Summary of Comments — County of Brant Official Pla — December 1, 2009

Section

Agency

Comment/Concern

County Comments

Action

General

MOE

It is noted that policies for the protection of eatesources have been included, but there is
statement of sourcewater protection as an Objeofitlee Plan. Given the relationship betwe
sourcewater protection and land use planning gdiand instruments, it seems appropriate
state sourcewater protection as both an objecBeet{on 1.11.2) and, once completed, for th
Sourcewater Protection Plan for the County to lskughed as a component guiding the Count
Planning Strategy (Section 2.0).
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General

MNR, MAH

The current layout and organizational frameworkhef OP contains a great deal of repetition
and a lack of consistent phrasing or use of defteadinology. We encourage the County to
minimize repetition and use consistent languageder to ensure that the OP is easily reads
and maximizes the protection of natural heritageuiees and systems.

ble

General

MNR

MNR recommends that vegetation protection zoneslmappropriate with respect to the
protection of natural heritage features, areassgatéms, where an appropriate naturalized
setback/buffer is afforded to the identified feagifrom adjacent development. Potential po
would reinforce that an Environmental Impact Stagetrshall propose a vegetation protectio
zone, which (i) has sufficient width to protect tieural heritage features and its ecological
functions from impacts of the proposed developnoersite alteration, and where possible,
restores or enhances the natural heritage feaaadsr its ecological functions, and (ii) is
established to achieve, and be maintained as haglfsustaining vegetation. The minimum
width of the vegetation protection zone, if applisiould be clearly stated to ensure minimu
thresholds are understood.
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—

mn

General

MNR

With respect to the Special Floodplain Policy Ar8astion 2.3.5.2 and Schedule C, it is note
that while no geographic or boundary changes darglproposed on Schedule C, changes a

being made to the policies applying to the spgmitity area within Section 2.3.5.2 of the OP}
While some of these changes appear to be minature, several policies have been removéed

and others re-organized and appear to apply moalhyto all development within floodplain
In keeping within Section 3.1.3a) of the PPS, MN&uld like an opportunity to discuss with
MAH the process for approving the proposed chaagédsthe County’s awareness of this
process.

d
e

S.

General

MTO

The Schedules and Appendices have County road22/5 53, 54, 99 labeled as highways.
These roadways are not classified as ProvincighWays and shall not be identified as such
it creates confusion within the public as to juigsidn. All references to these non-provincial
roads as “Highways’ through out this document stidnd modified to read as “Provincial

Highway”.
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Action

General

MNR

It is understood that the County of Brant has idiedt \Wellhead Protection Areas (WHPA) ar
groundwater recharge areas, which are to be @#iestron Schedule A of the OP. MNR notes
that this is the County’'s approach to source wartetection and has also included source w
protections policies within the OP. This approachroceeding in advance of provincial sou
protection planning processes under@ean Water Ac(CWA). MNR’s concerns relate

d

er
ce

specifically to the treatment of mineral aggregagerations and related uses including asphalt,

concrete/tar plants in WHPA and ground water reghareas and the use of prohibitions on
mineral aggregate operations and related useaumber of these areas.

In addition, clarification should be provided défig what characterizes WHPAs within the
County of Brant. Further the OP should also gjatie approach undertaken to determine tg
groundwater recharge and source water protectegsahown on Schedule A, including the
travel times used to establish proposed boundaries.

The use of prohibitions is an extreme measurehibBitmns preclude ‘due process’ under bot
the Aggregate Resources AatdPlanning Act each of which requires (or allows opportunitid
to require) studies to be completed to assessatemfial impacts of asphalt and concrete/tar
plants and determine whether or not they are viahlthough MOE continues to develop
guidance materials for the establishment of soprogection plans under the CWA, it is the
MNR’s understanding that there will likely be limiions placed on the circumstances under
which the prohibition of land uses may be used pgliay approach; these circumstances ha
yet to be defined. MNR suggests that it is nosoeable to adopt a policy framework that
prohibits asphalt and concrete/tar plants in cediPSA in the absence of this direction and
comprehensive threat identification and risk aseess as part of, or in a manner consistent

kS

a

with, provincial watershed-based source protegbl@nning processes.
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General

MNR

MNR generally recommends that natural featuressaaed systems schedules incorporate a
two category mapping overlay or designation apgrdacnatural heritage, pursuant to policig
2.1.3 and 2.1.4 of the PPS. MNR suggests thaeacategory approach may potentially mak
difficult to interpret the land use schedules (evincially significant wetlands vs. non-
provincially significant wetlands) with respectwhere development may or may not occur.
Under this type of approach, one category defirodisips for features where development an
site alteration are not permitted and a secondjoageaddresses natural heritage features wh
development may occur subject to demonstratingagative impacts. This comment equally
applies to the schedules and appendices of the OP.

In addition, it should be understood that the mdgdpmindaries for PSWs by MNR are
determined through a specific scientific evaluafpoocess under the Ontario Wetland
Evaluation System (OWES). Further, this equallyli@spgo Areas of Natural and Scientific
Interest (ANSIs). The delineation of ANSIs is cdetpd through the science based ANSI
confirmation process. It should be made clearttihmboundaries of these features are not
“conceptual illustrations”, but are the recognibedindaries of a wetland, wetland complex g
ANSI. If in site specific cases a review of thestixig mapped boundaries is warranted, MNH
can provide assistance with this process.

PS
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1.11.2.6.2c)

MMAH

Wording in this section needs to be changed sdtthesids “... industries that are directly
related to and compatible with ...".

1.11.2.9.2

MNR

With respect to subsection a) it is recommendetithtgaword “enhance” be added so that thd
objective is to “identify, protect, maintaienhanceand restore” natural heritage features.

In addition, it is recommended that a subparaghepadded to the objectives to provide clari
and consistency with the approach used througheud®. This additional subparagraph (g)
should reflect an objectived monitor and periodically assess the conditiothef County’s

y

natural heritage features, areas and systems
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10

1.11.211

MNR

The resource development context subsection descuiticonsolidated mineral aggregate
deposits/resources (sand and gravel) in the confdke plan. However, MNR suggests that
petroleum resources also warrant discussion igdh&ext of the plan’s ‘resource
development.” MNR recommends that the County metfe Ontario Oil, Gas and Salt
Resources Library for information about known vesit pool locations
(http://www.ogsrlibrary.comj of petroleum in the County of Brant, and integrainto the OP
accordingly. This library is the most accurate seuwsf petroleum resource information
available. Mineral and petroleum resources a@tal$e protected for long-term use within
Section 2.4 of the PPS.

11

1.11.2.11.2

MNR

Subparagraph c) addresses the long term protegft@ggregate resources in the County. It i
recommended that subparagraph c) be clarified te riearly recognize petroleum resource
along with aggregate resources in the County ofiBra

In addition, MNR staff recommend adding an addaicsubparagraph (i) addressittige
conservation of mineral aggregate resources wilpbemoted by making provisions for the
recovery of these resources, where feasilBle this better recognizes section 2.5.2.3 of the
PPS.

[2)

12

2211

MEI

Projections in the County Official Plan must beanformity with Schedule 3 of the Growth
Plan.

13

2231

MEI

A modification is needed to reflect the built boangldelineated by the province.

14

22312

MMAH

Discussion is needed about whether or not the Hight®3 and County Road 25 Interchange

employment areas are considered as settlement areas

15

22312¢)

MMAH

Discussion is needed about whether or not permittimor rounding out in this section
contributes to intensification.

16

2.23.13

MMAH

Is it appropriate to use the word “or” in the ple&which is initiated or adopted by the
County”? Doing so would appear to invite the ploitity of considering privately initiated
amendments, which is inconsistent with the conoépiunicipal comprehensive review.

17

2.23.13¢)

MEI

A modification is needed to add the phrase “andititesity target for the designated greenfig
area” to the end of the existing section.

Id

18

2.23.2

MMAH

i) In subsection vii, the word “Province’s” needs todeleted.
i) In item c) in subsection viii), the phrase “andfdnor rounding out” needs to be
deleted.

19

2.2.3.3

MMAH

i) In subsection a), the concept that rounding out fpeisninor, needs to be added

i) Item ii) in subsection a) appears to contradictgblécy of subsection d).
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20

2234

MMAH

In subsection b), the word “the” needs to be aduatethat the policy reads “... otherwise
designated, the use of ...".

21

224

MEI

Is this the section of the official plan that pre$ direction about the density, form, scale an
type of development proposed for designated grelendireas?

22

2.2.4.2 (Area
Study Process)
and 2.2.4.3
(General Area
Study Req'ts)

MNR

Section 2.2.4.2 b) addresses the preparation afdtatled terms of reference and sets out th
specific details of the Area Study process. MN§uests that an additional point be added
acknowledging consideration of mineral aggregaseurce and petroleum deposits when
establishing Area Study boundaries.

MNR also requests that an additional point be addgdiring the delineation of existing
mineral aggregate operations and known depositsraérals aggregate resources as a gene
requirement for an Area Study (Section 2.2.4.3T))s should include a requirement to
demonstrate how mineral aggregate operations ategbed from development and do not
preclude/hinder the expansion or continued uskexfd operations; or alternatively, how the

extraction of the aggregate resource use wouldedeasible, how the proposed developmeipt

serves a greater long-term public interest andilssues of public health and safety and
environmental impact are addressed; in keeping 8&tttion 3.14.3 — Land Use Policies in th
OP and Sections 2.5.2.4 and 2.5.2.5 of the PPS.

1%

al

e

23

2.2.4.3 c) il.

MEI

This policy establishes a DGA density target op3¥ha.

a) The County must submit a request for an altern&@@&A density target to MEI;

b) A policy must be included to specify that the dgnsf the DGA will be measured in
accordance with GP policy 2.2.7.3;

c) A policy must be included to specify that new depehent taking place in designate
greenfield areas will be planned, designated, zamelddesigned in a manner that i)
contributes to creating complete communities;rigates street configurations,
densities and an urban form that support walkigglireg and early integration and
sustained viability of transit services; iii) prdeis a diverse mix of land uses to supg
vibrant neighbourhoods; and iv) creates high qyalitblic open spaces with site
design and urban design standards that supporttopgces for transit, walking and
cycling; and,

d) Include phasing policies, and other strategiesgésignated greenfield areas to
achieve the intensification target and densitydtyg

e

ort

24

2251

MEI

A modification is needed to reflect the built boangldelineated by the province.
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25

2.251a)

MEI

This policy establishes an intensification target@ommodating 25% of all residential
development occurring over a 5 year period in terisification areas by 2015.

The County must submit a request for an alternatitensification target to the Minister of
Energy and Infrastructure. Submission must sulistenivhy the alternative target is more
appropriate for the size, location and capacithefbuilt up areas of the County. The reques
should provide information about the County’s wtmlassess intensification potential,
including how much residential development is auilgeinside the built boundary, how much
vacant land is available, how much residential igmaent is possible on vacant lands and
through redevelopment, and the reasonable timidgphasing of this development.
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26

2.3.2

MNR

This section begins to define the context of plagrior Natural Heritage Systems (NHS — as|
suggested by the terminology ‘natural heritageuiesst, areas and system$ut MNR
understands that the content of this section ig feature centric. As such, MNR recommeng
amending a description of natural heritage systimning to section 2.3.2 of the plan, pursu
to policy 2.1.2 of the PPS.

In addition, MNR considers planning for NHS to bmeans of achieving an ecosystem-base
solution to the protection of natural heritage tiees and of factoring in their relationship to
surface and groundwater. The identification oliratheritage features and significant surfa
and groundwater features, as inter-related comgsriera more complete NHS, are noted in
Sections 2.2.1(c and e) of the PPS.

While the draft policies of the plan acknowledge ttecessity of protecting groundwater and
water resources, MNR notes that it may be alsocgpiatte to acknowledge this relationship
between natural heritage features and surface rauthdwater features in the description of
NHS planning.

With respect to referencing of natural heritageuess within the plan, clarification is required
throughout the natural heritage policies in the ©@Metter identify when policies are referring
to Provincially Significant Wetlands (PSWSs), oraring to locally significant wetlands as
identified by the County. While it is understobdt both features are included within the
wetlands designation in the OP, the PPS treats Rf8M/focally significant wetlands
differently, as such this needs to be equally cedié and addressed within the OP.

In addition, Section 2.1 of the PPS addressesfiignt valleylands and does not allow for
development and site alternation unless it is destnated that no negative impacts on the

features or its ecological functions will occut.islunclear to MNR staff whether references {o

“Valleylands/Slopes” are intended to address tHeips relating to significant valleylands as
per Section 2.1 of the PPS or natural hazards weition 3.1 of the PPS.

ANt

d

27

2321a)

MNR

MNR notes that subsection a) would only apply wsthnatural heritage features that have b
identified and delineated shall be protected. Give variety of natural heritage features

identified within policies of the OP, but are asyet unmapped (i.e. endangered and threate
species habitat, significant wildlife habitat, uakated wetlands) it is recommended that thi

een

hed

policy be revised to apply to all natural heritagstems and features.
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28

2.3.2.1h)

MNR

With respect to subsection b) it should be cladifteat PSWs are identified by the Ministry of
Natural Resources. The term ‘significant wetlana Imot been readily established or defined
the context of the OP (i.e. Glossary). As previpusentioned, it is also recommended that if
the County has also identified locally significavetlands they be identified separately both
with respect to policies and mapping. It will bepiortant to demonstrate that the policies

regarding non-provincially significant wetlands ammsistent with provincial interests outlined
in the PPS; particularly the relationship to mihaggregate extraction.

n

29

2.3.2.1d)

MNR

Subsection d) addresses the Significant Woodlandd/agetation designation. It is unclear {o
MNR staff what additional features are being ineldiavithin this designation as ‘vegetation'.
Clarification is required.

30

2321¢€)

MNR

Subsection e) includes ANSIs, Environmentally Sigant Areas (ESAs), water courses, and
Valleylands/Slopes which have been subsequenthyifteel and delineated by the County. It
should be understood that MNR is responsible feridientification and delineation of
provincially significant ANSIS. The boundaries\ween provincial and municipal
responsibilities regarding natural heritage featdeatification should be clearly stated within
the OP. Further, as ANSI delineations exist oat$hePlanning Actprocess; it should also bg
understood that municipalities have no formal iolthe delineation of these features. It is
noteworthy that the conceptual illustration of #hésatures is provided within Appendix 1 of
the Plan, for more information please see the Miyiscomments on Appendix 1 below.

A1

31

2321

MNR

MNR recommends amending an additional policy, istatihat: Numerous natural features,
areas and systems, such as the significant habisidangered and threatened species and
significant wildlife habitat, are not identified ¢he schedule mapping at this time. These
features may be identified through appropriateisgjduch as a sub-watershed plan or an
Environmental Impact Study (EIS). The policiestpoting these features shall apply,
notwithstanding the designations illustrated ondtigedules.
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32

23.2.2

MNR

It is unclear to MNR staff what rationale was usedevelop the conditions under which
development or site alteration may be permitted,faow these conditions are consistent witt]
provincial policy. For example, section 2.1 of feS does not allow for development or site
alteration in significant habitat of endangeredhoeatened species and PSW under any
circumstances. In addition, the PPS requires #meotistration of no negative impacts, pursy
to 2.14 and 2.16 of the PPS, which is not equital®mo negative impacts that cannot be
adequately mitigated’. Significant revisions néede made to policy 2.3.2.2 (c), and reflect
within Table 2.2, to be consistent with provingsalicy.

Further, Table 2.2 also references “Significanti®&ahnds/ Slopes”. This is inconsistent with
earlier phrasing referring to the OP’s designaéisrivalleylands/ slopes”, and as noted abovge

should be clarified as to whether this referengdiapto Significant Valleylands or Natural
Hazards.

Table 2.2 also references significant natural aaeaswildlife habitat (including prairies) but
states that these features are not included ord8lhA or Appendix 1. It is unclear what the
County would recognize as a significant naturahark is also unclear what the County woul
recognize as “significant wildlife habitat” or hgwairie communities would be recognized. I
recommended that additional policy and/or defimsi®e added to better explain how these
features would be identified, recognized and ptetethrough the official plan. MNR sugges
reviewing the Natural Heritage Reference Manua®@@nd Significant Wildlife Habitat
Technical Guide (2000) for further direction regagdsignificant wildlife habitat identification
and considerations.

Subparagraph (i) — MNR requires further clarifioatas to the meaning of the term ‘species

risk’ (i.e. reference to federal or provinciallgtied species). In addition, the Ministry noteg tha

the County is not responsible for the ‘preparati@ispecies recovery strategies, pursuant to
provision 11 of the Endangered Species Act (200He Ministry recommends that

subparagraph (i) be revised to reflect ttthe County acknowledges the significance of sjgegi

recovery strategies in accordance with the Endaed&pecies Act (2007), with respect to th
protection and recovery of endangered and threatespecies listed on the Species at Risk i
Ontario list”.

ant
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33

23.22¢€)

MMAH

This proposed policy requires further discussiothasPPS does not contemplate consents f

the purposes of retaining/enhancing natural herifagtures/areas.
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34

2.3.3.1 h) ii)

MOE

This policy is potentially misleading as it suggestat a permit or licence will be issued for
water takings in excess of 10,000 l/day. The Cpurdy require hydrogeological studies to
assess the impact of such takings, while recogmithia provincial approval for water taking ig
triggered by a volume of 50,000 l/day or more. tlhes province would not issue a permit unti
the 50,000 I/day threshold is reached, it is nedichs the what permit or licence is being
referred to in this clause.

35

2.3.3.3

MNR

Subsection c) xiv) prohibits mineral aggregate apen related uses, such as asphalt and
concrete/tar plants, from within WHPA and groundevaecharge areas. It should be noted t
the list of prohibited uses and activities is siigantly different from the list of identified
threats contained within the list of prescribedkiing water threats under Section 1.1 of
General Regulation 287/Qdhder theClean Water Act, 2006

In addition, subsection h) prohibits aggregateussmoperations operating below the water
table in WHPA. Further it also requires that argaation to remain a minimum of one met
above the high water table. MNR has concerns thithapproach and questions a
municipality’s authority to use vertical zoning @my other means) to control or regulate the
depth of mineral aggregate resource extractioriration below the water table is controlled
through the licensing and site plan amendment psogader thé&ggregate Resources Act
(ARA). Municipalities are circulated and may comrhen such applications, but aside from
general amendments to reflect a change in usegregate extraction there are no
corresponding approvals required underRlenning Act

In addition, it is unclear to MNR staff what infoation was used by the County to establish
one meter above the water table standard. Thislatd is inconsistent with MNR practices fd
the licensing of operations for above water takiteaetion. For your information applications

hat

=

made under the ARA require that pit extraction octucloser than 1.5 meters above the water

table, and the quarry extraction occur no closan th meters above the water table.

36

2.3.3.31)

MOE

A minor amendment is recommended to indicate tditi@nal uses and activities may be
added to that list in order to protect WHPA andugrawvater recharge areas.

37

2.3.3.31)

MOE

A minor amendment is recommended to indicate tiateéquired hydrogeological study will 4
to determine “... the suitability of the land for gralwater extractioand for private

subsurface sewage disposal systerhs

10
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38

2.34.2

MNR

Known areas of mineral aggregate resources witi@rCtounty, not currently licensed for l
extraction are currently identified on Appendixfalee OP. As mentioned above in relation t
natural heritage, MNR staff have concerns with sudanineral aggregate resources, as per

Section 2.5 of PPS, being identified and mappetdocument other than the Official Plan. As

such it is recommended that all policies and mapfin mineral aggregate resources, as
identified in the PPS appear with the OP and/athenschedules of the OP and not in the
Appendices. This comment equally applies to Se®idd — Resource Development
Designation.

Subsection e) outlines criteria for mineral aggtegtraction occurring below the water tabl
outside of WHPA. With respect to criteria ii),)iand iv), it should be understood that as per
Section 2.5.4.1 of the PPS the criteria are onpliegble in prime agricultural areas. This
should be clarified in Section 2.3.4.2 of the OP.

It should be understood that Section 2.1 of the @85S not permit development or site
alteration in PSWs or significant habitat of endznegl or threatened species. Further it doe$
not allow for development or site alteration inrsfigant woodlands, significant valleylands,
significant wildlife habitat and significant areafsnatural and scientific interest, unless it has
been demonstrated that there will be no negatiyaaton the natural features of their
ecological functions. Subsection b) needs to beseewto reflect this.

In addition it should be understood and clarifiedttsubsections e) ii), iii), and iv) only apply |n

prime agricultural areas as per Section 2.5.4®RRS.

11°]

11
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39

2.34.2c¢)i.and
il.

MOE

Some maodification to these clauses is recommentibd.key environmental issues related td
the production of hot mix asphalt are air emissionise main pollutant is particulate, which
may be emitted from mixing drums and dryers, a$ agfrom fugitive sources such as

conveyors and stock piles. Other air contaminasseciated with asphalt facilities include

nitrogen oxides, sulphur oxides, carbon dioxide aoidtile organic compounds. Noise is alsp a
concern in the asphalt sector. Accordingly, ireisommended that item i. be amended to clafify

that MOE does not permit asphalt plants. Ratheegulates and approves equipment for the¢

purposes of controlling air emissions which mayude noise. Therefore, the approval issugd

by MOE is a Certificate of Approval (Air) pursuaotSection 9 of th&nvironmental
Protection Act Also, waste that is improperly stored may leadHitives into the ground.

With respect to clause ii., MOE does not have mimmnseparation distances for asphalt plants.
It is the County's prerogative to require minimueparation distance between portable asphialt

plants and residences. However, reference thaiglai requirement of MOE should be
removed.

12
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40

2.34.3

MNR

Section 2.5.5 of the PPS permits wayside pits amarigs, portable asphalt plants and portaljle

concrete plants used on public authority contrattsout the need for an official plan
amendment, rezoning or development permit undePlfwening Actin all areas, except those
areas of existing development or particular envirental sensitivity which have been
determined to be incompatible with extraction agssbaiated activities. As such subsection b
needs to be revised to reflect Section 2.5.5 oPRS. The Ministry would recommend revisif
subsection b) as:

“Subject to the above policy, wayside pits and geat portable asphalt plants and
portable concrete plants shall not be permittedhimitareas designated as provincial

significant wetlands, or within significant habitat endangered or threatened specigs

or areas of existing development. They will ordypkrmitted in significant woodland
significant valleylands and significant wildlife higat where it has been demonstratg
that there will be no negative impacts on the ratégatures or their ecological
functions”.

It is also unclear to MNR staff what relation suttgms e) and f) have to wayside pits, quarri
or portable asphalt or concrete plants. As suahification is requested.

MNR staff understands that wayside pits and quargertable asphalt plants and portable
concrete plants are subject to site plan controuph Section 2.3.4.3 of the official plan. It
should be understood that wayside pits and quaaresubject to site plan approvals under t
Aggregate Resources Aéts such it is recommended that this section neizegthe
requirements under thfegggregate Resources Aarid identify how the OP requirements will
complement approvals under thggregate Resources Act.

g

y
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41

2.35.2.14d)

MMAH

The phrase “the physically or mentally handicappseds to be changed to “persons with
physical or mental disabilities”.

42

2.35.4.1d)

MOE

Replace reference to tiGuidelines for Use at Contaminated Sites in Ontaiith reference to
Brownfields Legislation and in particular O.Reg 315,

43

2.35.431)

MMAH

Delete the word “Province’s”.

44

2.4.2 ¢)

MMAH

While the specific target of 400 dwelling unitdasdable, i) is this the appropriate target; an

if) will it create problems for the County if it isot?

13
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45

2.4.3D)

MMAH

The PPS requires implementation of affordable hmusargets and, as a result, the open and
general nature of this section is not in keepintpwie PPS. More specifically, the statemen
“may be completed” is problematic. It may be bettei) state that the implementation of
specific targets will take place when the Countysing Strategy is completed; and ii) develd
an interim target based on current baseline ddtbtiie more specific targets from the Strate
are developed.

p
Yy

46

2451

MEI

This policy needs to be amended to allow accegssiglential dwelling units only in single
detached residential dwellings in the settlemesaand preferably within the built up area,
provide for more intensification here rather thise@here.

(=]

47

2.45.2

MEI

This policy needs to be amended to allow gardetesonly in the settlement area, and
preferably within the built up area, to provide foore intensification here rather than
elsewhere.

48

2.5

MEI

» Given that the March 2009 report “Municipal Compmrhkive Review of Brant Count
Employment Lands” indicates that there is more teraough land designated for
employment purposes in Brant, it is necessaryhferGounty to prioritize which lands
are most important for economic activity.

* ltis important to differentiate employment areasf land where employment uses &
permitted so it is clear where Growth Plan polic¥.8.5 (employment land
conversion) applies.

* ltis important to define and designate regenenaieas if there is a desire to activa
GP policy 2.2.6.6

\re

e

49

2.6.1 ) ii

MOE

While it is important that services accommodate sustain the development that is propose
on a specific site, broader environmental impaetsirto be considered. In this regard, the
phrase “without resulting in unacceptable impadh®environment” should be added to the
end of the existing statement.

50

2.6.2

MMAH

i) In subsection b), alternative wording is needeplate of the word
“notwithstanding”, which gives the impression thia ability to provide servicingd
overrides the designation and zoning of the sulgeats.

i) Discussion is required regarding subsection fyradepto clarify the intention of
this policy.

51

2.6.3.1D)

MMAH

Playing fields are not permitted “as of right” irimpe agricultural areas. In order to do so, th
tests of Section 2.3.5.1 c) of the PPS must be met.

52

2.65.2¢)

MMAH

In order to provide clarity, the word “this” shoubé deleted and replaced with the word

“avoidance”.
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Agency

Comment/Concern

County Comments

Action

53

3.2

MNR

Similar to the comments above relating to Secti@423 county buildings, services and publ
private utilities are not permitted within areasidgaated as PSW, or within significant habita
of endangered or threatened species. They mayrbetfeal in significant woodlands,
significant valleylands and significant wildlife higat where it has been demonstrated that th
will be no negative impacts on the natural feataretheir ecological functions. It is also
unclear why “county activities” are included withhis policy. It is MNR’s understanding thg
under thePlanning Act.official plans may regulate land uses, and naviéiets. This should
also be clarified. In addition, when referringptablic services and infrastructure references
should be made acknowledging that these projeetsuasject to approval under the
Environmental Assessment Act

Subsection h) makes reference to “potential regdyalicies in Section 2.3 of the plan; it
would appear that this should read as “potentsduece development”.

ere

—

54

3.2¢)

MEI,
MMAH

This policy need to be change to delete the prawitd permit County buildings, activities and
services in any land use designation. New Counitdibgs, activities and services should be
directed settlement areas, particularly to landhiwithe built up area.

55

3.2.d)

MEI,
MMAH

This subsection states that Community Parks, pubtieational facilities, and community
facilities of any size shall be permitted withinydand use designation. This policy should b
deleted. New Community Parks, public recreatidaailities and community facilities should
be directed to settlement areas, particularlynd haithin the built up area.

U

56

331f)v.

MTO

MTO requests that the following general MTO praowisfor Home Occupations be included
within the Permitted Uses section 3.3.1 (f) (v) Ho@®ccupations

“Entrances serving home occupations, industry agibasses located adjacent to provincial
highways require the approval of the Ministry oafsportation. Typically, the Ministry of
Transportation will require that the property ownaltain an entrance permit and a sign per
if necessary. As a condition of these permitsMiméstry of Transportation requires the
property owner to acknowledge that the use of theisting entrance cannot be converted to
commercial entrance in the future and that an adddl entrance will not be permitted to
accommodate the home occupations, industry or basirin addition, the Ministry of
Transportation would not support a future severatiag would result in a separate entrance
a business and one for the retained parcel.”

it

a

to

57

3.3.1J)

MMAH

In order to provide clarity, the phrase “agricutuelated commercial and industrial” needs to

be changed either to “agriculturally related coneiarand agriculturally related industrial” or

“agriculturally related commercial/industrial” thrgh out this section.
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58

3.3.1Kk)

MMAH

Additional discussion is required regarding thisgwsed policy.

59

3.3.1 m) vii)

MNR

MNR staff note that Subsection m) véifates that “ifn the development of a pond for a fish
farm there is removal of material that can be eed as sand or gravel, a license under the
Aggregate Resources Agttall be required”. It is recommended that the@ttiis statement bd
changed to “may be required” as depending on tleeirtistances and overall purpose for the
excavation of materials, the removal of such malgrnay not require a license under the
Aggregate Resources Antall cases.

60

3.3.10) and p)

MMAH

Additional discussion is required with OMAFRA ore#fe sections.

61

3321a)

MMAH

The references to the MDS requirements are corgiasial unclear. The first three sentence
this section must be deleted and replaced wittdlfmving:

“In order to avoid land use conflicts with the Agritural Designation, it is the policy of this
Plan that the Minimum Distance Separation (MDShidae be used to establish appropriats
standards for separating proposed uses from exitiestock facilities (MDS 1) and for
applying appropriate standards for the separatiorew or expanding livestock facilities from
existing adjacent uses (MDS II).”

of

1”2

62

33.2.1¢€)

MMAH

Additional discussion is required with OMAFRA ondfsection.

63

3.3.2.2

MMAH

It is understood that this is the current standdittie existing official plan. If not, additional
discussion is required with OMAFRA.

64

3.3.2.3 vi)

MMAH

As written, this section does not appear to beisterg with the policies of the PPS. Addition
discussion is required with OMAFRA.

Further, an additional item 4 must be added toesddihe requirements of the PPS that no n
residential dwellings are permitted on any vacanimant parcel.

al

D
=

65

3.7.3

MMAH

To provide clarity, would it be best to provide ssereferences in this section to the other
applicable sections of the plan (ie. justificatiearvicing)?

66

3.9.3

MEI

A policy should be included to encourage the piowi®f facilities that would make
developments on these lands more pedestrian apcldiciendly.

67

3.10.3

MEI

A policy should be included to encourage the piowi®f facilities that would make
developments on these lands more pedestrian apcldiciendly.

16
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68

3.11.3

MEI

A policy should be included to encourage the piowi®f facilities that would make
developments on these lands more pedestrian apcldiciendly.

69

3.12

MMAH

The policies of Section 1.3.2 of the PPS regardimgloyment land conversion do not appea
be addressed in this section of the Plan.

Further, we would like to have further discussianth the County regarding distinguishing
employment areas from traditional industrial areg&ee similar comments from MEI — item
#48 in this list.)

70

3.12.2

MEI

Daycare services and fitness centres should npétweitted on land in Employment
Designation outside settlement areas. Direct thess to settlement areas to contribute to th
vitality of these areas and enable more peopleai& or drive shorter distances to these
services.

71

3.12.3

MEI

A policy should be included to encourage the piowi®f facilities that would make
developments on these lands more pedestrian apcldiciendly.

72

3.12.3 n)

MTO

MTO requests that Section 3.12.3 n) be re-wordebedollowing:

Access to a Provincial Highway and County Road thie close proximity (within the
provincial permit control area) to an intersectioninterchange of a Provincial
Highway shall require approval from the Provincedahe County.

Access to a County Road beyond the Provincial peonitrol area shall require
approval from the County.

73

3.14.3 h)

MOE

In order to provide more detail, a minor modificatis needed to indicate that the provincial
requirement governing proper well abandonment Re@. 903 made under tRmtario Water
Resources Actlt is also suggested that proper well decomimmssg be a requirement of
official plan policy within all land use designat® not just for lands designated “Resource

Development”.

17
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74

3.14

MNR

As mentioned above, mapping of areas of aggregat@etroleum potential needs to be with
the Official Plan, and not referred to appendidesaddition, and as mentioned previously,
more detailed recognition of petroleum resourcéhiwithe general “intent” of this section
should be included.

MNR staff noted that subsection €) makes referemtiee establishment of “new resource
development activities”. It is unclear why thentesictivities is being used, and as such it is
recommended that that be rephrased to “new resdenegdopment land uses”.

With respect to subsections i) through k), MNR reoeends that where development occurs
within 300m of a known aggregate pit operation ghiw 500m of a known bedrock quarry
operation applicants provide information on theeptil impact of the proposed developmen
on the continued use or expansion of any minemgieigate operation or adjacent land and th
long term availability of mineral aggregate resasron the site of the development applicati
and adjacent lands.

Subsection |) ii) addresses requirements relatirghabilitation of pits and quarries. The last
paragraph in the subsection states that “sitesaisaybe rehabilitated to good wildlife habitat
using native species for vegetation”. It is uncleaMNR staff what the Country means by
“good wildlife habitats”, where further clarificati if the reference to good habitat is equival
to significant wildlife habitat would be helpfuFurther, MNR would recommend promoting t
planting of native species that are indigenousé¢osite or the surrounding area as a means
promoting comparable species composition to whisteck on the site prior to extraction.

=]

=

PN

1°ZJ

bnt
he
Df

75

3.15.2

MEI

This policy permits a range of uses on land inltiséitutional designation, including major
institutional uses, such as hospitals, clinics taeatment facilities, secondary schools, post-
secondary facilities, educational facilities, conmityfacilities, government offices, places of
worship, cemeteries, government-operated institgtiplaces of worship, nursing and
retirement homes, museums and other cultural éstaténts, and private clubs.

New major institutional uses, such as hospitaisiod and treatment facilities, secondary
schools, post-secondary facilities, educationalifees, community facilities, government
offices, places of worship, cemeteries, governnogetated institutions, places of worship,
nursing and retirement homes, museums and othtera@iuéstablishments, and private clubs

should be directed to settlement areas.
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wetlands have been included within the “significaetlands” designation in the OP, the PP{
provides additional protection to PSWs and thigisae be clearly reflected within the OP. A
such, MNR recommends that PSWs be mapped andnegetseparately from those identifie
by the County as locally significant.

Subsection 3.17.2a) — Permitted Uses, allows fesiga open space uses within the significa
wetlands designation. It is unclear to MNR stdffatvthe County considers as passive open
space uses, clarification about the general typases this would include either in the
definitions or this section of the OP is recommehde

In addition, subsection e) states that developraedtsite alteration, including aggregate

extraction, shall not be permitted in the significevetlands designation. This section needs
be clarified to state that development and sitration shall not be permitted in PSWs in ord
to be consistent with Section 2.1 of the PPS.

|®X

t

>

# | Section Agency | Comment/Concern County Comments Action
3.16.2 MEI New public recreation facilities, community cenfreshibition grounds, golf courses and
76 : vy . . .
commercial facilities that are largely establisifi@dcommercial gain such as amusement paiks
should be directed to settlement areas.
77 3.17 MNR While it is understood that both provincially sificant wetlands and locally significant
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Comment/Concern County Comments
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78

3.17.3

MNR

Subsection a) identifies conservation authoriteetha source for obtaining PSW mapping; itJs
recommended that MNR also be included.

In addition, subsection a) states that the addararemoval of PSWs shall require an
amendment to the OP. Further it is noted thaea$pction 2.3.2.1i) of the OP the refinement
of natural heritage features, areas and systenssrdiigequire an amendment to the OP. It i§
unclear to MNR staff what purpose requiring an ¥ updating PSW mapping to add or
remove newly assessed features would serve, amdrtbuld be clarified. It should be
understood that the MNR evaluation and recognitioRSWs is based on a scientific procesy
outside the realm of tHelanning ActIn the event a wetland was to be evaluated as a, BE\/|
classification would apply to the wetland regarsllewhether the feature appears on the
County's OP schedule. As such it is recommendeadtimsubsection be modified to recogni
that the OP schedule mapping will be amended/ epdzst new features, including PSWSs, ar
identified.

T~
(9]

D

With respect to subsection c) this policy would @gopto have been previously established
through the general policies in Section 3.2 - Redid\pplicable to All Designations. As state
above services and public/ private utilities arepesmitted within areas designated as
provincially significant wetlands, or within sigigant habitat of endangered or threatened
species, they may however be permitted within lpcadinificant wetlands. As such it is
recommend to streamline and clarify this policyhaitection 3.2.

In addition, subsection e) refers to allowing bangdor development projects adjacent to
wetlands in primary or secondary urban areas. S8aguvould be awarded for “creating mor
interesting development as well as assisting irctbation of innovative site design that shall
enhance the wetland characteristics. It is und¢teMNR staff what is meant by “creating mor
interesting development and innovative site designtl what relation this would have to the
adjacent wetland. It is also recommended that nideoé the policy be rephrased terthance,
restore and improve ecological and/or hydrologifaim and function of the wetlahd

1”2

1]
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79

3.18

MNR

Section 3.18.1 speaks to the intent of the sigmifiavoodlands and vegetation designation.
OP recognizes that the County currently has 13%lanal/ forest cover and that over 25% o
the woodlands in the County are comprised of Sviddal features. However, it is noted that
threshold or rationale for identifying significaniseprovided. While it is understood that the
approaches for compiling and assessing signifisaadlands is dependant on the type
resources and information available, more detaikisded within the OP to clarify how
significant woodlands were identified.

Further it is unclear what rationale has been tsdaclude other vegetation communities
within this designation, or how their significanwas determined. It would appear that prairie
may be included as an additional vegetation comtytunowever Table 2.2 of the OP also
identifies prairies as significant natural areas aiidlife habitat, which are unmapped.
Additional detail is needed to explain the rati@enla¢hind including these areas in the OP. H
the purposes of the PPS, prairie communities giedlly considered as potential areas of
significant wildlife habitat, as such it is recommaed that prairies be included within the
significant wildlife habitat policies/ mapping.

As part of the permitted uses policies, subseajoprohibits development and site alteration
including aggregate extraction within the signifitavoodlands and vegetation designation.
This approach is unclear as Table 2.2 of the O.dwallow for development and site alterati
provided no negative impacts would result. FurtSection 2.1.4 of the PPS prevents
development and site alteration in significant waads and significant wildlife habitat unles
can be demonstrated that there will be no negatipact on the natural feature(s) or their

ecological function(s). As such this policy woalppear to be overly restrictive and revision$

are recommended.

The

or

it
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80

3.18 (cont.)

MNR

Subsection 3.18.3 a) requires development proptséilst determine if the features mapped
significant woodlands on Schedule A are in fachi§igant. Subsection b) requires linkages t(
other natural heritage features, functions ancesystto be considered within the evaluation.
However, no other criteria or polices are providedcribing the rationale expected to be
applied in order to evaluate the significance obdlands for the purposes of this policy. As|
mentioned previously no threshold for determinirggmiicance is provided within the OP. Iti
unclear to MNR staff what process was used by e to map the significant woodlands
and vegetation designation. Additional clarificatie needed to better establish the work
completed by the County to date, and to ensureistensy when evaluating significance of
these features.

MNR staff believe the intent of the subsectionsija address Section 2.1.6 of the PPS. As S
it is recommended that the subsection be revis@&R Igtaff suggest the following:

“In accordance within Section 2.3.2.2 of this Pld&velopment and site alternation
shall not be permitted on adjacent lands to a $igant woodland unless the
ecological function of the adjacent lands has beealuated and it has been
demonstrated that there will be no negative impantthe natural features or on thei
ecological functions.”

In addition, it is unclear as to why this policypgars here for Significant Woodlands but
doesn’t appear for wetlands or other natural hgeifeatures included within the OP. On thig
basis it is recommend that this policy either h#icated for all of the natural heritage feature
designations/ policies, or that it be moved antlimhed in the general natural heritage policie
found within Section 2.3.2.2 of the OP, and madgiagble to all natural heritage features/
systems.

Subsection j) addresses the retention of treesref#iion to infrastructure expansions and/or
upgrades. MNR recommends including a referentieet@dentification and protection of
endangered or threatened tree species.

as

1°ZJ

uch
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# | Section Agency | Comment/Concern County Comments Action
81 Significant MNR As noted above, while it is understood that theceptual illustration of these features is
Valleylands, provided within Appendix 1 of the Plan, it is unskeiod that Appendix 1 does not comprise gart
A_NS_IS_’ of the OP. MNR staff have concerns with the appiasek of natural heritage features and
Slgnl_flcant systems polices pertaining to significant valleganANSiIs, significant wildlife habitat,
W'Id_"fe significant habitat of endangered and threatenediap contained within the OP. Municipal
H_abl_tqt, authorities are required to ensure these featueespropriately protected, pursuant to the PPS.
Slgn_lflcant As such clear and consistent policies and mappénining to these features should be addgd
Habitat of within the OP.
Endangered
Species
82 4.0 MMAH The_: location of a number of these special poli(e;agris not clear,_ particularly the Employme Nt
Policy Areas. We would ask that the County clatiifgt these policies are to be applied only|to
areas within the approved settlement areas.
83 4.2.7 MTO In Section 4.2.7 Employment Policy Area 2, it woalgpear as though this section of the tex

does not relate to Schedule ‘A’. Please reviewgrthte where required
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84

4.2.8

MTO

In Section 4.2.8 Employment Policy Area 3, the teatild appear to relate to the lands adjad
to Garden Avenue north and south of Highway 40ihelE Schedule ‘A’ or the text should be
reviewed and updated where required.

The Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing hgspealed a decision of the County
of Brant with respect to lands within this policga (OMB Case No. PL090536 &
OMB File No. PL090537). The Ministry of Transpdida has consistently advised
that direct access to Garden Avenue within presctilimits would not be permitted.
The following statement, which is consistent with €ounty of Brant Transportation
Master Plan should be added to this section

(b)No new full movement public road, private roadcommercial access connectior
will be permitted from Garden Avenue between ttghiday 403 westbound ramp
terminal and Lynden Road. All access to GardemAgenorth of Highway 401 shall
be provided via Lynden Road.

No new full movement public road, private roadcommercial access connections

will be permitted from County Road 18 south of iigh 403 between the Highway

403 eastbound ramp terminal and Henry Street. #ctethe lands in the southeast
guadrant of the interchange shall be provided wieeatension of Henry Street.

ent

85

4.2.20

MTO

In Section 4.2.20 Resource Development Policy Aregccess to these lands currently is
obtained via Bethel Road and a private accessghwiy 24, south of the Highway 402
interchange. Should the employment lands idedtifiesouthwest quadrant of the interchang
be constructed while the resource is still viabletable access shall be provided via Bethel
Road.

The following statement should be added:

b) Full or partial build-out of the Employment lanastihe southwest quadrant of the
Highway 403 and Highway 24 interchange will requive removal of the private
access located mid-block between the interchandd@athel Road. Suitable access
Resource Development Policy Area 5 shall be obthunethe intersection of Highwal
24 and Bethel Road intersection, subject to thieweand approval of a Traffic Impad

e

— o~

Study.
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86

52

MMAH

There are references to the extension of full Gpsatvices in these policies. Since full Cou
services may also be provided through the developofenew facilities, rather than the
extension of existing facilities, it may be appiriafe to change the phrase to “extend or deve
full County services”.

Also, the policies of Section 5.2.3.3 Partial Seing Requirements and 5.2.3.4 Private
Servicing Requirements overlap each other andarteising. In addition, recognition needs
be included regarding the 5 lot limit of Sectiof.4.4 of the PPS.

ity

lop

[0

87

5.2.3.1h)

MEI

This policy requires all servicing systems to bevifed and maintained in a manner that is
integrated with the planning process, sustaindiolancially viable, and protects human healt

and the environment. The policy needs to be charggeadnew policy added, to specify that the

County will strive to generate sufficient revenae¢cover the full cost of providing municipa
water and wastewater systems.

h

88

523.2v.

MOE

A madification is recommended to require ownerpriaperly decommission any private
services that have been used in the interim, whiéminicipal services are eventually
extended into an area. The clause as writtenreqjyires a connection to the services.

89

5.2.3.31)

MOE

See comments regarding 5.2.3.2 v.

90

5.2.3.3))

MOE

This section needs to be corrected to indicatejtingdiction for individual septic tank and
weeping tile systems are under the jurisdictiothefCounty, pursuant to the Ontario Building
Code, unless the system has a treatment capacig@ixg 10,000 I/day.

91

5.2.3.4¢C)

MOE

See comments regarding 5.2.3.2 v.

92

5.3

MTO

Section 5.3 Transportation Systems referencedraiisns on Schedule “B”, however this

schedule was not within the submitted data thusheents are pending.
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93 5.3.1.1 (c) MTO Request that the following general provision shelincluded within the Transportation
Systems section 5.3.1.1 (c) Truck Routes:

The designation of Provincial Highways is the damafithe Ministry’s and not the
municipality’s. While it is correct that part ofaiunction of Provincial Highways is
the efficient transport of goods, they are opealitasers and any designation
otherwise may negatively impact perception. As saaly reference to segments of
Provincial Highways as part of a “Haul” or “Truclo&e” should be removed from the
document.

94 534 MNR MNR staff notes that subsection g) commits paréicattention to trail systems associated with
natural assets including the Grand River waterfrpatks and natural heritage features. It is
recommended that the County clarify what is conreidas a “natural asset”. In addition it is
also recommended that the planting of locally reasipecies along trail way areas be promotgd
where applicable.

MTO MTO request the following be inserted:
Any public or private trail crossing a Provincialighway is subject to approval and
restrictions of the Province. Trails running alotige Provincial Highway will not be
permitted.

95 5.6 MOE This section does not provide specific directiortwa questions:

» Does the County anticipate that no new waste maneagefacilities will be required
for the lifespan of this Plan?

* Should a private sector company wish to estabésfities within the County, what
policies will direct the consideration of this typkapplication?

9% 6.4 MMAH The phrase “have due regard” may be confusinglatioa to the “have regard for” standards

found in thePlanning Act In addition, the “have regard for” and “be catent with” standards
are applied to the actual action of making a derisnot to the matters which will be considef

ed

in the process of making a decision. As a rethdtword “consider” may be more appropriat
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# | Section Agency | Comment/Concemn County Comments Action

97 6.4 MNR

Section 6.4 lays out requirements for consideratiben considering an amendment to the
County’s OP, including changes to settlement apeasdaries. Subsection e) addresses larjds
designated “significant wetlands” within the OP dhd results of an environment impact stugly.
Subsection k) address locally significant natueatdres and whether an environment impac
study should be required. MNR staff would apprecfatther justification to the intent of thes
two subsections, as neither fully addresses thedahplement of natural heritage features ard
systems identified within the PPS or within Tabl2 @f the OP. As such, it is recommended
that subsection e) be revised to recognize PSWifisiant woodlands, significant valleylands,
ANSIs, significant wildlife habitat and significahabitat of endangered and threatened spedi
Subsection k) should be revised to recognize lpsidinificant features and the results of any
studies prepared in relation to those featureser@ihe layout of the OP, the requirement for
the preparation of an EIS study for locally sigrafit features should be within Section 2.3.2)2,
Table 2.2 — adjacent lands policies, or the coregiplication policies within the OP.

11°]

es.

98 6.5.1.2 MMAH To be consistent with Sections 6.5.1.3, 6.5.1.5&B® of the Plan, reference to Section 36 ¢f
thePlanning Actmay be appropriate in this section.

99 6.5.1.4 MMAH To be consistent with Sections 6.5.1.3, 6.5.1.5&B® of the Plan, reference to Section 38 ¢f
thePlanning Actmay be appropriate in this section.

100 6.5.1.5 MNR

As noted above, Section 3.17.3 of the OP addréssessing for development adjacent to
wetlands; however no reference to this sectioroar these options fit within the broader
bonusing policies is made within Section 6.5.1A5. such, it is recommended that the intent pf

these policies be clarified.

101 6.5.2 MTO In Section 6.5.2 Plans of Subdivision/Condominiwa,request that the following be added:

Where a draft plan of subdivision is proposed aelja¢o a provincial highway, the
layout of the subdivision should be designed shiahthe lots back onto the provincia
highway and front onto a local internal street. b8ivision layouts where a local road
runs parallel to a provincial highway, with no Idietween the local road and
provincial highway, often restrict the provincerireffectively acquiring land for
future highway improvements. Ideally, rear yardewtl back onto a provincial
highway.
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102

6.5.4.2

MNR

Subsection h) appears to contain policies pertgitorsurplus dwelling severances in
agricultural areas. It is unclear to MNR staff wthg significant wetlands or significant

woodlands designation is included within this pgplidt should be understood that development,

as defined within the PPS, includes the creatidotef Further, Section 2.1 of the PPS does
allow for development or site alteration withinrsigcant habitat of endangered or threatened
species and provincially significant wetlands, anty allows for development in significant
woodlands, significant valleylands, ANSIs, and gigant wildlife habitat where it has been
demonstrated that no negative impacts on the featuits ecological functions will occur. As
such, this section should be revised to betteectethe policies of the PPS.

hot

103

6.5.9

MNR

The complete application policies are intendedlémtify supporting studies, information and
materials required as part of a development agplita Subsection c) provides a list of
identified studies that may be required as paat sfibmission for a development application.
With respect to xix) tree survey and protectionorepVINR would like clarification regarding
the intent and level detail expected to be providetin such a report. MNR also suggests
adding a tree retention plan to be included wit).xi

In addition, MNR also recommends requiring an aggre impact assessment for all
development within 300 meters of an existing agate@it or known deposit, and within 500
meters of an existing quarry or known bedrock dipas is mentioned in our comment
regarding Section 3.14 above.

It is recommended that a sub section be added woudparagraph c) recognizing that a revie
of the potential for significant habitat of endaregkor threatened species may be required g
part of an EIS. It should be further understood #tgart of this review the County may

collaborate with the Province during the early stagf the planning process, to ensure that t

W
S

he

significant habitat of endangered or threatenedisp®n lands affected by or contiguous to any

proposed development or site alteration is propergtuated and identified. In addition,
requirements for examining potential for signifitaldlife habitat and unevaluated wetlands
should also be clearly identified as parts of af &tercise.

104

7.2

MMAH

It is understood that the definitions found in théstion of the Plan are consistent with and d

@)

not conflict with those found in the PPS and thew@h Plan.
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105

7.2

MNR

MNR staff recommended that the following terms/mitibns be added within Section 7.2 andl
applied consistently through out the official plan.

Mineral aggregate operation -ands under license or permit, other thanvwasside pits and
quarries issued in accordance with tAggregate Resources Aot successors thereto; and,
associated facilities used in extraction, transgaemeficiation, processing or recycling of
mineral aggregate resourcasd derived products such as asphalt and conoretee
production of secondary related products.

In addition it should be ensured that throughoat@# references are made to mineral
aggregate operations, and not ‘activities’.

Mineral aggregate resourcesmeaning gravel, sand, clay, earth, shale, stamestone,
dolostone, sandstone, marble, granite, rock or ottagerial prescribed under tAggregate

Resources Aduitable for construction, industrial, manufactgrand maintenance purposes but

does not include metallic ores, asbestos, graghytaite, mica, nepheline syenite, salt, talc,
wollastonite, mine tailings or other material présed under thdlining Act

Provincially Significant Wetlands: areas identified as provincially significant bytOntario
Ministry of Natural Resources using evaluation prhaes established by the Province, as
amended from time to time for features that are@eally or permanently covered by shallow
water, as well as lands where the water tableosedo or at the surface. In either case the
presence of abundant water has caused the forn@dthydric soils and has favoured the
dominance of either hydrophytic plants or wateettaht plants. The four major types of
wetlands are swamps, marshes, bogs and fens.

Significant Habitat of Endangered or Threatened Speies: means the habitat, as approved|by

the Ministry of Natural Resources, that is necgsgarthe maintenance survival and/or
recovery of naturally occurring or reintroduced pigpions of species at risk and where those
areas of occurrence are occupied or habituallymeduby the species during all or any part(d
of its life cycle. To identify which species aredangered or threatened, the County will refef
the Species at Risk in Ontario list (SARO) thatrispared and updated by the Ministry of
Natural Resources.

~

to
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Significant Wildlife Habitat: means areas where plants, animals and other ergative and
find adequate amounts of food, water, shelter padesneeded to sustain their populations.
Significance may be demonstrated when wildlifeitaéis ecologically important in terms of
features, functions, representation, or amountcantributes to the quality and diversity of th
greater natural heritage system. Significant witdhiabitat areas are defined as consisting of
one or more of the following:

a) Habitat areas that provide for seasonal conaoris of animals;

b) Wildlife movement corridors;

c) Rare vegetation communities or specialized h&bfor wildlife; and/or
d) Habitats for species of conservation concern.

11°

107

Schedules —
“A” Series

MMAH

It is understood that the designations in the “@&fias of schedules reflects the existing
designations and settlement boundaries of theruofcial plan.

108

Schedule “A”

MTO

On Schedule ‘A’ Land Use Plan, it makes referenc8gecial Policy Area 12, while no text
could be found within the document. The followimas been addressed in the County of Brg
Transportation Master Plan and can be insertedtfirdext:

Special Policy Area No. 12

No new full movement public road, private roadcommercial access connections
will be permitted from Highway 24 (Rest Acres Rdaetyveen Bethel Road and

Powerline Road. All access to Highway 24 (Resesé&oad) shall be via Bethel Road

and Powerline Road. Existing access for the curuse and zoning will be permitted
to remain.

Highway improvements necessitated by land develafpwighin MTO’s permit control
area as specified in the PTHIA will generally be tksponsibility, financially and
otherwise, of stakeholders and municipalities. rimpments shall be based on the
recommendations of a MTO approved Traffic Impasthp(TIS), which shall identify

nt

the transportation needs and traffic impacts tleeid use development will have on the

surrounding highway network including the intercharof Highway 24 and Highway
403. The cost of a TIS is the financial respotigiof the stakeholder.

109

Schedule “A”

MEI

The two areas along Highway 403 which only conlairds designated as “Employment” are
inappropriately designated as Settlement AreastleBent areas must include land use

designations that enable a mix of land uses.
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110 Schedule “A” MNR With respect to Schedule A, it is noted that magpias been provided for ground water and
source water protection areas. However, no idabt# mapping showing wellhead protectior
areas have been included. Given the restrictiveipslwithin wellhead protection areas
proposed in Section 2.3.3.3 these areas shoultk@dycidentified and separate from ground
water recharge areas. Further it is unclear whatdwualify as a “source water protection
area” as this term is not defined or used condigtetse where within the OP.
111 Schedules — MMAH This schedule was missing from the June 2009 gfarft which was provided to us.
“B” Series
111 Schedules — MMAH The accuracy and appropriateness of this schedus¢ Ioe confirmed in discussions with the
“C” Series GRCA.
113 Schedule “D” MEI A modification is needed to specifically delinetite built boundary delineated by the provinge
in addition to the settlement area boundaries.
114 Schedules and | MNR With respect to schedules and appendices, it exbit Section 1.0 of the draft OP states that

Appendices

the appendices are intended to enhance the unuigirgdeof the strategies, land use and polig
of the plan and are intended to assist in thepnéation of the policies of the plan, but are n
part of the Official Plan document. MNR staff leasicerns with natural heritage features an
systems approach included within Section 2.1, hedrtclusion of aggregates within Section
2.5 of PPS, being identified and conceptually thaied in a document other than the Official
Plan. This approach raises concerns with respebetamplementation of the OP policies
relating to Appendix 1 — Natural Heritage Featwed Natural Hazards; and Appendix 2 —
Aggregate Resources. As such it is requiredathabapping for natural heritage features an
systems, and mineral aggregates identified in B &pear on the schedules or maps withi

ies
Dt
d

= L

the Official Plan and not in the Appendices.
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b) MNR notes some differences in the mapping obisdary significance resources when
comparing it to MNR’s data layers. MNR would appage the opportunity to review the
mineral aggregate information sources used by thenty to development this mapping.

c) It is noted that “inactive licensed pits and mjigs” have also been included within Append
2. ltis unclear to Ministry staff what has beeapped as an “inactive licensed pit or quarry”
how this term is defined. It is recommended that@ounty clarify the rationale behind this
category and define the term within the OP.

d) It is also noted that no mapping has been irezluglith respect to petroleum resources;
Section 2.4 of the PPS requires incorporation ttjgs and mapping for petroleum resource
As mentioned in our comments on Section 1.11.2d90Rrce Development above, it is
recommended that the County incorporate the mappidgadditional information that is
available.

or

# | Section Agency | Comment/Concern County Comments Action
115 Appendix 1 — MNR It is unclear what features and systems have lotified within Appendix 1. In part, no
Natural natural hazards are listed within the legend ofntla@. However, a review of the layer shown(in
Heritage light blue and labeled as “ANSI” would appear tolide other features or systems beyond dnly
Features and Areas of Natural and Scientific Interest (ANSI)hig category should be broken out to show
Natural each individual category, and should include: ANS$ignificant valleylands, significant
Hazards wildlife habitat, significant habitat of endangeitt threatened species, and natural hazards.
In addition, Table 2.2 of the draft OP states fatironmentally Significant Areas (ESA’s) arp
also to be illustrated on Appendix 1, and also dioappear to have been included, this should
be corrected.
As stated above regarding to the layer of “SigaificWetlands”, this layer must clearly identify
PSWs separate from locally significant wetlandsaddition the south-west corner of the map
appears to be missing several PSW features, imgutie Hatchley Swamp wetland complex{ It
is recommended this be corrected so that all PS@/easily identifiable. These comments
equally apply to all of the other schedule mapsrevtiee wetland layer is included. Finally it i§
unclear why the wetlands and woodlands and vegetatapping was included on Appendix 1
as Table 2.2 states that wetlands would be mapp&tioedule A.
116 Appendix 2 — MNR a) The mapping for mineral aggregate resourceatidleum resources needs to appear as|a
Aggregate schedule to the official plan, not as an appendix.
Resources
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Appendix 3

MNDMF

There are three known sites of previous miningvaigs in the County related to past gypsun||
mining. These sites are documented in the Abardibfiees (AMIS) database. A one
kilometer buffer surrounds each site and is todsesiclered within the buffer. In some cases

a

smaller buffer can be justified around specifiesit These decisions will be made on a casefby-

case basis in consultation with the Ministry of th@rn Development, Mines & Forestry.

From the AMIS database, the following sites shdaddndicated in Appendix 3, as mentioned
in Section 2.3.5.4.1 (g) Human Made Hazards

* 04893 Paris Plaster Mine, Brantford Township, 18t Concession 1
e 04903 Hamilton Mine, South Dumfries Township, B& Concession 1
04905 Torrence Prospect, Brantford Township,l1&tConcessions 1

Published reports and Mineral Deposit Inventory Abdndoned Mines records are availablé
for viewing through the Geology Ontario portal @sthe following link:
http://www.geologyontario.mndm.gov.on.ca/

118

Appendix 3

MNDMF

Historically, the Paris Plaster Mine was the fggbsum mine opened in Ontario that operate
between 1822 and 1905, producing approximatelyd@Btons of gypsum. The Ministry of
Culture may also have additional information cong®y heritage values for these sites.

o

33



