
City of Orillia 
 

TO:   Mayor & Members of Council  
(Meeting of December 14, 2009) 

 
FROM:  Jill Lewis, Senior Planner 
 
CC:   Ian Sugden, Director of Planning & Development 
 
DATE:  December 11, 2009 
 
RE: SUPPLEMENTARY MEMO to COUNCIL REPORT (PD-09-35) 

Proposed Official Plan of the City of Orillia  
File No: D08 – Official Plan Review & Update 

 
Updated Recommendation: 
 
THAT Council pass a by-law to adopt the new Official Plan for the City of Orillia 
together with the recommended modifications described in Report PD-09-35, 
dated December 9, 2009 (amendments #1 - #44 detailed in Attachment 1) and 
together with the recommended modifications detailed in Supplementary Memo 
to Report PD-09-35, dated December 11, 2009 (amendments #1 - #33). 
 
Further to Staff Report PD-09-35, dated December 9, 2009, additional comments from 
the public have been received. The following comments are attached to this memo: 
 

i) Letter of Correspondence 
December 1, 2009 – Holly Spacek (Simcoe County District School Board) 
 

ii) Letters of Correspondence 
December 8, 2009 & December 10, 2009 – Nicola Mitchinson (Mitchinson 
Planning & Development Consultants Inc.) 

 
iii) Email 

December 9, 2009  - Alec Adams, 309 – 30 Museum Drive 
 

iv) Letter of Correspondence 
December 10, 2009 – Ministry of Natural Resources and Ministry of the 
Environment  

 
The above listed comments have been reviewed and summarized as follows: 
 
GROUP 1: ADDITIONAL STAFF RECOMMENDED CHANGES 
 

1. General Comment – Correspondence from the Ministry of Natural Resources, 
dated December 10, 2009, requests that the term “natural heritage areas” be 
deleted and replaced with the term “natural heritage features and areas” to be 
consistent with the terminology in the Provincial Policy Statement.  Staff 
recommends that this term be modified accordingly throughout the Plan. 

 1



 2

 
2. P. 8 – Sec. 2.5 d) – Correspondence from Nicola Mitchinson, dated December 8, 

2009, requests that an additional policy statement in the Principles of the 
proposed Official Plan be added to recognize and promote the importance of a 
diversified, prosperous and sustainable economic base throughout the City. Staff 
recommends that the following policy be added to the Official Plan: “promoting a 
diversified, competitive and sustainable economic base by encouraging a variety 
of employment opportunities throughout the City”. 

 
3. Pgs. 62 & 72 – Sec. 3.3.3.7 b) & Sec. 3.3.5.3 d) – Correspondence from Nicola 

Mitchinson, dated December 8, 2009, requests that the locational criteria for new 
apartment buildings be modified from 250 metres (3.5 minute walk) to 400 
metres (5 minute walk). Staff recommends that the policies be modified to locate 
new apartment buildings within the Neighbourhood Greenfield designation within 
400 metres of transit routes and community facilities. 

 
4. P. 67 – Sec. 3.3.3.16 b) – Correspondence from Nicola Mitchinson, dated 

December 8, 2009, requests that the wording regarding the size and number of 
local convenience/service retail uses in the Living Area be modified to be worded 
as follows: “Local convenience and service retail uses shall be limited in size and 
number of units. Specific requirements regarding the number of units and size 
shall be provided in the City’s Zoning By-law”.   
Recommended with Modifications: Staff recommends that this policy be 
revised to remove the limitation on the number of uses per site but retain the 
maximum size of uses in the Official Plan. 

 
5. Pgs. 67 – Sec. 3.3.3.16 d) - Correspondence from Nicola Mitchinson, dated 

December 8, 2009, asserts that strict prohibition on front yard parking for local 
convenience/service retail uses in the Living Area designation is too prescriptive 
for an Official Plan and she suggests that the wording be modified as follows: 
“Parking shall be provided. It is the intention of this Plan that parking in the front 
yard of any building should be restricted. Parking requirements shall be specified 
in the City’s Zoning By-law.”   
Recommended with Modifications: Staff, in consultation with the Planning 
Consultants, does not support parking in the front yard of local 
convenience/service retail uses within the Living Area and does not recommend 
the implementation of Ms. Mitchinson’s suggestion. Staff recommends that the 
policy be modified to add the following sentence: “On-street parking shall be 
promoted, where possible.” 

 
6. Pgs. 73 & 74 – Sec. 3.3.6.2 a) ii) & Sec. 3.3.6.2 a) x) – Correspondence from 

Nicola Mitchinson, dated December 8, 2009, requests that retail and medical 
clinics be permitted uses in conjunction with a mixed-use building in the 
Intensification Area designation and that stand-alone service commercial and 
medical clinics also be permitted in this designation.  

 
Recommended with Modifications: It is staff’s professional opinion that there is 
no need to specifically list medical clinics as a permitted use because they are a 
form of service commercial uses and would be permitted. Staff recommends that 
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Sec. 3.3.6.2 a) ii) be modified to delete the words “local convenience” and 
replace with the word “retail”. Staff Report PD-09-35 recommended that Ms. 
Mitchinson’s other suggestions be incorporated into the Plan. 

 
7. P. 74 – Sec. 3.3.6.3 a) i) – Correspondence from Nicola Mitchinson, dated 

December 8, 2009, requests that a site-specific exemption to the lands known 
formerly as the “Toboggan Hill Phase 3 Lands” be included to allow a limited 
amount of new single detached, semi-detached and duplex dwelling units to the 
southwestern portion of the subject lands to ensure compatibility with the existing 
Toboggan Hill Phase 1 and 2 neighbourhoods.  

 
Recommended with Modifications: It was comments received from Ms. 
Mitchinson during the Official Plan Review & Update process which resulted in 
the lands known as “Toboggan Hill Phase 3” being included in the Intensification 
Area designation.  Rather than modify the text of the Plan to insert a site-specific 
policy as suggested by Ms. Mitchinson, staff recommends that the southwestern 
portion of the lands be included in the Stable Neighbourhood designation by 
amending Schedule ‘A’.  

 
8. P. 75 – Sec. 3.3.6.2 f) – Correspondence from Nicola Mitchinson, dated 

December 8, 2009, asserts that the strict prohibition of parking in the front yard 
for new development within the Intensification Area designation is too 
prescriptive and suggests that the wording be modified as follows: “Centralized 
access points shall be required and shared access between adjacent uses is 
encouraged. It is the intent of this Plan that parking in the front yard of any 
buildings should be restricted. Site plan design requirements and the City’s 
zoning provisions shall specify parking requirements”.    
Recommended with Modifications: Staff, in consultation with the Planning 
Consultants, does not support parking in the front yard of new developments 
located within the Intensification Area and does not recommend the 
implementation of Ms. Mitchinson’s suggestion. However, Staff does recommend 
that the policy be modified to add the following sentence: “Where retail uses are 
anticipated, on-street parking shall be promoted, where possible.” 

 
9. P. 78 – Sec. 3.3.7.4.1 j) – Correspondence from Nicola Mitchinson, dated 

December 8, 2009, requests that limited parking in the front yard of multi-unit 
buildings be permitted and suggests that the wording be modified as follows: 
“Where it is not feasible …. parking in the front yard of the principal buildings will 
be restricted. Site plan design requirements and the City’s Zoning By-law 
provisions shall specify parking requirements.”   
Recommended with Modifications: Staff, in consultation with the Planning 
Consultants, recommends that the wording in the last sentence be modified to 
add the words “encouraged to be” after the words “shall be” and that the words 
“and/or within the exterior side yard” be deleted.  

 
10. P. 80 – Sec. 3.3.7.4.3 e) – The Planning Consultants recommend that this 

section be modified to include the following provision: “The width of the garage 
shall not exceed 50% of the frontage of any individual townhouse unit.” This 
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modification is recommended to ensure the adequate provision of front yard 
green space. 

 
11. P. 88 – Sec. 3.4.3.2 a) ii) – Correspondence from Nicola Mitchinson, dated 

December 8, 2009 and December 10, 2009, requests that the following list of 
industrial uses be permitted in the Business Park/Industrial designation:  

- Processing or assembly operations  
- Custom workshops 
- Industrial services and supply  
- Warehouse facilities  

 
Recommended with Modifications: Processing or assembly operations and 
custom workshops do not need to be specifically listed because these uses fall 
within the definition of manufacturing which is a permitted use in the Business 
Park/Industrial designation. Staff recommends the list of Business Park/Industrial 
permitted uses be expanded to include industrial service and supply and 
warehouse facilities as suggested by Ms. Mitchinson. 

 
12. P. 88 – Sec. 3.4.3.2 a) ii) – Correspondence from Nicola Mitchinson, dated 

December 10, 2009, requests that the following list of commercial uses be 
permitted in the Business Park/Industrial designation: 

 - Animal Hospital/Veterinary Clinic  
 - Day Care  
 
 

- Wholesale Outlet  

Recommended with Modifications:  Staff recommends that Child Care 
Facilities and Wholesale uses be added to the list of permitted uses in the 
Business Park/Industrial designation. It is staff’s professional opinion that animal 
hospital/veterinary clinic is a service commercial use which will be addressed in 
accordance with the comments provided in Staff Report PD-09-35 to Item #21 of 
Attachment 1.  

 
13. P. 88 to 90 – Sec. 3.4.3 – Correspondence from Nicola Mitchinson, dated 

December 10, 2009, recognizes the City’s concern with the proliferation of 
commercial uses on the lands designated Business Park/Industrial but suggests 
the restrictions regarding the number, size and location of commercial uses be 
addressed through the City’s Zoning By-law. She suggests the following new 
policy be inserted into Section 3.4.3.2 to address the City’s concern: Certain 
retail and service commercial uses that are complimentary to and support the 
primary business park uses may also be permitted. Such uses may include 
restaurants, office and industrial service and supply, local convenience store and 
gas station. To ensure the primacy of major employment uses such as offices, 
research and development and/or manufacturing facilities within the business 
park designation,  the number, size and location of retail and service commercial 
uses shall be limited through the City’s Zoning By-law.  
Recommended with Modifications: Staff does not recommend that the amount 
and location of service commercial uses to be permitted in the Business 
Park/Industrial designation be solely defined by zoning regulations. Further to 
staff’s recommendation described in Item #21 of Attachment 1 to Staff Report 
PD-09-35, the policies of the Business Park/Industrial designation are 
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recommended to be modified to permit service commercial uses but the size, 
location and total amount of commercial uses will be controlled through policy.   

 
14.  P. 96 – Sec. 3.4.6.2 a) – Correspondence from Nicola Mitchinson, dated 

December 8, 2009, requests clarification regarding the permitted uses in the 
Community Commercial designation with respect to the current zoning 
associated with these lands.  It is staff’s professional planning opinion that all of 
the uses listed in Item #22 of Ms. Mitchinson’s December 8, 2009 letter are 
permitted in the Community Commercial designation except for a convenience 
store. Staff recommends that the list of permitted uses be modified to also permit 
a Convenience Store. 

 
15. P. 97 - Sec. 3.4.6.3 – Correspondence from Nicola Mitchinson, dated December 

8, 2009, requests that site-specific Zoning By-law Amendments and Minor 
Variances for the West Ridge Place commercial development regarding the size 
of retail space be recognized in the Official Plan. To address this concern, staff 
recommends that a general statement be added to the policies to recognize 
existing site-specific development application approvals (e.g. All existing 
development and site-specific development applications approved prior to the 
adoption of this Plan shall be deemed to be in conformity with this Plan or 
Existing Commercial sites with approved Zoning/Minor Variances and/or Site 
Plans approved prior to the adoption of this Plan shall be deemed to be in 
conformity with this Plan.) 

 
16. P. 108 - Sec. 3.4.8.5.3 o) i) – Correspondence from Nicola Mitchinson, dated 

December 8, 2009, requests that this wording be modified to allow some parking 
to be located between buildings and adjacent Arterial and Collector Roads as 
well as Highway 11 and 12. This policy applies to buildings located within the 
Community Commercial and Arterial Commercial designations.  

 
Recommended with Modifications: In consultation with the Planning 
Consultants, staff recommends the addition of a new policy to Sec. 3.4.8.5.3 (o) 
in response to Ms. Mitchinson’s suggestions: 

 
iii) Notwithstanding 3.4.8.5.3 o) i), on sites with multiple buildings, 
smaller buildings should be located close to the street with no 
parking, drive-throughs, or stacking lanes between the buildings 
and the street. Larger buildings over 5000 square metres may be 
situated in the interior or at the rear of the site with parking located 
between the larger and smaller buildings. Alternatively, larger 
buildings could be located close to the street provided they are 
lined with smaller buildings, multiple entrances or other similar 
means to animate the streetscape.  

 
17.  P. 109 – Sec. 3.5.2 c) – Correspondence from Nicola Mitchinson, dated 

December 8, 2009, requests that the word “significant” be added before the 
words “natural features”. Staff concurs with this request to modify the Plan 
accordingly. 
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18. P. 110 – Sec. 3.5.2 f) & g) – Correspondence from Nicola Mitchinson, dated 
December 8, 2009, requests that the word “significant” be added to these 
policies. 

 
Recommended with Modifications: The term used in these policies is “natural 
heritage system”. A system is not described as being “significant” in the 
Provincial Policy Statement and therefore, the modification to add the term 
“significant” is not needed. However, in Sec. 3.5.2 g) staff recommends that the 
word “resources” be replaced with the word “system”.  

 
19. P. 111 – Sec. 3.5.3.1 a) – Correspondence from Nicola Mitchinson, dated 

December 8, 2009, requests that “natural heritage areas” be in italics.  In 
accordance with comments received from the Ministry of Natural Resources, staff 
recommends that the term “Natural Heritage Features and Areas” be defined in 
the Glossary, in accordance with the Provincial Policy Statement and the terms 
be in italics as suggested by Ms. Mitchinson. 

 
20. Pgs. 112 & 151 – Sec. 3.5.3.3 a) & 6.2.2 – Correspondence from Nicola 

Mitchinson, dated December 8, 2009, recommends that stormwater management 
facilities be identified as a permitted use in the Official Plan. 

 
Recommended with Modifications: In consultation with the Planning 
Consultants, staff recommends that the following policy be added to Sec 6.2.2 to 
address Ms. Mitchinson’s suggested modification: 

 
Stormwater management facilities shall be permitted in all land use 
designations except for the Environmental Protection Area designation. 
Stormwater management facilities may be permitted in an Environmental 
Protection Area designation subject to the policy of Section 3.5.3.3 c).  
 

21.  P. 113 – Sec. 3.5.3.4 b) – Correspondence from the Ministry of Natural 
Resources, dated December 10, 2009, requests that the role of the MNR in 
identifying Provincially Significant Wetlands (PSWs) be clarified.  Staff 
recommends that this policy be modified in accordance with the Ministry’s 
suggestion. 

 
22. P. 113 – Sec. 3.5.3.4 c) – Correspondence from Nicola Mitchinson, dated 

December 8, 2009, requests that the wording be modified to replace the words “a 
substantial change to the intent and/or extent” to “contrary to the intent”.  

 
Recommended with Modifications: Staff agree with the intent of Ms. 
Mitchinson’s request and recommends that the wording be modified to replace 
the words “to the intent and/or extent” with the words “or is contrary to the intent”.  

 
23. P. 116 – Sec. 3.5.3.5 k) v) – Correspondence from the Ministry of Natural 

Resources, dated December 10, 2009, requests that the word “replacement” be 
replaced with the word “restoration”.  Staff recommends the term be replaced in 
accordance with the Ministry’s suggestion. 

 



 7

24. P. 121 – Sec. 3.5.4.4 f) – Correspondence from Nicola Mitchinson, dated 
December 8, 2009, asserts that privately owned parkettes should not be required 
to provide easement for public access. 

 
Recommended with Modifications: The intent of this policy is to ensure 
parkettes/urban squares resulting from a parkland dedication be open to the 
public. Staff recommends that the policy be modified to provide this clarity by 
adding the words “and part of the parkland dedication requirement” after the 
words “if private” in the second sentence.  

 
25. P. 125 – Sec 4.0 & Schedule ‘C’ – Correspondence from the Ministry of Natural 

Resources, dated December 10, 2009, requests that the aggregate resources 
licensed pit located in the southeastern corner of Old Barrie Road East and Line 
14 North be identified on Schedule ‘C’. The Ministry also requests that policies 
pertaining to mineral aggregate resources be inserted into the New Plan. Staff 
recommends that Schedule ‘C’ be modified accordingly to identify this licensed 
pit and an associated policy regarding aggregate resources be added to Section 
4.0 in accordance with the Ministry’s suggestion. 

 
26.  P. 129 – Sec. 4.5.2 b) & d) – Correspondence from the Ministry of the 

Environment identifies an error in the Plan’s numbering. This error will be 
corrected and is addressed in Attachment 1 Item #1 of Staff Report PD-09-35.  

 
27. P. 137 – Sec. 6.1.4 – Correspondence from the Ministry of the Environment, 

dated December 10, 2009, requests that a policy be added to indicate that all 
road improvements and new road projects must be undertaken by way of a 
Municipal Class Environmental Assessment.  Staff recommends that this 
additional policy be added to the Plan in accordance with the Ministry’s 
suggestion. 

 
28. P. 147 – Sec. 6.1.6.1 c) iv) – Correspondence from Nicola Mitchinson, dated 

December 8, 2009, requests modifications to the wording of this policy as it 
appears to require that new development provides actual transit routes, stops 
and shelters.  Staff, in consultation with the Planning Consultants, recommend 
that the policy be modified as follows: “where new developments are located 
adjacent to existing or planned transit routes, they shall be required to dedicate 
land for transit routes and transit stops and may be requested to provide bus 
shelters.”  

 
29.  P. 155 – Sec. 7.0 Implementation – Correspondence from the Ministry of the 

Environment, dated December 10, 2009, requests that a new policy be added to 
the Implementation section which addresses the brownfield redevelopment. The 
Ministry also recommends that the Plan reflect the requirements of Ontario 
Regulation 153/04 with respect to brownfield remediation.   
Recommended with Modifications: In response to the Ministry’s suggestion, 
staff recommends that a new policy be added to the Implementation section 
which generally addresses brownfield redevelopment. Staff does not recommend 
that the Plan be modified to reference regulations because the Official Plan 
would be required to be amended as the regulations are amended.  
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30. P. 155 – Sec. 7.0 Implementation – Correspondence from the Ministry of the 
Environment, dated December 10, 2009, requests that a new policy be added to 
the Implementation section which addresses land use compatibility and the 
employment of appropriate separation distances between various potential 
incompatible land uses and sensitive land uses.  The Ministry also recommends 
that the Plan reflect the MOE’s Land Use Guidelines with respect to land use 
compatibility. 

 
Recommended with Modifications: Staff recommends that new policy be 
added to the Implementation section which generally addresses land use 
compatibility. Staff does not recommend that the Plan be modified to reference 
MOE’s Land Use Guidelines because these guidelines are appropriately 
addressed in the City’s current Zoning By-law as per regulation 3.20.4.   

 
31. P. 177 – Sec. 8.0 Interpretation – Correspondence from Nicola Mitchinson, dated 

December 8, 2009, requests the inclusion of a policy in the Interpretation section 
to provide more flexibility with the implementation of the Plan, “Where the general 
intent of this Plan is maintained, minor adjustments to numerical standards 
contained in the text will not necessitate an Amendment to this Plan.” Staff 
recommends that the Plan be modified in accordance with Ms. Mitchinson’s 
suggested wording.  

 
32. P. 180 – Sec. 9.0 Glossary – Correspondence from Nicola Mitchinson, dated 

December 8, 2009, requests that the following terms defined in the Provincial 
Policy Statement 2005 be added to the Glossary: 

- Natural Heritage System 
 - Negative Impacts 
 - Significant 
 - Sensitive 

 
Staff has no objection to the inclusion of these definitions in the Glossary as they 
are terms defined in the Provincial Policy Statement, 2005. 

 
33. Schedule ‘A’ – Correspondence from Nicola Mitchinson, dated December 8, 

2009, requests that the easterly boundary of the Environmental Protection 
designation abutting the Stone Ridge Draft Plan of Subdivision be corrected as it 
currently overlaps the western limit of this existing Draft Plan. Staff recommends 
that this cartographical error be corrected. 

 
 

GROUP 2: COUNCIL’S DIRECTION 
  
34. P. 169 – Sec. 7.1.13 – Correspondence from Holly Spacek on behalf of the 

Simcoe County District School Board, dated December 1, 2009, requests that the 
policy regarding parkland dedication be modified to specifically exempt the 
school board from parkland dedications. 

  
Council’s Direction: On September 21, 2009, Council passed a resolution 
stating that no exemptions to the parkland dedication requirements will be 
included in the City’s proposed Parkland Dedication By-law. The school board’s 
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comments on the Draft Parkland Dedication By-law have been received and will 
be addressed in a staff report to Council in the New Year.   

 
 
GROUP 3: NO CHANGES REQUIRED/RECOMMENDED 
 

35. General Comment Re: Angular Planes – Correspondence from Nicola 
Mitchinson, dated December 8, 2009, requests that policy wording regarding 
angular planes be modified to remove specific dimensions from the Official Plan. 

 
Staff Comment: Staff, in consultation with the Planning Consultants, does not 
recommend modifications to the angular plane provisions. Good urban design of 
taller buildings is intricately linked with the requirement to build in accordance 
with the angular plane provisions. It requires taller buildings to be stepped back 
from adjacent low density development for greater compatibility. The proposed 
heights identified in the Official Plan would not be recommended by the Planning 
Consultants without the inclusion of angular plane provisions. 

 
36. P. 4 – Sec. 2.2 b) – Correspondence from Nicola Mitchinson, dated December 8, 

2009, requests that the word “maximum” be removed from the policy requirement 
that 60% of all new residential development shall be accommodated on lands 
designated Neighbourhood Greenfield located outside of the Built Boundary. 

 
Staff Comment: The Growth Plan requires a minimum of 40% of new 
development to occur with the City’s built boundary. As a result, a maximum of 
60% of new development may occur within the City’s designated greenfield 
areas. Staff does not recommend that the word “maximum” be removed from the 
proposed Official Plan as the current proposed wording conforms to the intent of 
the Growth Plan.  

 
37. P. 5 – Sec. 2.2 d) & P. 87 Sec. 3.4.1 d) – Correspondence from Nicola 

Mitchinson, dated December 8, 2009, requests that the policy be clarified to 
ensure the density targets are applied throughout the designated greenfield area, 
so that it is clear that each individual development application does not have to 
meet the minimum density target.  

 
Staff Comment: No modifications to the policies are necessary as it is the intent 
of the Growth Plan and the City’s Official Plan to apply the density target 
throughout the designated Greenfield area. The term “average” is included in 
these policies to provide this clarification. 

 
38. Pgs. 14 & 60 – Sec. 3.2.3.2 & Sec. 3.3.3.2 – Correspondence from Nicola 

Mitchinson, dated December 8, 2009, questions the basis of the 25% affordable 
housing target and requests that the policies encourage the development of 
secondary dwelling units to help achieve the City’s affordable housing targets. 

 
Staff Comment: Provincial policy requires that the City identify a minimum target 
for affordable housing in the Official Plan. Only the Central Core Intensification 
Area (of the Downtown Area designation) and the Intensification Area (of the 
Living Area designation) are required to meet the minimum affordable housing 
target of 25%. Since the lands within these two designations will be the location 
of 40% of the City’s future growth, essentially the target is equivalent to 10% if 
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the target had been applied to all residential designations. The affordable 
housing policies encourage the establishment of new secondary dwelling units. 
No changes to the affordable housing policies are recommended. 

 
39. P. 33 – Sec. 3.2.7.4 iv) & Schedule ‘B’ – Correspondence from Alec Adams, 

dated December 9, 2009, expresses concern regarding allowing tall buildings 
close to the waterfront. 

 
Staff Comment: Please refer to Staff’s Comment: #53 of Attachment 1 to Staff 
Report PD-09-35 for our response.  

 
40. P. 79 – Sec. 3.3.7.4.2 f) – Correspondence from Nicola Mitchinson, dated 

December 8, 2009, requests that the policy be modified to only apply to single 
detached lots with less than 12m frontage, semi-detached and duplex dwellings.  

 
Staff Comment: The policy provides flexibility such that new development on 
larger lots, where there is sufficient on-site snow storage provided, will not be 
required to provide shared driveways.  

 
41. P. 80 – Sec. 3.3.7.4.3 e) – Correspondence from Nicola Mitchinson, dated 

December 8, 2009, requests the wording related to the location of garages 
relative to the main wall of a dwelling be modified to provide more flexibility. Staff 
recommends that the last sentence of this policy be reworded as follows: “The 
protrusion of garages beyond the main front wall or porch of the dwelling unit 
shall be restricted. The City’s Zoning By-law shall specify garage setback 
provisions.”  
Staff Comment: Staff, in consultation with the Planning Consultants, does not 
recommend modifications to the proposed wording. Garages may project beyond 
the main wall of the building to align with the projection of the porch (if a porch is 
included in the proposed design). 

 
42. Pgs. 112 & 164 – Sec. 3.5.3.3 d) & Sec. 7.1.9 b) – Correspondence from the 

Ministry of Natural Resources, dated December 10, 2009, requests that 
requirement to undertake an Environmental Impact Study be increased from 30 
metres to 50 metres for development on lands adjacent to the Environmental 
Protection designation.  

 
Staff Comment: Staff does not recommend that the policy be modified in 
accordance with the Ministry’s comments. Requiring an Environmental Impact 
Study within 30m of lands designated Environmental Protection is a typical 
requirement of municipalities. Furthermore, the City is an identified settlement 
area which is to be the focus of growth and is primarily comprised of existing 
built-up areas.  

 
43. P. 113 – Sec. 3.5.3.4 c) – Correspondence from the Ministry of Natural 

Resources, dated December 10, 2009, requests that the word “minor” be added 
before the word “refinements”.  

 
Staff Comment: Staff does not recommend that word “minor” be added to this 
policy as the intent of MNR’s comments is currently conveyed in this policy. The 
boundary of an Environmental Protection Area may be modified subject to the 
City’s review and approval of an Environmental Impact Study. If this study 
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provides a more accurate boundary of the natural heritage feature or area, then 
the boundary will be modified accordingly whether it is minor or not.  

 
44. P. 120 – Sec. 3.5.4.4 – Correspondence from Nicola Mitchinson, dated 

December 8, 2009, requests that the approximate size of each of the park 
categories be added. 

 
Staff Comment: This level of detail was removed from the existing Official Plan. 
An updated Parks Master Plan will identify the approximate size of parks. 

 
45. P. 125 – Sec. 4.0 – Correspondence from Nicola Mitchinson, dated December 8, 

2009, requests that the policy in the existing Official Plan with respect to the 
maximum number of dwelling units permitted in the Annexation Lands be carried 
forward in the New Official Plan. 

 
Staff Comment: Staff does not recommend that this policy be re-inserted into 
the New Official Plan as environmental constraints, urban design requirements, 
and zoning regulations will dictate the maximum number of dwelling units to be 
located on these lands.  

 
46. P. 143 – Sec. 6.1.4.2 b) iv) – Correspondence from Nicola Mitchinson, dated 

December 8, 2009, requests that direct access approvals onto Arterial and 
Collector Roads be recognized in the Official Plan with respect to the Draft Plan 
of Subdivision for Stone Ridge. 

 
Staff Comment: The proposed policy as currently worded does not prohibit 
direct access to Arterial and Collector Roads. Therefore, no modifications are 
necessary. 

 
47. P. 146 – Sec. 6.1.6 – Correspondence from the Ministry of the Environment, 

dated December 10, 2009, requests that references to regulations contained in 
Ontario Regulation 231/08 which apply to public transit be added to the Plan. 

 
Staff Comment: Staff does not recommend that the public transit policies be 
amended to reference regulations because the Official Plan would be required to 
be amended as the regulations are amended. 

 
48. Pgs. 147, 148 & 150 – Sec. 6.1.6.2, Sec. 6.1.8.1 a) ii), & Sec. 6.1.8.2 e), f) & g) – 

Correspondence from Nicola Mitchinson, dated December 8, 2009, requests 
confirmation that the implementation of these policies is the municipality’s 
responsibility. 

 
Staff Comment: No modifications to these policies are required. It is the City’s 
responsibility to implement its Official Plan through public and private sector 
developments and projects.  

 
49. P. 157 – Sec. 7.1.3 c) – Correspondence from Nicola Mitchinson, dated 

December 8, 2009, requests that an additional policy be added which states the 
Council may lift the Holding provision in whole or in part. 

 
Staff Comment: This policy addition is not required. Council may choose to lift a 
Holding provision in whole or in part whether this policy is included in the Official 
Plan or not.  
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50. P. 164 – Sec. 7.1.9 b) – Correspondence from Nicola Mitchinson, dated 

December 8, 2009, requests the policy be modified to exempt existing draft plans 
of approval from the requirement to prepare an Environmental Impact Study if the 
lands are adjacent to the Environmental Protection designation. 

 
Staff Comment: Staff, in consultation with the Planning Consultants, does not 
recommend the addition of such a policy. If an Environmental Impact Study was 
previously prepared, then a new Environmental Impact Study is not required as 
per policy 7.1.9 b). 

 
51. P. 174 – Sec. 7.4.2 d) – Correspondence from the Ministry of the Environment, 

dated December 10, 2009, requests that the City consider identifying the entire 
municipality as an area in which a Community Improvement Plan may be 
required. 

 
Staff Comment:  The intent of the Ministry’s suggestion has been adequately 
addressed in the Plan and no further modification is required as part of this 
Official Plan Review & Update process. To help facilitate and encourage 
residential intensification as required by the Province, the Planning Consultants 
have identified the Downtown Area and the Intensification Area as areas in which 
a Community Improvement Plan may be prepared.  

 
52. P. 177 – Sec. 8.0 - Correspondence from Nicola Mitchinson, dated December 8, 

2009, requests that existing approvals for the Stone Ridge Draft Plan of 
Subdivision, the Inch Farm Draft Plan of Subdivision and the lands on Memorial 
Avenue where the Georgian College residences are to be located be recognized 
in the Official Plan with the inclusion of new policies in the Interpretation Section 
of the Official Plan.  

 
Staff Comment: These two existing Draft Plans of Subdivision and the property 
known municipally as 845 Memorial Avenue have been recognized in the 
proposed Official Plan. Only new development greater than 20 hectares in size is 
subject to the requirement to undertake a Neighbourhood Plan for lands within 
the Neighbourhood Greenfield designation. Also, where an Environmental Impact 
Study was undertaken for approvals on adjacent lands, an Environmental Impact 
Study is not required. No additional policies with respect to these developments 
are recommended to be included in the Plan as suggested by Ms. Mitchinson. 
 
All applications received prior to the adoption of the City’s New Official Plan will 
be processed in accordance with the City’s Existing Official Plan (1999). 
Therefore, there is no need to specifically recognize applications currently being 
processed (i.e. the Georgian College residences Site Plan application received in 
2008). 

 
53. Schedule ‘A’ & ‘E’ – Correspondence from Nicola Mitchinson, dated December 8, 

2009, questions the rationale for not including a proposed park which is included 
in the Stone Ridge Draft Plan of Subdivision in the Parkland and Major Open 
Space designation on Schedule ‘A’ and identified as a Neighbourhood Park in 
Schedule ‘E’. 
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Staff Comment: This proposed park is 0.2ha (1/2 acre) in size. Only parks 
greater than 0.4 ha (1 acre) have been designated Parkland and Major Open 
Space on Schedule A and identified as a Neighbourhood or Community Park on 
Schedule ‘E’. 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
















































	FROM:  Jill Lewis, Senior Planner

