- Approve – with or without conditions 
- Deny – with reasons 
- Defer – pending further input 
- Return to Township Staff – application deemed not to be minor 

The agenda for this meeting included the following application(s) for Minor Variance: 

MV26-05 – Dash, 104 Farren Lake Lane 41, Part Lot 6 Concession 2, in the 
geographic Township of South Sherbrooke 

7. APPLICATIONS 

i) FILE #: MV26-02 - Bracken 

a) PLANNER FILE REVIEW 

The Planner reviewed the file and Power Point in the agenda Package. 

The Planner noted the application was to allow a cottage to be located at 
a reduced setback of 28m and east side yard setback of 3.2m. 

The Planner advised the Committee that it is not a large lot and it has a 
small waterfront but is a typical size for the lake.  The Planner noted she 
had some concern with runoff from erosion of the driveway on the 
property potentially impacting the water quality of the lake, but the site 
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plan sketch proposes it will be reconstructed as terraced features so the 
erosion will be addressed.  

Rideau Valley Conservation Authority (RVCA) commented and provided 
best practices for waterfront lots and specific comments for the site plan, 
e.g., eavestroughs to the rear, etc.  

A new class 4 system would be required. The owner and contractor have 
reached out to the Mississippi-Rideau Septic System Office (MRSSO) to 
work on the application. 

The Planner has no concern about compliance with the Provincial 
Planning Statement, County, and Township Official Plans. 

A Site Plan Control Agreement will be required for this property. With the 
recommendations of the RVCA and Planner.  

The Planner also noted that to keep the lot coverage at the required 10% 
the deck will be reduced in size. 

The Planner informed the Committee that during the site visit the 
neighbour to the west did not have any concerns and the neighbours to 
the east were not home.  The neighbours on the east did reach out to the 
Township once they had received the notice in the mail to express 
concerns over the east side setback.  They had requested the setback to 
be larger because they did not want light pollution, noise, windows on the 
east side. Nor did they want any vehicle paths on the east side.  They 
had also suggested shrubs could be planted to reduce sound and 
lighting. 

The Planner noted that increasing the east side yard setback to 4.2m 
could be a solution. 

The applicant agreed to adjust the cottage to meet the 4.2m east yard 
setback and will work with the contractor to possibly have a greater 
setback. The 4.2m setback is where the garage is proposed.  

The Planner recommends approving the application with a 4.2m east 
side yard setback. The application is considered minor in impact as the 
cottage will be located 17m farther from the shore than the existing 
cottage. Also, a new septic system will be installed 30m from the lake. 

The proposal for a walkout cottage will meet the lot coverage of 10% with 
a slight reduction in the amount of deck proposed.  The Floor Space 
Index will be 10%, meeting the 12% permitted. 

The proposal is also desirable and is appropriate for the development of 
the land in question as the use is permitted and the proposed location of 
the cottage is much farther away from the lake than the existing cottage. 
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b) APPLICANT COMMENTS 

The applicant explained to the Committee that he had spoken with his 
contractor about whether the cottage could shift more to the west to 
enlarge the east side setback.  They do believe that they could move the 
cottage to the west to provide a 4.2m east side setback instead of the 
original 3.2m side yard setback.  

The applicant also noted that no traffic will be on the east side of the 
property.  

The applicant noted there are two windows on the cottage located at a 
larger setback on the east side because of the angle of the proposed 
cottage and that the garage is the closest point to the east side.  

The applicant confirmed for the Committee that the entrance to the 
garage is facing the west side, not the east.  

c) ORAL & WRITTEN SUBMISSIONS 

None. 

d) DECISION OF COMMITTEE 

RESOLUTION #COA-2026-05 
MOVED BY:  Richard Schooley 
SECONDED BY: Peter Siemons 

“THAT, in the matter of an application under Section 45(1) of the 
Planning Act, R.S.O. 1990, c.P13, as amended, that Minor Variance 
Application MV26-05 is approved, to allow a variance from the 
requirements of Section 3.29 (Water Setbacks) and Section 5.2.2 
(Interior Side Yard) of Zoning By-Law 2002-121, for the lands legally 
described as 104 Farren Lake Lane 41, Part Lot 6 Concession 2, in the 
geographic Township of South Sherbrooke, now known as Tay Valley 
Township in the County of Lanark – Roll Number 0911-914-015-15000: 

• To allow a proposed walk-out cottage to be built at a reduced 
water setback of 28m rather than the minimum 30m required; 

• To allow relief for an east side yard setback of 4.2m rather than 
the required 6m; 

AND THAT, the owners enter into a Site Plan Control Agreement and a 
Limited Services Agreement prepared by the Township.” 

ADOPTED 
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8. NEW/OTHER BUSINESS 

None. 

9. ADJOURNMENT 

The meeting adjourned at 5:21 p.m. 
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