Planning Committee Agenda
Wednesday September 4, 2019
@ 9:00 a.m.

1. Call to Order
2. Disclosure of Pecuniary Interest
3. Minutes of Previous Meetings
3.1 Planning Committee Minutes from July 3, 2019
4. Committee of Adjustment Public Meeting
4.1

Minor Variance
A02/2019 Lot 16, Plan 646 Sullivan - Fischer

4.2

Minor Variance
A03/2019 Part Lots 86 and 87, Concession 1 Holland - Deveau

4.3

Consent
B04/2019 Part Lots 4, 5 and 6 Concession 3 Holland – Solinger for Thurston/Sutton

4.4

Consent
B06/2019 Lot 22, Concession 4 EGR Holland - Beirnes

5. Adjournment

Township of Chatsworth Planning Committee
Minutes
Wednesday July 3, 2019
9:00 A.M.
Members Present:
Chair
Mayor Scott Mackey
Member
Brian Gamble
Member
Shawn Greig
Member
Elizabeth Thompson
Member
Diana Rae
Members Absent:
None
Staff Present:
Township Planner:
Ron Davidson
Secretary-Treasurer: Nicole Martin
1.

Call to Order
Chair Mackey called the meeting to order at 9:00 a.m.

2.

Disclosure of Pecuniary Interest and the General Nature Thereof.
None.

3.

Planning Committee/Committee of Adjustment
It was:
Moved by Shawn Greig
Seconded by Elizabeth Thompson
That the Planning Committee of the Township of Chatsworth adopts the Minutes of
April 3, 2019. Carried

4.

Planning Committee Public Meeting:

4.1

Consent application B02/2019
Part Lot 19, Concession 1 EGR, Geographic Township of Holland, Township of
Chatsworth – McCracken

Public in Attendance
Rebecca Hunter
Township Planner Ron Davidson gave an overview of the application and explained that the
purpose of the proposed severance was to create a new residential building lot in the settlement
area of Williamsford. He advised that the proposal conforms with the County Official Plan, is
consistent with the Provincial Policy Statement and has raised no concerns with any commenting
agency or neighbouring land owner. Mr. Davidson subsequently recommended approval of the
application.
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After a brief discussion, it was:
Moved by Brian Gamble
Seconded by Diana Rae
Be it resolved that Consent Application B02/2019 for Part Lot 19, Concession 1 EGR
Holland be granted subject to the conditions on the decision sheet. Carried
4.2

Consent application B03/2019
Part Lot 10, Concession 7, Geographic Township of Sullivan, Township of Chatsworth
– Keeling

Public in Attendance
Doug Keeling – Applicant
Maria Wood - Agent
Township Planner Ron Davidson gave an overview of the application and explained that the
purpose of the proposed severance was to adjust an existing lot line separating a farm parcel
from the adjacent residential lot. The intent was to enlarge the size of the residential lot to
include two accessory buildings and a cellular tower. The Planner advised that the proposal
conforms to the Official Plan and is consistent with the Provincial Policy Statement. Mr.
Davidson added that all agencies were in support of the lot line adjustment, but that the County
was requesting that the most northerly of the two entrances/driveways servicing the existing
residential lot be closed.
Maria Wood, representing the owners, provided a brief overview of the proposal.
Doug Keeling, one of the owners, spoke with regard to the County’s recommendation of closing
one of the entrances and advised that the norther entrance provides access to his residence and
closing that entrance would cause hardship.
The Committee discussed this entrance issue and collectively decided not to include a condition
on the Decision Sheet requiring the entrance to be removed. At that time, it was:
Moved by Shawn Greig
Seconded by Elizabeth Thompson
Be it resolved that Consent Application B03/2019 for Part Lot 10, Concession 7 Sullivan be
granted subject to the conditions on the decision sheet. Carried
5.

Closure of Planning Committee Meeting
It was:
Moved by Diana Rae
Seconded by Brian Gamble
Be it resolved that the Planning Committee adjourn at 9:42 a.m. Carried

_________________________
Scott Mackey, Chair

____________________________________
Nicole Martin, Secretary-Treasurer
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316837 Highway 6, RR 1
Chatsworth, Ontario N0H 1G0
Telephone 519-794-3232 - Fax 519-794-4499
August 14, 2019
Township of Chatsworth
316837 Highway 6
R.R. 1
CHATSWORTH, Ontario
N0H 1G0
Chair Mackey and Members of the Committee of Adjustment:
Re:

Lot 16, Plan 646
Geographic Township of Sullivan, Township of Chatsworth
113 Anderson Lane
Owner: Jason and Lucy Fischer
File:
A02/2019

The following has been prepared to provide the Committee of Adjustment with planning
comments concerning the above-noted matter.
Background:
The owners of the subject property are proposing to construct an addition onto their existing
dwelling in the form of an attached garage. The addition would leave a 1.5 metre interior
side yard along the westerly boundary. The Zoning By-law requires a 3.0 metre yard and
therefore the owners have filed a Minor Variance application seeking this relief.
Subject Lands:
The subject property is located along the south side of Paisley Drive. The lot comprises 1652
square metres of land. Access to the site is gained from a driveway that has been
constructed along the Anderson Lane road allowance. Situated on the property is a detached
dwelling.
Adjacent Lands:
Approximately sixteen residential lots exist within this small development along Anderson
Lane and Paisley Drive.

Planning Act:
When dealing with Minor Variances, the Committee of Adjustment must be satisfied that the
request passes all four tests for Minor Variances set out in The Planning Act. Failure to meet
any of the tests should result in the application being refused. In this regard, please consider
the following:
1.

Does the variance maintain the intent and purpose of the Grey County Official Plan?
Schedule A to the County Official Plan designates the subject property as ‘Agricultural’.
The ‘Agricultural’ designation generally permits detached dwellings but does not
contain development standards such as side yard requirements.
The subject property is situated within the ‘Aggregate Resource Area’ constraint on
Schedule B to the Official plan. Development or site alteration that would hinder future
aggregate extraction on these lands is generally prohibited. Given that a house
already exists on the property, a small addition should have no impact on the ability or
inability to extract aggregate from these lands in the future.
Based on the foregoing, the proposed variance would appear to maintain the intent
and purpose of the Official Plan.

2.

Does the variance maintain the intent and purpose of the Township of Chatsworth
Zoning By-law?
The purpose of the ‘minimum side yard’ requirement is to ensure that buildings do not
create an overcrowding effect on the subject property and/or adjacent lands and to
also ensure that sufficient area is provided along the lot line to provide maintenance to
the building without trespassing onto the neighbour’s property. In this regard, a 1.5
metre side yard is generally considered to still be a reasonable area and should not
result in an overcrowding situation. As well, 1.5 metres leaves ample room to provide
exterior maintenance to the building. As such, the proposed variance should not
undermine the intent and purpose of this particular zoning provision.

3.

Is the variance is minor in nature?
This test has traditionally been interpreted as meaning “what impact will the variance
have on the neighbours?” Providing a 1.5 metre yard as opposed to a 3.0 metre yard
would likely have no negative impact on the neighbouring property owner. It is worth
noting that the house on the property to the east appears to have a large side yard
which should offset the reduced side yard proposed by the applicant. Based on the
foregoing, the variance should be considered minor in nature.

4.

Is the variance requested desirable for the appropriate and orderly development and
use of the lands and buildings?
Given the interior layout of the existing house, it is necessary to construct the attached
garage along the east side of the dwelling. In order to do so, however, relief from the

side yard requirement is necessary. It’s worth noting that the size of the proposed
garage is not excessively large. It is also worth noting that if the owners chose to erect
a detached garage as opposed to an attached garage, as proposed, the Zoning By-law
would allow that detached structure to be constructed within 1.5 metres of the side lot
line. Based on this information and that fact that no negative impact should result from
the proposed variance, the variance should be considered desirable for the appropriate
and orderly development and use of the lands and buildings.
Provincial Policy Statement:
The variance would appear to be consistent with the Provincial Policy Statement. The PPS
does contain policies designed to protect possible, future aggregate extraction; however, as
noted above, the variance should have no impact on this matter.
Conclusion and Recommendation:
The proposed Minor Variance passes the four texts identified in Section 45 of the Planning
Act and is consistent with the PPS. As such, the application can be approved.
This opinion is provided without the benefit of having received comments from any other
agency or any adjacent land owners. Should new information arise regarding this proposal,
the Committee is advised to take such information into account when considering this
application.
I trust this information will be of assistance.
Sincerely,

Ron Davidson, BES, RPP, MCIP

316837 Highway 6, RR 1
Chatsworth, Ontario N0H 1G0
Telephone 519-794-3232 - Fax 519-794-4499
August 21, 2019
Township of Chatsworth
316837 Highway 6
R.R. 1
CHATSWORTH, Ontario
N0H 1G0
Chair Mackey and Members of the Committee of Adjustment:
Re:

Part Lots 86 and 87, Concession 1, Geographic Township of Holland,
Township of Chatsworth
775501 Highway 10
Owner:
Duane Deveau
File No.:
A03/2019

The following has been prepared to provide the Committee of Adjustment with planning
comments concerning the above-noted matter.
Background:
The owner of the subject property is proposing to remove the existing detached dwelling from
the site and erect a new house. The property is only 29.86 metres deep and therefore
erecting a detached dwelling in compliance with 15 metre front yard requirement and 9 metre
rear yard requirement is difficult. In this regard, the owner is requesting permission to
construct the house 14.45 metres from the front lot line and 7.81 metres from the rear lot line.
The new house will be constructed, in part, in the location of the existing dwelling.

Subject Lands:
The subject property is located along the northeast side of Provincial Highway 10. The site
comprises 0.2 hectares and has 56.39 metres of frontage along the highway. Situated on the
property is a detached dwelling, which is to be removed. Most of the site is treed.

Adjacent Lands:
This area is characterized by a mixture of agriculture, forested areas and parcels of various
sizes. An automobile wrecking yard is located approximately 200 metres to the southeast.
Planning Act:
When dealing with Minor Variances, the Committee of Adjustment must be satisfied that the
request passes all four tests for Minor Variances set out in The Planning Act. Failure to meet
any of the tests should result in the application being refused. In this regard, please consider
the following:
1.

Does the variance maintain the intent and purpose of the Grey County Official Plan?
Schedule A to the County Official Plan designates the subject property as ‘Agricultural’.
The ‘Agricultural’ designation generally permits detached dwellings but does not
contain development standards such as side yard requirements.
The subject property is situated within the ‘Aggregate Resource Area’ constraint on
Schedule B to the Official plan. Development or site alteration that would hinder future
aggregate extraction on these lands is generally prohibited. Given that a house
already exists on the property, the replacement of that dwelling with a new house
should have no effect on the ability - or inability - to extract aggregate from these lands
in the future.
Appendix B to the Official Plan identifies the treed portion of the subject lands as
‘Significant Woodland’. A portion of the new house will be erected within this area.
(Some of the new house will also be erected where the current house exists today.)
During the preconsultation discussions, the Saugeen Valley Conservation Authority
advised that an Environmental Impact Study would not be required if the dwelling was
located in this precise location.
Based on the foregoing, the proposed variance would appear to maintain the intent
and purpose of the Official Plan.

2.

Does the variance maintain the intent and purpose of the Township of Chatsworth
Zoning By-law?
The purpose of the ‘minimum front yard’ requirement is to ensure that buildings are
setback a reasonable distance from the road allowance in order to ensure a
harmonious streetscape along any given road.
The purpose of the rear yard is
generally to ensure that ample room exists behind the house to provide privacy for
outdoor uses. Given the very minor nature of the proposed reductions, the variances
should have no impact on the intent on the Zoning By-law. It should be noted that
despite the reduced front yard, the house will still comply with the Zoning By-law
requirement for setbacks from the centreline of a Provincial Highway.

3.

Is the variance is minor in nature?

This test has traditionally been interpreted as meaning “what impact will the variance
have on the neighbours?
Based on the very slight relief being requested, the variance should not impact on the
neighbours.
4.

Is the variance requested desirable for the appropriate and orderly development and
use of the lands and buildings?
The requested reductions are very minor and should not be noticeable.
development will be appropriate and orderly.

The

Provincial Policy Statement:
The variance would appear to be consistent with the Provincial Policy Statement. The PPS
does contain policies designed to protect significant woodlands; however, as noted above, the
variance should have no impact on this feature.
Conclusion and Recommendation:
The proposed Minor Variance passes the four texts identified in Section 45 of the Planning
Act and is consistent with the PPS. As such, the application can be approved.
This opinion is provided without the benefit of having received comments from any other
agency or any adjacent land owners. Should new information arise regarding this proposal,
the Committee is advised to take such information into account when considering this
application.
I trust this information will be of assistance.
Sincerely,

Ron Davidson, BES, RPP, MCIP

316837 Highway 6, RR 1
Chatsworth, Ontario N0H 1G0
Telephone 519-794-3232 - Fax 519-794-4499
August 14, 2019
Township of Chatsworth
Committee of Adjustment
R.R. 1
CHATSWORTH, Ontario
N0H 1G0
Dear Chair Mackey and Committee Members:
Re:

Application for Consent
Part Lots 4, 5 and 6, Concession 3, Geographic Township of Holland
Township of Chatsworth
File No.
B04/2019
Owner:
Donald Lee Thurston and Diana Lyn Sutton
Applicant: Frank Solinger

Purpose of Application:
The purpose of this severance application is to sever approximately 13.36 hectares of forested land
and convey this parcel to the adjoining 3.72 hectare lot which is used primarily for residential
purposes. A 69.6 hectare parcel would be retained.
No new lot would result from this lot line adjustment.
No development or site alteration is proposed on the severed parcel. The new owner would use
these additional lands for passive recreational purposes only.
The Subject Lands:
The subject property is located along Concession 2, in the former Holland Township. A detached
dwelling exists on the lot. Approximately ten hectares of this 92.96 hectare holding appear to be
actively farmed. The remainder of the site is forested. The Spey River traverses the southeast
corner of the property, leaving approximately 13.36 hectares of land without access from the rest of
the property. This 13.36 hectare area is proposed to be severed and conveyed to the neighbour.
The neighbour’s property comprises 3.72 hectares and contains a detached dwelling. Most of this
site is forested.
B04/2019

Adjacent Lands:
This area of the Township is represented by a mix of agricultural and forested lands, along with a
large number of non-farm residential lots.
Official Plan:
The subject property is designated ‘Rural’ and ‘Hazard’ on Schedule A to the County of Grey Official
Plan. The majority of the lands being severed is designated ‘Rural’.
The ‘Rural’ consent policies give consideration to limited lot creation, to a maximum of four lots per
original 40 hectare parcel. The severed parcel will involve parts of the original Lot 5 and Lot 6 and
will not result in the permitted lot density being exceeded.
Appendix B to the Official Plan recognizes the forested area of the subject property, including the
entire severed parcel, as ‘Significant Woodland’. Development and site alteration is not permitted in a
‘Significant Woodland’ or within 120 metres of this feature unless it can be demonstrated that such
development or site alteration will not negatively impact this woodland feature or its function. Given
that no development or site alteration will result from the lot addition, there should be no impact on
this natural heritage feature.
The Official Plan also contains policies intended to protect fish habitat. Spey Rive presumably serves
as a habitat for fish. Given that no development or site alteration is proposed, there should be no
impact on the river.
Based on the foregoing, it is evident that the proposal conforms to the Grey County Official Plan.
Provincial Policy Statement:
The Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) generally allows for limited lot creation in rural areas.
The also includes polices aimed at protecting natural heritage features; however, this is not an issue,
as explained above.
The proposed lot line adjustment should be consistent with the PPS.
Zoning By-law:
The subject lands are zoned ‘A1’ (Rural) and ‘EP’ (Environmental Protection). The ‘minimum lot area’
and ‘minimum lot frontage’ requirements of the ‘A1’ zone are 20 hectares and 180 metres
respectively. The retained lot complies with these minimum standards.

B04/2019

Conclusion and Recommendation:
The proposed lot addition appears to conform to the County Official Plan and is consistent with the
Provincial Policy Statement. As such, the consent application can be given favourable consideration.
This opinion is provided without the benefit of having received comments from any other agency or
any adjacent land owners. Should new information arise regarding this proposal, the Committee of
Adjustment is advised to take such information into account when considering the applications.
I trust this information will be of assistance.
Sincerely,

Ron Davidson, BES, RPP, MCIP
Township Planner

B04/2019

316837 Highway 6, RR 1
Chatsworth, Ontario N0H 1G0
Telephone 519-794-3232 - Fax 519-794-4499
August 14, 2019
Township of Chatsworth
Committee of Adjustment
R.R. 1
CHATSWORTH, Ontario
N0H 1G0
Dear Chair Mackey and Committee Members:
Re:

Application for Consent
Lot 22, Concession 4 EGR, Geographic Township of Holland
Township of Chatsworth
File No.
B06/2019
Owner:
Edward Joseph Beirnes and Bonnie Heather Beirnes

Purpose of Application:
The purpose of this severance application is to sever a vacant lot comprising 10.9 hectares of land
and retain a 37.3 hectare lot containing an existing farmhouse and various farm buildings.
The Subject Lands:
The subject property is located at the southwest corner of the Negro Creek Road / Concession 3B
intersection, in the former Holland Township. A house, two barns, two drive sheds and a garage are
situated on the property. Approximately 20 hectares are actively farmed, while the balance of the site
is predominantly forested.
Of the 10.9 hectares to be severed, approximately 3.0 hectares are cash-cropped and the remainder
is forested.
Adjacent Lands:
This area of the Township is represented by a mix of agricultural and forested lands, along with a
large number of non-farm residential lots.

B06/2019

Official Plan:
The subject property is designated ‘Rural’ and ‘Hazard’ on Schedule A to the County of Grey Official
Plan. The entire severed parcel is designated ‘Rural’.
The ‘Rural’ consent policies give consideration to limited lot creation, to a maximum of four lots per
original 40 hectare parcel. The subject 48.2 hectare parcel involves the entire original Lot 22,
Concession 4 EGR, as no lot has ever been severed from this holding. In this regard, consideration
can be given to a severance from this parcel.
The ‘Rural’ consent policies require all new lots to comprise at least 0.8 hectares of land. Both the
severed and retained parcels comply with this minimum standard.
Lots created in the ‘Rural’ designation must also comply with the Minimum Distance Separation
(MDS) formulae. In this regard, there is a barn on the retained parcel which has been taken into
consideration. The MDS Report prepared for this livestock facility demonstrates that the proposed lot
creation does comply with the required setback.
Appendix B to the Official Plan identifies the various forested areas of the subject property, including
the westerly and southerly sections of the severed parcel, as ‘Significant Woodland’. The policies of
the Official Plan prohibit development in the woodland or within 120 metres of this feature unless it
can be demonstrated that such development or site alteration would not negatively impact the
woodland or its function. In this regard, the owner discussed this matter with the Saugeen Valley
Conservation Authority (SVCA) prior to submitting the Consent application, and the SVCA responded
in writing by advising that an Environmental Impact Study would not be necessary provided the future
development on the severed parcel occurs only within the identified area shown on a map provided
by the SVCA. To implement this recommendation, the building envelope will be identified in the
future Zoning By-law Amendment.
Based on the foregoing, it is evident that the proposal conforms to the Grey County Official Plan.
Provincial Policy Statement:
The Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) generally allows for limited lot creation in rural areas.
The PPS also includes polices aimed at protecting natural heritage features; and, this is not an issue,
as explained above.
The proposed severance should be consistent with the PPS.
Zoning By-law:
The subject lands are zoned ‘A1’ (Rural) and ‘EP’ (Environmental Protection). The ‘minimum lot area’
and ‘minimum lot frontage’ requirements of the ‘A1’ zone are 20 hectares and 180 metres
respectively. The severed parcel does not comply with the lot area requirement and therefore an
amendment to the Zoning By-law is required. The amendment will also recognize the SVCAapproved building envelope described above.
B06/2019

Conclusion and Recommendation:
The proposed lot appears to conform to the County Official Plan and is consistent with the Provincial
Policy Statement. As such, the consent application can be given favourable consideration.
As a condition of approval, the severed parcel must be rezoned for reasons described above.
This opinion is provided without the benefit of having received comments from any other agency or
any adjacent land owners. Should new information arise regarding this proposal, the Committee of
Adjustment is advised to take such information into account when considering the applications.
I trust this information will be of assistance.
Sincerely,

Ron Davidson, BES, RPP, MCIP
Township Planner

B06/2019

