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Determination for Council: 

By-law:  

Being a By-law to Adopt Official Plan Amendment No. 2 - Part of Block Q of Plan 123 

and a portion of Part 7 of 42R129  

 

By-law:  

Being a By-law to amend By-law No. 2004-4653 (The Zoning By-law), as amended, for 

Part of Block Q of Plan 123 and a portion of Part 7 of 42R129  

 

Identify Relationship to Strategic Priorities: 

Core Service - Yes 

Key Stretch Goal or Core Service Improvement Goal - No 

New Service, Project or Program - No 

Does This Item Relate to Council’s Strategic Priorities?  Growth and Development 

Background:  

As Council is aware, an official plan amendment and zoning by law amendment have 

been submitted for consideration by Greystone Developments Inc. on Town owned 

lands.  

When the Town conditionally disposed of the property in accordance with all applicable 

procedures, one condition was to obtain all necessary planning approvals. The rationale 

being that the land was sold for a residentially appraised value but was not 'shovel 

ready' for a residential use, so therefore this condition was fair to the Town and 

developer. 
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Another matter was when the property was disposed, Greystone's bid was determined 

to be the highest and best use. In this regard it was extremely prudent to retain a private 

planning consultant to evaluate the OPA and ZBA. There was concern among staff that 

since the municipality determined the current submission to be the highest and best 

use, the impartiality of staff could be questioned by the public or a potential approval 

authority. Therefore, a third party consultant can review the development proposal with 

no prior involvement or perceived bias. In these circumstances, this is considered an 

appropriate course of action to ensure the public interest is protected, the organization 

exercises necessary due diligence and all issues are examined in a conflict free 

manner. 

In summary, the attached planning report has been submitted by the planning 

consultant, Jamie Robinson, of MHBC. 

Staff Recommendation:  

To approve the recommendations provided by Jamie Robinson, MHBC Planning, Urban 

Design & Landscape Architecture. 

Advantages and/or Disadvantages of Staff Recommendation: 

As outlined in the MHBC report. 

Alternatives: 

To deny the applications 

Cost/Financial Impact: 

n/a 

Included in Current Budget: 

n/a 
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Attachments: 

ATT#1 MHBC Planning Report-2019 

ATT#2 Draft Official Plan Amendment By-law-AD2019 

ATT#3 Draft Zoning By-law Amendment-AD2019 

(Accessible format available upon request) 

 

CAO's Comments 

Recommends Council Approval: 

Yes 

Recommends Council consider staff recommendation with the 
following comments: 
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1.0  BACKGROUND/PROPOSAL 
 
This Planning Report has been prepared to review the Official Plan Amendment (OPA) application 
and Zoning By-law Amendment (ZBA) application that have been submitted for the property that 
is described as Part of Block Q of Plan 123 and a portion of Part 7 of 42R129, also indicated as being 
Parts 1 and 2 of Plan 42R21034.  The site is accessed off Salt Dock Road, but has no municipal 
address (“the subject lands”). 

The OPA application proposes to redesignate the lands from ‘Public Open Space’ to ‘Residential 
High Density’ and the ZBA application proposes to rezone the lands from ‘Transportation and 
Utilities (T)’ and ‘Open space (O1)’ to a ‘Special Provision Zone’, being S.P.26.118. 

The proposed amendments would facilitate the development of a residential apartment 
condominium building consisting of forty-three (43) 2-bedroom units. The proposed building 
would be five (5) storeys when viewed from on the west and 3 to 3.5 storeys when viewed from 
the north, for a height of 12.5 metres, based on the height definition in the Zoning By-law.  An 
elevator structure is also proposed on the roof that would have a height of 0.8 metres and a north-
south dimension of 2.8 metres and an east-west dimension of 3.3 metres.  

The original application and the concept presented at the public meeting requested a height of 
14.2 metres.  The height of the building is to be 12.5 metres based on the definitions of the Zoning 
By-law.  In addition, the concept provided at the public meeting requested a reduced building 
setback adjacent to the trail of 3.47 metres.  This setback has been modified to comply to the by-
law requirement of 6 metres.  

A total of 59 parking spaces are proposed.  Twenty-six (26) parking spaces are proposed outdoors 
and thirty-three (33) parking spaces are proposed indoors.  

The Site Plan that has been proposed by the proponents is provided at Appendix F of this report.  

The building is an apartment from a Zoning By-law perspective, but the proposed ownership 
structures is proposed to be a condominium. 

Access to the site is proposed by way of Salt Dock Road which is a year round municipal road and 
parking is to be accommodated by both surface parking and underground parking located on the 
2nd floor of the proposed structure.   

The following provides a chronology of events leading to the preparation of this recommendation 
report.  

• On November 1, 2017 the Town released an RFP that sough proposals for the future use 
and purchase of the subject lands. 

• The subject lands to the applications were declared surplus by the Town on December 19, 
2017 by resolution 2017-6792.   
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• On December 19, 2017, the Town accepted the proposal from Greystone Project 
Management by passing resolution No. 2017-212.   

• On September 17, 2018 the Town entered into an agreement of purchase and sale with 
Grey Stone Project Management that was later amended on April 16, 2019.  The sale is 
conditional on the buyer obtaining an Official Plan Amendment and rezoning.  

• On March 20, 2019 Joshua Morgan of MORGAN Planning & Development on behalf of 
Patrick Dube of Greystone Project Management Greystone Project Management 
submitted an Official Plan Amendment Application and Zoning By-law Amendment 
Application.  The proposed was modified on May 10, 2019. 

 
• Included in the application submission package, in support of the application, were the 

following documents:  

- Planning Justification Report prepared by MORAN Planning & Development  
- Endangered and Threatened Species Assessment prepare by Riverstone 

Environmental Solutions Inc.  
- Traffic Impact Brief prepared by C.C. Tatham & Associated Ltd.  
- Sanitary Sewer Demand Flow Calculation prepared by K. Lang Engineering Ltd.  
- Conceptual Site Plan and Parking Plan prepared by Greystone Project Management 

Inc. 
- Conceptual Building Elevations and Floor Plans prepared by Duncan Ross Architect 
- Boundary Survey prepared by Tulloch Geomatics Inc.  
- Functional Servicing Report prepared by Greystone Project Management Inc.  

 
• On May 9, 2019 a notice of Public Meeting and Notice of Complete Application was 

provided. 
• A public meeting was held on July 16, 2019 at 7:00 p.m. 
• Following the public meeting, MHBC Planning was retained to review the proposed 

Official Plan Amendment and Zoning By-law Amendment Applications.  
• A site visit was conducted on July 26, 2019. 
• Town Peer review of environmental report was provided August 28, 2019. 
• Town Peer review of traffic report was provided August 30, 2019. 
• Response to the peer review environmental comments were received on September 11, 

2019. 
• Response to the peer review of the traffic review were received on September 16, 2019.  
• Response to the engineering comments were provided on October 23, 2019. 
• Supplemental information was provided by MORGAN Planning & Development on 

October 8, 2019 and November 5, 2018. 
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2.0 SITE DESCRIPTION AND 
SURROUNDING LAND USES 

 

The subject lands are located between Salt Dock Road and Waubeek Street and comprised of two  
vacant, irregularly shaped lots totalling approximately 0.84 ha (2.0 acres) in size. The subject lands 
have approximately 44 metres of frontage along Salt Dock Road, and the topography of the site 
slopes sharply from east to west and consists of large boulders, granite rock and woodland that 
slope west towards Georgian Bay.  Figure 1 identifies the location of the subject lands.  

A historic rail line traverses the property from north to south and an existing fitness/walking trail is 
located directly to the west, separating the site from Georgian Bay. The salt docks are located to 
the northwest of the site, and adjacent development includes the Beaconview Heights 
Condominiums to the east and the Granite Harbour Condominiums to the north.   Figure 2 is an 
aerial of the subject lands that also identifies surrounding land uses.  

Figure 1:  Location of Subject Lands 

 
 
  

SUBJECT LANDS 
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Figure 2: Aerial of Subject Lands and Surrounding Uses 
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3.0 PLANNING ANALYSIS 
 
 
The following is a review of the land use policy framework related to the subject lands and the 
potential implications for the subject site.  
 

3.1 Provincial Policy Statement (2014 ) 
The Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) is a document that provides policies to guide land use 
planning in the Province. All decisions of Council must be consistent with the PPS.  A full review of 
the PPS has been completed and this section provides a review of the most applicable policies to 
the proposed OPA and ZBA applications.  
 
Section 1.1 of the PPS provides growth management policies.  Section 1.1.1 recognizes that 
healthy, livable and safe communities are sustained by promoting efficient development and land 
use patterns, accommodating an appropriate range and mix of residential units, employment, 
institutional, recreation, park and open space and other uses to meet long-term needs.  
 
The proposed OPA and ZBA would permit a condominium apartment building that would make 
efficient use of lands within the Parry Sound settlement area and would enhance the mix of 
housing units in the community. 
 
The redesignation of the subject lands from the open space designation to permit residential 
development does not negatively impact the recreation or park and open space land within the 
community as the subject lands are not part of the liner trail system, do not impact the abutting 
linear trail system, and are not identified as a park within the Town’s park system.   
 
Section 1.1.3 of the PPS contains policies that apply to settlement areas. The subject lands are 
located within the settlement area of Parry Sound. Section 1.1.3.1 of the PPS recognizes that 
settlement areas are to be the focus of growth and development. Section 1.1.3.2 provides policies 
that direct land use patterns for which settlement areas should be based. In general, section 
1.1.3.2b) recognizes the importance of establishing land use patterns within settlement areas that 
provide a range of uses and opportunities for intensification redevelopment.   
 
The Official Plan for Parry Sound encourages intensification throughout the residential 
designation.  The subject lands are not designated for residential development. However, the 
subject site is within the settlement area, can be appropriately serviced with existing infrastructure 
and is in close proximity to other high density residential uses.  
 
Although not designated for residential purposes, the subject lands would conform to the local 
requirements identified in the Official Plan for high density residential uses. Additional detail on 
location requirements of the Official Plan for high density uses is found in the Official Plan section 
of the report.  
 
Section 1.1.3.4 provides policy that recognizes that appropriate development standards should be 
promoted to facilitate redevelopment and compact form, while avoiding or mitigating risks to 
public health and safety.  
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A conceptual site plan has been submitted with the OPA and ZBA applications.  As detailed in the 
conceptual site plan, the implementing Zoning By-law would establish specific development 
standards for the subject lands that facilitate the redevelopment of the site at a scale and density 
that is both compatible to surrounding development and can be appropriately serviced by 
municipal services and existing transportation infrastructure.  
 
Section 1.4 of the PPS contains housing policies. These policies require municipalities to provide 
for an appropriate range of housing types and densities to meet projected requirements. The 
proposed OPA and ZBA would facilitate development of high density apartment units that would 
improve the range of housing types in the Town.  
 
Section 1.5 contains policies that apply to public spaces, recreation, parks, trails and open space. 
Section 1.5.1 states “provides that healthy communities should be promoted by planning and 
providing for a full range of and equitable distribution of publicly accessible built and natural 
settings for recreation, including parkland, public space, open space areas, and trails and linkage.” 
 
The proposed redesignation of the subject lands would not impact existing trail located to the 
west of the property and would not impact public access to the shoreline.  
 
Section 1.6 of the PPS provides policies that pertain to infrastructure and public services facilities. 
In accordance with section 1.6.6, the preferred form of servicing is Municipal sewage services and 
Municipal water services. In accordance with the functional servicing report (FSR) submitted as 
part of the application package, sufficient capacity exists to support the OPA and ZBA and the 
support for the proposed principal use of the site.  
 
Additional details pertaining to the servicing of the site will be required as part of a site plan 
submission. The more detailed review conducted as part of the site plan submission would 
identify any modifications to the infrastructure that would be necessary.  
 
Section 2 of the PPS contains policies that apply to the wise use of management of resources. 
Section 2.1 contains policies that apply to natural heritage features and areas. An Endangered and 
Threatened Species Assessment was submitted in support of the applications and the Assessment 
was peer reviewed by the Town’s consultant. In accordance with the Assessment, no natural 
heritage features were identified on the property with the exception of the area containing 
potential habitat of endangered and threatened species (snakes). The Assessment and peer 
reviews have concluded that the proposed development could proceed in a manner that is 
consistent with the policies of the PPS. 
 

3.2 Growth Plan for Northern Ontario 
The Growth Plan for Northern Ontario establishes policies to direct development and investment 
in the north. The Town of Perry Sound is located within the southern limits of the Growth Plan for 
Northern Ontario. The Growth Plan for Northern Ontario has been reviewed and the proposed 
OPA and ZBA would conform to the policies in the Grown Plan for Northern Ontario.  
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3.3 Official Plan 
The subject lands are designated Open Space in the Town of Parry Sound Official Plan.  This 
section of the report will review the most applicable polices to the proposed application, 
including a review of public open space designation as well as the residential policies.  

The subject lands are designated Open Space and the Open Space policies are found within 
Section 3.4 of the Plan.  The Public Open Space designation includes public parks, open spaces, 
recreation uses, walkways, trails and recreational facilities.  

Section 3.4.2 requires an Official Plan Amendment if lands designated open space are purposed to 
be redeveloped for another use. Section 3.4.2 states, “Lands designated Open Space may not be 
redeveloped for non-recreations or private use without an amendment to this Plan, except within 
accordance to the policies contained herein.” Section 3.4.3 contains policies that pertain to parks 
and recreation facility development within the Town. Subsection a) identifies that the Town will 
attempt to secure additional shore line and public access to Georgian Bay; the subject lands do 
not limit access to Georgian Bay.  

Subsection c) recognizes that the Town will provide local neighbourhood parks where deficiencies 
exist. Park infrastructure in the area has been review and the Waterfront trail borders the site to the 
west and provides recreational opportunity in the area.  

The locations of parks in the municipality have been reviewed and there are no neighbourhood 
parks in the immediate vicinity of the site however, Parry Sound High School is located north east 
of the site. Based on the topography of the site, the property would not appear to be an 
appropriate candidate for a local neighbourhood park in the future. Subsection f recognizes the 
importance of linkages between parks and recreational facilities. The proposed development of 
the site will not impact the trail to the west.  

Section 2.4 contains policies that pertain to the Eastern Georgian Bay Heritage Coast.  The policies 
recognize that new development will occur appropriate to the urban serviced character of the 
Town.  

 
The proposed development is located in the settlement area and is similar to the size, scale and 
character of nearby development.  
 
Section 2.7 of the Official Plan contains policies related to the Town’s growth strategy.  These 
policies recognize that development will be focused to the Urban Area and that infilling and 
intensification will be used to make efficient use of services.    
The proposed development is located in the Urban Area, and is intensification that makes efficient 
use of existing services.   
 
Section 2.8.5 of the Official Plan contains housing policies. The proposed development improves 
the diversification of housing types in the community. 
 
Section 2.8.6 of the Official Plan contains policies that apply to Natural Features. An Endangered 
and Threatened Species Assessment was submitted in support of the application and peer 
reviewed by the Town (Appendix A). The Assessment indicated that subject lands may include 
significant habitat of threatened and endangered species, but that development of the subject 



 
The Lighthouse Community, Town of Parry Sound 
Planning Justification Report – OPA and ZBA  November 13, 2019 

9 

lands could proceed provided timing windows were followed.  The site plan control agreement 
will be required to implement the recommendations of the Endangered and Threaten Species 
Assessment which include a restriction that tree removal not occur on the subject property 
between April 15 and October 15, as this time corresponds to the active season for the majority of 
bat species at risk.  

Section 2.8.8 provides polices for Open Space, Recreation and Culture.   This Section recognizes 
that open space and recreational resources of the Town are integral components of the quality of 
life in Parry Sound.   The proposal is to redesignate lands from the Open Space designation to 
permit residential development.  The lands to be redesignated are not maintained as park land, are 
not part of a future park plan for the Town and have been declared surplus.  The proposal does 
not impact the existing trail to the west of the site and the redesignation of the subject lands 
would not appear to impact the quality of life of residents of the community. 

Section 3.1 of the Official Plan contains residential policies.   There are three residential 
designations being, Low Density Residential; Medium Density Residential; and, High Density 
Residential.  

Section 3.1.1 provides general policies that apply to all residential designations in the Town.  

Section 3.1.1.7 states, “Compatibility between the various types of residential development as well 
as between old and new residential areas will be accomplished through appropriate design 
measures.”  

The residential development abutting the subject lands to the east and to the north is also high 
density residential development and similar in scale to the proposed development.  The design of 
the proposed building, and specifically the height has considered the views and height of the 
Beaconview Heights condominiums development to the east.  The proposed development is 
compatible with both the Beaconview Heights condominiums and the Granite Harbour 
development to the north.  Low density residential uses abut the site to the south. The proposed 
building is located on the northern and central portion of the site and well setback from these low 
density residential uses. 

Section 3.1.1.8 states, “Residential development shall be designed in such a manner as to minimize 
land consumption and efficiently use infrastructure and public service facilities by encouraging 
cost effective development at appropriate densities and in appropriate locations.” 

The proposed OPA and ZBA to facilitate a high density built from on the subject lands is in 
proximity to other high density development and would appear to be an appropriate location as 
the scale of the development is similar to surrounding development including the Beaconview 
Heights condominiums to the east and the Granite Harbour development to the north. 

Section 3.1.4 of the Official Plan contains policies that apply to the Residential High Density 
designation.  Section 3.1.4.1, establishes the maximum density within the Residential High Density 
designation and states, “the maximum allowable net density for the high density residential policy 
area is 75 units per hectare.” 

The proposed ZBA would facilitate a 43 unit high density development on a lot with a lot area of 
0.84 hectares.  As result, the net density of development is 51 units per hectare.  This conforms to 
the 75 unit per hectare maximum density for the Residential High Density designation.  
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Section 3.1.4.2 establishes permitted uses for the Residential High Density designation.  Permitted 
uses include all uses permitted in the Residential Medium Density designations, but apartment 
buildings, row housing, stacked townhouses and all forms of multiple housing are the preferred 
form of development.  

The proposed apartment is a permitted uses in the Residential High Density designation 

Section 3.1.4.3 of the Plan does not support the development of high rise development and states,  

“High density residential development will be encouraged as opposed to high rise development 
and the Town will impose height restrictions to implement this policy.”  

The proposed development is 5 storeys when viewed from the bottom of the hill (west) and 3-3.5 
storeys when viewed from the side (north).   The proposed building is not a high rise building.  

Section 3.1.4.4 requires a transition between different densities of residential development and 
states, “where a multiple residential development abuts a single detached property, development 
may be subject to increased setbacks and appropriate buffers to ensure privacy and screening, or 
specific lot and building designs that provide an effective transition between different types of 
uses.” 

The subject lands do not abut low density residential development, the site does abuts high 
density residential development to the east and has been designed so that the height of the 
structure minimizes the impact on views from the development to the east.  

Section 4.3 of the Official Plan contains sewage and water policies.  Section 4.3.1 requires 
development in the Urban Area to be serviced with municipal services and for it to be 
demonstrated that there is sufficient capacity to accommodate the development.  The proposed 
development is to be serviced with municipal services and the Functional Servicing Report 
(Appendix C) prepared in support of the OPA and ZBA has demonstrated that there is sufficient 
capacity to accommodate the development.  Additional servicing details will be required as part of 
the Site Plan review.  

Section 4.6 provides polices that apply to Storm Water Management. The Functional Servicing 
Report has demonstrated that stomwater can be managed for quality and quantity control.  More 
detailed study will be required as part of the Site Plan review. 

Section 5 of the Official Plan provides natural heritage policies. Section 5.4 contains polices that 
apply to Habitat of Endangered and Threatened Species or Significant Wildlife Habitat.  

The Endangered and Threatened Species Assessment has identified the possible presence of 
habitat for bat species at risk, Eastern Fox Snake and the Massasauga Rattlesnake, although 
Riverstone Environmental believed that there is a low likelihood of the Fox Snake or Massasauga 
Rattlesnake being present. Recommendations of the review require timing restrictions for the 
removal of trees from the site.  
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3.4 Zoning By-law 
The Town of Parry Sound Zoning By-law zones the site Transportation and Utilities (T) and Open 
Space (O1).  A ZBA is required to permit the proposed residential development on the land.  
 
The ZBA proposes to: 
 

• Zone the subject lands to a Special Provision Zone being S.P.26.118  
• Special Provision will establish site specific requirements to the R3 Zone for:: 

o Parking space size (6.0 metres x 2.7 metres for interior parking spaces) – Zoning 
By-law requires 6.0 m x 3.0 m 

o Building height (12.5 metres) – Zoning By-law permits a maximum height of 10.5 
metres.  
� Height defined as: the vertical distance between the average finished 

grade at the base of the front of the building and in the case of : 
• a flat roof, the highest point of the roof surface or parapet wall, 

whichever is the highest; 
o Landscaped area in front yard  of 29% – Zoning By-law requires a minimum of 

50% 

 
 Multiple Residential (R3) Zone 
 Zoning By-law Requirement Proposed in Development 

Minimum Lot Area  
5,840 m2  

(900 m2 for first 5 units + 130 
m2 for each additional unit) 

8,438.45 m2 

Minimum Lot Frontage (Salt 
Dock Road) 30 m 43.9 m 

Minimum Lot Depth  40 m 196 m 
Minimum Front Yard  7.5 m 28.3 m 
Minimum Rear Yard 10 m 71.62 m 

Minimum Interior Side Yard 6 m 17.67 m (east) 
6.01 m (west) 

Minimum Exterior Side Yard 6 m n/a 

Maximum Height 10.5 m 

12.5 m  
Plus elevator structure 

height of 0.8m 
N-S dimension 2.8m 
E_W dimension 3.3m 

Maximum Lot Coverage 40% 34.5% 

Front Yard Uses & Landscaping 

Restricted to visitor parking, 
driveways and landscaped 
area and at least 50% of the 

front yard shall be devoted to 
the landscaped area. 

 
This provision may be 

29% 
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substituted where provision is 
made for landscaping in a site 

plan control agreement. 
Minimum Driveway Width 
(Two-way) 6 m 6 m 

Maximum Driveway Width  9 m 6 m 
Minimum angle of intersection 
between a driveway and street 
line  

60 degrees >60 degrees 

Minimum distance between a 
driveway and intersecting street 
lines 

7 m >7 m 

Minimum Parking Space Width   3 m 3.0 m (exterior parking) 
2.7 m (interior parking)  

Minimum Parking Space Length  6 m 6.0 m  
Minimum Barrier-Free Parking 
Space Width   3.6 m 3.6 m  

Minimum Barrier-Free Parking 
Space Length  6 m 6.0 m 

Number of Parking Spaces  

46 Residential 
8 Visitor Spaces 

 
(1.25 spaces per dwelling unit, 

15% of which shall be 
dedicated as visitor parking) 

59 Total Spaces 
(33 indoor) 

(26 outdoor)  

Number of Barrier-Free Parking 
Spaces  

2 spaces 
 

(1 per every 30 standard 
parking spaces) 

4 Barrier-Free Spaces 
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3.5 Endangered and Threatened Species 
Assessment  

RiverStone Environmental Solutions Inc. was retained by the applicant to complete an assessment 
of the potential for the habitat of endangered and threatened species on the subject lands.  The 
initial desktop analysis identified nine (9) Endangered or Threatened species as having the 
potential to occur on the property or on adjacent lands.  However, potential habitat was 
determined to be limited on the subject property given the extent of adjacent development. A 
field assessment completed in November 2018 determined that in conjunction with the adjacent 
lands, the subject property only had the potential to function as habitat for two (2) species listed 
as Endangered or Threatened, the Little Brown Bat and the Northern Long-eared Bat. The habitat 
for both bat species was primarily found to be associated with a limited number of snag/cavity 
trees within the treed portion of the subject property.  

Provided tree removal not occur on the subject property between April 15 and October 15 as this 
time corresponds to the active season for the majority of bat species at risk, the proposed 
development was determined to have a low likelihood of negatively affecting any Endangered 
and Threatened species or their habitat.  

The letter of opinion was subsequently peer reviewed by FRi Ecological Services on behalf of the 
Town.  The peer review requested further justification as to why the subject lands do not 
constitute potential habitat for the Eastern Foxsnake and the Eastern Massasauga Rattlesnake. 

Further justification was provided on August 28, 2019 by RiverStone as to why the subject 
property does not constitute potential habitat for the Eastern Foxsnake and the Eastern 
Massasauga Rattlesnake. The response indicated that the, habitat features primarily used by 
Eastern Foxsnakes was determined to be absent from the property and despite the potential 
presence of Eastern Foxsnakes in habitat north of the subject lands, it is unlikely that Eastern 
Foxsnakes would seek out features on the subject property given the adjacent road network. The 
report also added that while suitable gestation habitat may be present for Eastern Massasauga 
Rattlesnake on the subject property, suitable areas for hibernation are not present.  The conclusion 
was that given the surrounding residential development and road network, it is unlikely that the 
property and the adjacent lands can provide fulsome habitat requirements that support the 
Eastern Massasauga Rattlesnake.    

 

3.6 Traffic Impact Brief 
To determine if the development could be supported from a transportation perspective, Tatham 
Engineering Limited ("Tatham") was retained to prepare a Traffic Impact Brief (Appendix B). The 
analysis evaluated site access, site traffic volumes, sight lines at the access point and the potential 
impacts to the adjacent road system.   

The study concluded that the proposed development is anticipated to generate limited traffic, 
and given the already low traffic volumes on Salt Dock Road, no appreciable impacts on the 
adjacent road system are anticipated. The on-site circulation, access and parking supply were also 
determined to be sufficient based on the conceptual site plan. Further, the sight lines along Salt 
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Dock Road at the site access point were reviewed to ensure that vehicles turning in and out of the 
subject lands could do so in a safe manner. The available minimum stopping sight distances were 
determined to be satisfactory given vehicular speed along Salt Dock Road. 

A peer review of the Traffic Impact Brief was completed by Triton Engineering Services Limited 
("Triton"), to which Tatham provided further response to comments raised on their analysis and 
conclusions.  A comments was raised that there were no traffic counts carried out on Salt Dock 
Road.  

The response provided by Tatham was that the trip generation rates estimate a relatively small 
increase to the already low volume of traffic on Salt Dock Road, in relation to the assumed 
capacity. Additionally, given that Salt Dock Road is a dead-end road, traffic volumes are anticipated 
to be well below the available vehicle capacity, thus negating the need to conduct supplementary 
traffic counts. On this basis, it was concluded that the proposed development will not have any 
appreciable impact on the operations of Salt Dock Road.  

With respect to the stopping distances and sight lines from the proposed access point, it is 
anticipated that that the speed of approaching westbound traffic will be reduced as vehicles 
navigate the existing horizontal curve in the road.  Vehicles will also slow down to access the 
Granite Harbour development, and remaining traffic will be slowing down given that Salt Dock 
Road dead ends to the west. With this information, the available stopping sight distances are 
considered acceptable when accounting for grade correction, as are the sight lines from proposed 
development entrance.  

On October 25, 2019, Triton confirmed the development would not result in any appreciable level 
of service or capacity issues, and that Tatham's responses to their Peer Review comments were 
generally satisfactory. However, several items were noted as benefitting from further review at the 
time of Site Plan Approval. These items include aligning the proposed entrance with the existing 
entrance across the road and improvements to sight lines at the entrance to address the present 
topography and vegetation. 

 

3.7 Functional Servicing Report 
A Functional Servicing Report (FSR) was prepared by Greystone Project Management Inc. to 
illustrate how the proposed development would be serviced from a water, sanitary, stormwater 
management, access, utilities, and landscaping perspective (Appendix C).   

Overall, the development is proposed to be connected to municipal water and sanitary systems. 
Water is proposed to be provided via that the existing watermain is located south of the site along 
Waubeek, and it is noted that the proposed servicing will provide adequate water supply for both 
fire protection and general building usage.  The sanitary component of the building would 
function through a gravity fed sanitary pump chamber located on site, which would then be 
pumped to the existing sanitary pump station. A complete Functional Serving Plan is included in 
the FSR, which can be found in Appendix C.  

With respect to stormwater, it is anticipated that there will be a slight increase in runoff flows as a 
result of the development. While a large portion of the site is proposed to remain undisturbed, 
stormwater management techniques are proposed to be incorporated into the development in 
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order to control runoff to pre-development levels. To manage the amount of stormwater runoff, 
roofstop storage, level spreaders, and a stone gallery that will control stormwater prior offsite 
discharge for the asphalt areas on site, are proposed. Catchbasins, rip rap spillways, grassed swales, 
and a stone gallery are proposed to be implemented to address quality of runoff through a 
‘treatment train’ approach. Overall, 80% removal of site Total Suspended Solids is being targeted. 
External contributing runoff from adjacent properties is proposed to be rerouted around the site 
using grassed cutoff swales to the same discharge location as pre-development conditions.     

While stormwater runoff will be controlled to the required standards, a complete and detailed 
stormwater management plan will be provided at the Site Plan Approval stage of the 
development. A Functional Grading Plan can be found in the FSR in Appendix C.  

Hydro and Bell telecommunications will service the proposed building and will be connected from 
the existing Hydro poles on Salt Dock Road. Natural gas is also proposed from the gas main 
located on Salt Dock Road.  

 

3.8 Public and Agency Comments  
A number of written and oral comments were received on the application.  A table outlining each 
of the comments received and the responses to each of the comments is included in Appendix H.  
 
The themes of the comment are broadly summarized into the following categories:  
 

• Increased traffic and parking issues;  
• Decreased property values;  
• Height of the proposed building and a loss of views; 
• Loss of green space;  
• Impacts to the adjacent trail system;  
• Cost to taxpayers;  
• Impacts to endangered and threatened species; 
• Ability to manage stormwater; and  
• Process for selecting the Greystone proposal. 

 
All of the comments received on the applications have been addressed within the Comment 
Response Table provided in Appendix H.  
 

4.0 SUMMARY & FINDINGS  
 
In conclusion, the proposed 43-unit condominium development: 
 

• Will make efficient use of lands within the urban area through infilling and intensification; 
 

• Can be appropriately serviced with existing infrastructure; 
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• Enhances the diversity of housing units available in the community; 
 

• Is compatible with adjacent high-density development by maintaining a similar size, scale 
and character with nearby development; 
 

• Has been designed in a manner which mitigates visual impact; 
 

• Will have no impact on the adjacent linear trail system and will provide a connection 
between the trail system to the west and north of the site; 
 

• Can be supported by the vehicular capacity of Salt Dock Road; and  
 

• Can be developed without impacts to endangered and threatened species.  
 
The proposed development, and associated Official Plan Amendment and Zoning By-law 
Amendment applications, are consistent with the Provincial Policy Statement, and conforms to the 
Growth Plan for Northern Ontario, and the Town of Parry Sound Official Plan. 
 
It is recommended that this planning report be received, that the attached Official Plan 
Amendment be adopted, and that the Zoning By-law Amendment be enacted. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 

MHBC 

 
 
Jamie Robinson, BES, MCIP, RPP 
Partner 
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February 27, 2019 
RS# 2018-175 
 

Patrick Dubé 
Greystone Project Management Inc. 
8 Crescent Rd 
Unit A-1 
Huntsville, ON,  
P1H 0B3 
via email: pat@greystoneconstruction.ca 

 
SUBJECT: Letter of Opinion: Endangered and Threatened Species Assessment, Salt Dock 

Road Condominiums, Town of Parry Sound 

 
Dear Patrick: 
 
 
RiverStone Environmental Solutions Inc. is pleased to provide you with the attached Letter of Opinion.  
 
Please contact us if there are any questions regarding the report, or if further information is required.  
 
 
Best regards, 
 
RiverStone Environmental Solutions Inc. 
 
 
Report prepared by:  
 

               
Bev Wicks, Ph.D.              Glenn Cunnington, Ph.D. 
Senior Ecologist / Principal          Ecologist / Species at Risk Specialist 
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1 BACKGROUND 

RiverStone Environmental Solutions Inc. (hereafter RiverStone) was retained by Greystone Project 
Management Inc. (Greystone) to complete an field assessment for habitat of endangered and 
Threatened species  and Letter of Opinion. This Letter of Opinion is required to provide the Town of 
Parry Sound with the information necessary to consider a development application for an existing 
parcel of land. The parcel in question is approximately 0.843 acres (~0.34 ha) in size and is legally 
described as Plan 123 PTBLK Q West of CPR Right of Way in the Town of Parry Sound (hereafter 
‘subject property’, Figure 1).  It is RiverStone’s understanding that the proposed development on the 
subject property involves the construction of condominiums.  

For the purposes of this assessment, Endangered and Threatened Species are those that are listed as 
Endangered or Threatened on the Species at Risk in Ontario List and are afforded protection by s.9 and 
s.10 of the Provincial Endangered Species Act, 2007. 

2 APPROACH AND METHODS 

2.1 Guiding Environmental Legislation and Policy 

The following documents guided the investigations:  

• Provincial Endangered Species Act, 2007 

• Provincial Policy Statement (2014) and supporting documents (e.g., Natural Heritage Reference 
Manual for Natural Heritage Policies of the Provincial Policy Statement, 2005 (OMNR 2010) 

2.2 Information Sources Used to Assess Site Conditions 

Information pertaining to the natural features and functions of the property and the surrounding lands 
was obtained from the following sources: 

• Species at Risk (SAR) by Township tool provided by Parry Sound District MNRF (“SAR in PS 
District v7.0.xls”) regarding the SAR potentially occurring in the geographic township of interest 
(December 2016). 

• Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF) Parry Sound District Information 
Request for occurrences of Endangered and Threatened species within and adjacent to the subject 
property (received November 28, 2018, from Jeremy Rouse, Management Biologist). See Appendix 
1. 

• Species at Risk range maps (accessed at: 
https://www.ontario.ca/environment-and-energy/species-risk-ontario-list). 

• Ontario Breeding Bird Atlas (OBBA) Online Database and Atlas of the Breeding Birds of 
Ontario, 2001–2005 (Cadman et al. 2007) regarding birds that were documented to be breeding in 
the vicinity of the subject lands during the 2001–2005 period (atlas square number: 17NL72) 
http://www.birdsontario.org/atlas/squareinfo.jsp 

• Ontario Reptile and Amphibian Atlas database regarding records of reptiles and amphibians that 
have been observed within the vicinity of the Subject Property (square: 17NL72; accessed 
November 23, 2018 at https://www.ontarionature.org/oraa/maps/). 
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• Ontario Butterfly Atlas database regarding butterflies recorded in the vicinity of the Site (square: 
17NL72; accessed November 23, 2018, at: http://www.ontarioinsects.org/atlas_online.htm).  

• Digital Ontario Base Maps (OBMs; 1:10,000) to ascertain topography. 

• Colour aerial photography of the property (digital orthophotos: leaf-off, spring 2008, 2013). 

• RiverStone’s in-house databases and reference collections. 

• On-site investigations by RiverStone staff (see Section 2.4) 

2.3 Natural Features and Functions of Conservation Interest 

2.3.1 Habitat-based Approach 

Properly assessing whether an area is likely to contain Endangered or Threatened species for the 
purposes of determining whether a proposed development is likely to have a negative impact is 
becoming more difficult as the number of listed species increases. Approaches that depend solely on 
documenting the presence of individuals of a species in an area almost always underrepresent the 
biodiversity actually present because of the difficulty of observing species that are usually rare and 
well camouflaged. Given these difficulties, and the importance of protecting habitats of Endangered 
and Threatened species, RiverStone’s primary approach to site assessment is habitat-based. This means 
that our field investigations focus on evaluating the potential for features within an area of interest to 
function as habitat for species considered potentially present, rather than searching for live specimens. 
An area is considered potential habitat if it satisfies a number of criteria, usually specific to a species, 
but occasionally characteristic of a broader group (e.g., several turtles use sandy shorelines for nesting, 
multiple bat species use dead or dying trees for roosting habitat). Physical attributes of a site that can 
be used as indicators of its potential to function as habitat for a species include structural 
characteristics (e.g., physical dimensions of rock fragments or trees, water depth), ecological 
community (e.g., meadow marsh, rock barren), and structural connectivity to other habitat features 
required by the species. Species-specific habitat preferences and/or affinities are determined from 
status reports produced by the Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada 
(COSEWIC), Cadman et al. (2007), published and unpublished documents, and direct experience. 

2.3.2 Species at Risk 

As described in Section 2.3.1, RiverStone’s primary approach to site assessment is habitat-based. For 
species and ecological communities of conservation interest, this approach involves both desktop and 
on-site assessments. The results of these assessments, as well as descriptions of the methodology and 
rationale employed are provided in Appendix 2.  

2.4 Site Investigations 

As part of the initial desktop evaluation, Endangered and Threatened Species with the potential to be 
present on the subject property were identified. Results of this background information review directed 
an onsite evaluation of the subject property conducted on November 26, 2018 by Glenn Cunnington 
(Ecologist, Species at Risk Specialist). While RiverStone recognizes that the onsite evaluation was 
completed outside of the active season for most Endangered and Threatened species, as our assessment 
was focused on evaluating features with the potential to function as habitat (see Section 2.3.1) the 
timing of the assessment was deemed suitable. Overall, the level of effort expended during the field 
investigation was deemed adequate to assess the potential for habitat of Endangered and Threatened 
Species to occur on the subject property.  
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3 BIOPHYSICAL FEATURES AND FUNCTIONS 

3.1 General Site Conditions 

The subject property is located within the boundaries of the Town of Parry Sound. The subject 
property fronts onto Salt Dock road to the north, a recreational trail and access road to the Municipal 
Water Treatment Plant to the west, and high-density residential developments to the east (Figure 2). 
At the time of our site visit, most of the subject property was comprised of a stand of mixed forest; 
however, the eastern edge of the property contained an area of steep slopes (i.e., >30%) dominated by 
large boulders and what appeared to be remnants of a recreational trail. A small pool that appeared to 
be fed by stormwater runoff from adjacent development was located immediately to the east of the 
subject property along Salt Dock Road. Water from this pool appeared to infiltrate through some of the 
large boulders on the property into a small basin adjacent to Salt Dock Rd. before flowing into a 
culvert that conveyed water under the roadway. No wetlands or aquatic features were identified on the 
subject property. Photos depicting current conditions of the subject property have been provided in 
Appendix 3. 

3.2 Endangered and Threatened Species 

Based on the initial steps of our desktop analysis, nine (9) Endangered or Threatened species had the 
potential to occur on the property or on adjacent lands. Given the extent of development surrounding 
the subject property, potential habitat for Endangered and Threatened species was limited on the 
subject property. Results of RiverStone’s assessment identified portions of the subject property and 
adjacent lands as having the potential to function as habitat for two (2) species currently listed as 
Endangered or Threatened. Habitat for these species was primarily associated with a limited number of 
snag/cavity trees within the treed community on the subject property. See Appendix 2 for a detailed 
technical description of RiverStone’s assessment. 

4 RECOMMENDATIONS 

It is RiverStone’s understanding that the development proposed for the subject property includes the 
construction of condominium units and associated parking facilities (Appendix 4). Based on a review 
of preliminary designs, the majority of the subject property will be encompassed by the development. 
Development activities will include the removal of existing vegetation, grading, and excavation. To 
minimize negative impacts on the potential habitat of Endangered and Threatened species resulting 
from the proposed development on the subject property, RiverStone recommends the following 
measures: 

• Tree removal not occur on the subject property between April 15 and October 15 as this time 
corresponds to the active season for the majority of bat species at risk.  

5 COMPLIANCE WITH ENVIRONMENTAL LEGISLATION AND POLICIES 

5.1 Provincial Endangered Species Act, 2007 (ESA) 

The current ESA came into effect June 30, 2008 and replaced the previous provincial Endangered 
Species Act. The following excerpt from the explanatory note provided with the Act summarizes the 
protection afforded to species: 
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If a species is listed on the Species at Risk in Ontario List as an extirpated, endangered or 
threatened species, the Bill prohibits killing, harming, harassing, capturing, taking, 
possessing, transporting, collecting, buying, selling, leasing, trading or offering to buy, 
sell, lease or trade a member of the species, or selling, leasing, trading or offering to sell, 
lease or trade anything that is represented to be a member of the species. 

Protection afforded to habitats of species is described as follows: 

If a species is listed on the Species at Risk in Ontario List as an endangered or threatened 
species, the Bill prohibits damaging or destroying the habitat of the species. This 
prohibition also applies to an extirpated species if the species is prescribed by the 
regulations. The regulations may specifically prescribe an area as the habitat of a species 
but, if no habitat regulation is in force with respect to a species, “habitat” is defined to 
mean an area on which the species depends, directly or indirectly, to carry on its life 
processes. With respect to certain species that were classified before first reading of the 
Bill, the prohibition on damaging or destroying habitat does not apply until the earlier of 
the date a regulation prescribing the habitat of the species comes into force and the fifth 
anniversary of the date the requirement to establish the Species at Risk in Ontario List 
comes into existence. 

Appendix 2 lists the species protected under provisions of the ESA that are relevant to this assessment. 
Based on the results of this assessment and contingent on the implementation of the recommendations 
contained within Section 4 of this report acceptably minimizes the risk of contravening the ESA. 

5.2 Provincial Policy Statement, 2014 (PPS) 

The following provisions from Section 2.1 of the 2014 PPS are relevant to this assessment:  

2.1.7 Development and site alteration shall not be permitted in habitat of endangered 
species and threatened species, except in accordance with provincial and federal 
requirements. 

Based on the results of the assessment contained within Appendix 2, and contingent on the 
implementation of the recommendations contained within Section 4 of this report will help to ensure 
that development on the subject property is consistent with policy 2.1.7. 

6 CONCLUSIONS 

Based upon the findings presented in this report and contingent upon the implementation of the 
recommendations made herein, it is our conclusion that as of the date of this report, the proposed 
development on the subject property has a low likelihood of negatively affecting Endangered and 
Threatened species or their habitat. 
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Glenn Cunnington

From: NHI ParrySound (MNRF) <NHI.ParrySound@ontario.ca>
Sent: November-29-18 11:29
To: Glenn Cunnington
Subject: RE: Information Request (2018-175)

Hi Glenn 
 
That would definitely cover the list of things that could be there… not much habitat for any of them though… I can not 
see any other “NH value” in our database… 
 
Any questions give me a call. 
 
Hope all is well, have a good and healthy festive season. 
 
Cheers, 
Jake 
 
 
Jeremy Rouse 
 
MANAGEMENT BIOLOGIST | ONTARIO MINISTRY of NATURAL RESOURCES and FORESTRY | PARRY SOUND DISTRICT OFFICE  

7 Bay St., Parry Sound, Ontario, P2A 1S4 | � 705.773.4205 |� Jeremy.rouse@ontario.ca 
Learn more about Ontario's Species at Risk  

 
 
 
 

From: Glenn Cunnington <glenn@rsenviro.ca>  
Sent: November‐23‐18 10:34 AM 
To: NHI ParrySound (MNRF) <NHI.ParrySound@ontario.ca> 
Cc: Bev Wicks <bev@rsenviro.ca> 
Subject: Information Request (2018‐175) 
 
To: Management Biologist in charge of processing Natural Heritage information requests. 
 
On behalf of our client we are submitting this request for information for a project located on Salt Dock Rd. in Parry 
Sound. Please find below a description and screen clip of the property for which we will be completing an assessment of 
Species at Risk. We have included a preliminary screening of the species at risk for the property. If you could please 
provide us with any details pertaining to any additional species at risk, other natural heritage features within proximity 
to the property it would be appreciated.  
 
Location 
Salt Dock Road, Parry Sound 
Roll No.: 49320100041420000000 
 
UTM 
17T 574741 5022344 NAD83 
 



2

Preliminary SAR Screening 
Barn Swallow  
Blanding's Turtle  
Common Five‐lined Skink  
Eastern Foxsnake  
Eastern Hog‐nosed Snake  
Eastern Ribbonsnake  
Massasauga  
Northern Map Turtle  
Snapping Turtle  
Wood Thrush  
Common Nighthawk  
Eastern Small‐footed Myotis  
Eastern Whip‐poor‐will  
Eastern Wood‐Pewee  
Golden‐winged Warbler  
Little Brown Myotis  
Northern Myotis  
Olive‐sided Flycatcher 
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Please let me know if you have any questions.  
 
Glenn 



4

‐‐ 
Glenn Cunnington, Ph.D. 
Ecologist | Species at Risk Specialist 
RiverStone Environmental Solutions Inc. 
47 Quebec St., Bracebridge Ontario, P1L 2A5 
705.645.9887 x204| Cell 705.644.4815 | Fax 888.857.4979 
Southern Ontario Office 1‐866‐766‐7160 
e‐mail glenn@rsenviro.ca | www.rsenviro.ca 
 
This email is intended only for the addressee, it may contain privileged  
or confidential information. Any unauthorized disclosure is strictly prohibited.  
If you have received this message in error, please notify us immediately so that  
we may correct our internal records. Please then delete the original. 
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Habitat-based Approach 

Properly assessing whether an area is likely to contain Endangered or Threatened species for the 
purposes of determining whether a proposed development is likely to have a negative impact is 
becoming more difficult as the number of listed species increases. Approaches that depend solely on 
documenting the presence of individuals of a species in an area almost always underrepresent the 
biodiversity actually present because of the difficulty of observing species that are usually rare and 
well camouflaged. Given these difficulties, and the importance of protecting habitats of Endangered 
and Threatened species, RiverStone’s primary approach to site assessment is habitat-based. This means 
that our field investigations focus on evaluating the potential for features within an area of interest to 
function as habitat for species considered potentially present, rather than searching for live specimens. 
An area is considered potential habitat if it satisfies a number of criteria, usually specific to a species, 
but occasionally characteristic of a broader group (e.g., several turtles use sandy shorelines for nesting, 
multiple bat species use dead or dying trees for roosting habitat). Physical attributes of a site that can 
be used as indicators of its potential to function as habitat for a species include structural 
characteristics (e.g., physical dimensions of rock fragments or trees, water depth), ecological 
community (e.g., meadow marsh, rock barren), and structural connectivity to other habitat features 
required by the species. Species-specific habitat preferences and/or affinities are determined from 
status reports produced by the Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada 
(COSEWIC), Cadman et al. (2007), published and unpublished documents, and direct experience. 

Table 1 provides RiverStone’s desktop screening and on-site assessment for Endangered and 
Threatened species. RiverStone measures species- and feature-specific distances from the boundaries 
of proposed lots or development area(s)—rather than from the boundary of the significant natural 
heritage feature—and refers to this area as adjoining lands (AL). Evaluating the likelihood of species’ 
presence and the potential for negative impacts using this approach ensures that the Adjacent Lands 
test of the PPS will be met. 

For the purposes of RiverStone’s assessment, the subject property as shown in Figure 1 is referred to 
as the Area of Interest (AOI) and the adjoining lands (AL) extents were measured from the boundaries 
of the AOI. 

Table 2 provides RiverStone’s recommended mitigation measures, and a determination of whether the 
likelihood or risk of negative impacts is acceptable after considering all relevant factors (e.g., 
sensitivity to disturbance). 

 

 

 



Appendix 2: Table 1. Results of desktop screening and on-site assessment for Endangered and Threatened Species. RIVERSTONE ENVIRONMENTAL SOLUTIONS INC.

Step 1 
(Desktop): 
Rationale for 
considering 

Area of Interest (AOI) Adjoining Lands (AL) Area of Interest (AOI) Adjoining Lands (AL)

Blanding's 
Turtle

Emydoidea blandingii SAR by Geo‐
Township Tool 
(MNR)

NO, suitable wetland and/or aquatic 
communities are absent.

POSSIBLE, suitable wetland and/or aquatic 
communities may be present.

NO, suitable wetland and/or aquatic 
communities are absent.

NO, potential habitat is absent from the 
AOI and it is very unlikely that species 
would move through AOI to reach areas of 
suitable habitat (i.e., the AOI is not situated 
between areas of potential habitat).

NO, see step 3.

Eastern 
Foxsnake

Pantherophis  gloydi SAR by Geo‐
Township Tool 
(MNR)

YES, open rock  communities in proximity 
to wetland or aquatic communities may be 
present.

YES, open rock  communities in proximity 
to wetland or aquatic communities may be 
present.

NO, while the AOI does contain areas of 
open rock, these communities are 
separated from the shoreline of Georgian 
Bay by a moderate use roads and a 
recreational trail suggesting limited 
potential for features on the AOI to be used 
by this species.

POSSIBLE, while limited, there is some 
potential for use of features directly 
adjacent to the Georgian Bay shoreline by 
this species. 

NO, the potential for individuals of this 
species to use features on the AOI is low. 

Massasauga Sistrurus catenatus SAR by Geo‐
Township Tool 
(MNR)

NO, area not likely to support species’ 
population because AOI does not have the 
requisite features to fulfill species’ life 
history functions.

NO, area not likely to support species’ 
population because AL within proximity to 
the AOI lacks the requisite features to fulfill 
species’ life history functions.

NO, area not likely to support species’ 
population because AOI does not have the 
requisite features to fulfill species’ life 
history functions and is surrounded by 
moderate to high density development.

NO, area not likely to support species’ 
population because AL within proximity to 
the AOI lacks the requisite features to fulfill 
species’ life history functions.

NO, see steps 2 and 3.

Eastern Hog‐
nosed Snake

Heterodon platirhinos SAR by Geo‐
Township Tool 
(MNR)

YES, although habitat potential is deemed 
low because of extent of forest cover and 
surrounding extent of development.

NO, area not likely to support species’ 
population(s) because it is surrounded by 
intermediate‐ and high‐use roads that have 
been in place for some time.

NO, species is unlikely to move through the 
area because of the barrier effect of 
surrounding development.

NO, area not likely to support species’ 
population(s) because it is surrounded by 
moderate to high development.

NO, see step 3.

Eastern Whip‐
poor‐will

Caprimulgus vociferus SAR by Geo‐
Township Tool 
(MNR)

YES, both natural and anthropogenic 
openings in canopy could provide suitable 
breeding and foraging habitat.

YES, both natural and anthropogenic 
openings in canopy could provide suitable 
breeding and foraging habitat.

NO, while the AOI does contain open 
communities with the potential to provide 
foraging habitat, this area is not of 
sufficient size to meet minimum territory 
size for this species suggesting a low 
likelihood of the AOI functioning as habitat.

NO, suitably sized openings in forest 
canopy that are not associated with a 
development feature are absent.

NO, see step 3.

Barn Swallow Hirundo rustica SAR by Geo‐
Township Tool 
(MNR)

NO, man‐made or natural structures 
suitable for nesting are absent.

NO, man‐made or natural structures 
suitable for nesting are absent.

NO, man‐made or natural structures 
suitable for nesting are absent.

NO, man‐made or natural structures 
suitable for nesting are absent.

NO, see steps 2 and 3.

Eastern Small‐
footed Myotis

Myotis leibii SAR by Geo‐
Township Tool 
(MNR)

YES, natural structures (e.g., talus slopes, 
rocky ridges, rock outcrops, cliff crevices, 
rock fields) may be present.

YES, natural structures (e.g., talus slopes, 
rocky ridges, rock outcrops, cliff crevices, 
rock fields) may be present.

NO, while the AOI does contain areas of 
large boulders, these areas lack small 
crevices suitable to function as roosting 
habitat for this species. 

NO, large boulders are present on AL; 
however, these areas lack small crevices 
suitable for roosting.

NO, see step 3.

Little Brown Bat Myotis lucifugus SAR by Geo‐
Township Tool 
(MNR)

YES, dark sheltered hollow vertical 
structures (e.g., large trees with cavities or 
rock crevices) suitable for gestating or 
roosting may be present.

YES, dark sheltered hollow vertical 
structures (e.g., large trees with cavities or 
rock crevices) suitable for gestating or 
roosting may be present.

YES, while limited in number, the AOI does 
contain large trees (i.e., >20 cm DBH) that 
contain cavities or loose bark suitable for 
roosting.

NO, potential habitat not observed; 
however, trees suitable for gestating or 
roosting may be present.

YES.

Northern Long‐
eared Bat

Myotis 
septentrionalis

SAR by Geo‐
Township Tool 
(MNR)

YES, dark sheltered hollow vertical 
structures (e.g., large trees with cavities or 
rock crevices) suitable for gestating or 
roosting may be present.

YES, dark sheltered hollow vertical 
structures (e.g., large trees with cavities or 
rock crevices) suitable for gestating or 
roosting may be present.

YES, while limited in number, the AOI does 
contain large trees (i.e., >20 cm DBH) that 
contain cavities or loose bark suitable for 
roosting.

NO, potential habitat not observed; 
however, trees suitable for gestating or 
roosting may be present.

YES.

Endangered & Threatened (Provincially): status from Species at Risk in Ontario List (O Reg 230/08); updated August 2018

Step 4:
Is there potential for the species, its 
habitat, or ecological community to be 
negatively impacted by the activities that 
would be permissible within the AOI?

Step 2 (Desktop): 
Do site specific attributes (e.g., ecological system and landscape configuration) 
assessed from aerial photography and other information sources indicate that 
potential habitat or communities might be present?

Step 3 (On Site):
Potential and/or confirmed habitat documented during on site assessment

Scientific NameCommon 
Name1

1Shaded rows denote species or communities for which negative impacts have been deemed possible. END/THR Species Assessment – Salt Dock Rd.



Appendix 2: Table 2. Recommended mitigation and overall assessment. RIVERSTONE ENVIRONMENTAL SOLUTIONS INC.

Common Name Scientific Name
Step 6: 
Is the likelihood of adverse effects (negative impacts) acceptable when all the 
relevant factors are considered?

Little Brown Bat Myotis lucifugus • Tree removal not occur on the subject property between April 15 and October 15, as this time corresponds to the active season for the majority of bat species at 
risk.

YES, the recommended timing limitations make the likelihood of negative 
impacts acceptably low.

Northern Long‐
eared Bat

Myotis 
septentrionalis

• See recommendation for Little Brown Bat. YES, the recommended timing limitations make the likelihood of negative 
impacts acceptably low.

Step 5: 
Recommended Mitigation

Endangered & Threatened (Provincially): status from Species at Risk in Ontario List (O Reg 230/08); updated August 2018

END/THR Species Assessment – Salt Dock Rd.



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix 3. Select Photos from Site Visit. 

  



 RIVERSTONE ENVIRONMENTAL SOLUTIONS INC.  

END/THR Species Assessment – Salt Dock Rd. 

Appendix 3 

 
Photo 1. Area of steep slopes in eastern portion of 
subject property (Nov. 26, 2018) 

 
Photo 2. Area of large boulders in eastern portion 
of subject property (Nov. 26, 2018) 

 
Photo 3. Historic recreational trail in eastern 
portion of subject property (Nov. 26, 2018) 

 
Photo 4. Mixed forest community on subject 
property (Nov. 26, 2018) 

 
Photo 5. Mixed forest community on subject 
property (Nov. 26, 2018) 

 
Photo 6. Mixed forest community on subject 
property (Nov. 26, 2018) 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix 4. Preliminary Development Plan 

  





 

 

 



 
 
 
 

 
 
 
FRi Ecological Services 
1875A Seymour Street 
North Bay  ON  P1A 0C7 
 
Taylor Elgie 
The Town of Parry Sound 
Building and Planning Services 
52 Seguin Street 
Parry Sound ON  P2A 1B4 
 
August 28, 2019 
 
Dear Mr. Elgie: 
 
Subject:   Peer Review 
  Endangered and Threatened Species Assessment  
  Salt Dock Road Condominiums (Greystone) 
  Town of Parry Sound 
 
FRi Ecological Services Inc. is pleased to provide a peer review of the Endangered 

and Threatened Species Assessment for the Salt Dock Road Condominiums in Parry 

Sound dated February 2019 completed by RiverStone Environmental Solutions 

Incorporated. 

Please feel free to contact us at your convenience if you require any clarification or 

additional information. 

 
Respectfully Submitted By: 

 
Rod Bilz 
Environmental Specialist 



 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
INTRODUCTION 

FRi Ecological Services was retained by the Town of Parry Sound to undertake a 

peer review of an Endangered and Threatened Species Assessment (ETSA) 

prepared by RiverStone Environmental dated February 2019. The ETSA was 

submitted in support of an Official Plan Amendment and Rezoning application. The 

development will include a 40-unit condominium and associated 59 parking spaces. 

The key objectives of the peer review were: 

• Was the purpose of the ETSA clearly stated? Does the purpose clearly state the 

scope and level of detail required to address the Town’s concerns and satisfy 

the requirements of applicable policy and legislation? 

• Were the methodologies technically sound to allow for an objective review of 

existing values and potential impacts? Were the methodologies that were 

utilized, the most current and applicable for this particular ETSA? Were the 

field methodologies sufficient to lead to objective reviews of the existing 

values and potential impacts? 

• Were there any technical concerns related to the methodologies or assumptions 

that could compromise the conclusions or findings of the report? Were there 

any technical concerns that would significantly change the conclusions of the 

report and potentially deem the site unsuitable for the proposed 

development? 

• Were the background and site-specific inventory data sufficient? Were there 

any significant data gaps as a result of the timing of the study or the level of 

detail of the study? 



 
 
 
 

 
 
 

• Were the standards and guidelines generally accepted in preparing an ETSA? 

Were the reported policy, standards, guidelines and protocols generally 

acceptable and applicable for the preparation of an ETSA? 

• Were the conclusions supported by and logical based on the inventory and 

impact assessment?  Were the survey and investigation results valid based 

on accepted standards and did the conclusions follow from these results in 

an objective manner? 

• Would another environmental consultant likely come to the same conclusions 

and if not, why?  Were there any significant findings that were either 

overlooked or misinterpreted that another consultant may have considered 

differently and potentially come to a different conclusion? 

REVIEW OF ETSA COMPONENTS 

SCOPE AND PURPOSE OF ETSA 

Section 1 Background of the ETSA states that RiverStone was retained to complete 

a field assessment and Letter of Opinion on the habitat of endangered and 

threatened species. It indicated that a Letter of Opinion was required by the Town.  

PEER REVIEW 

The correspondence between the proponent and the Town of Parry Sound 

indicated that an Ecological Site Assessment and/or Environmental Impact Study 

was required and an initial site assessment shall provide an inventory and 

assessment of sensitive features and functions to determine areas to be protected 

and any mitigation measures necessary (Appendix 1). In order to be consistent with 

the Provincial Policy Statement and the Official Plan, the report should have 

addressed significant wildlife habitat and the habitat of endangered and threatened 



 
 
 
 

 
 
 
species. Fish habitat, significant wetlands and significant areas of natural and 

scientific interest would have been scoped out of this study.  

SOUNDNESS OF METHODOLOGY 

Section 2.2, 2.3.1, 2.3.2 and 2.4 provides details on the methodologies and 

assumptions used. The list of information sources listed in Section 2.2 of the report 

is fairly comprehensive and appropriate. Perhaps the only information source that 

appears to be missing is the Natural Heritage Information Centre (NHIC) database 

that is a typical source of background information for species at risk (SAR). Section 

2.3.1 describes the habitat-based approach that was used for this study rather than 

using targeted presence/absence surveys. Section 2.3.2 refers to Appendix 2 in the 

report that contains a tabular desktop screening and on-site assessment of habitat 

for SAR. 

PEER REVIEW 

Appendix 1 of the report contains correspondence with the Ministry of Natural 

Resources and Forestry (MNRF) summarizing the list of SAR to be screened in the 

report and a request for any additional known natural heritage features. The 

response from MNRF was that the list covered all potential species and they had no 

additional natural heritage information for the site. Upon checking the NHIC 

database for the one-kilometre square that overlaps the study area (17NL7422), it 

lists a Restricted Species observation from 2016-09-20 with an element occurrence 

identification number of 13214 (Figure 1). The report does not reference this 

observation nor does MNRF provide any information about this observation. It 

should likely have been mentioned in the report and if appropriate, ruled out 

because it is outside of the study area or addressed in some way.  



 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 

Figure 1  NHIC Map Showing Study Area in Dashed Red Outline within Square 

17NL7422 with an Observed Restricted Species 

The MNRF also maintains a feature class of known Massasauga and Blanding’s 

turtle observations for the Parry Sound area. The general habitat descriptions for 

these species have been applied to these observations to provide a guideline of 

where their habitat may exist. None of the Blanding’s turtle observations or their 

habitat overlap the study area but there is a Massasauga observation that is 

pertinent to this study area (Figure 2). There was no reference to this observation 

in the report and potentially MNRF may have deemed that it was not pertinent to 

this study area but based on the general habitat description for this species, it 

clearly overlaps the study area (Appendix 2).  



 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 

Figure 2  Massasauga Observation with 1.2km Radius Representing the General 

Habitat Description for this Species 



 
 
 
 

 
 
 
  

METHODOLOGY OR ASSUMPTION TECHNICAL CONCERNS 

Since this was a habitat-based approach, it would be typical to determine the key 

ecosites using the most current methodology since much of the SAR habitat 

information is related to ecosites. The study area also falls within regulated Eastern 

foxsnake habitat. This is not mentioned anywhere in the text or in the screening 

tables but is relevant to the site.  

PEER REVIEW 

We recognize that it is a relatively small study area but it would have been possible 

to determine and map the actual ecosite(s) and any relevant eco-elements such as 

bedrock outcrops and talus slopes both within the property boundaries and the 

adjacent lands. The assessments completed in Table 1 of the report in Appendix 2 

in most instances appear to be accurate and sufficient. The assessment for Eastern 

Foxsnake may be insufficient to rule out habitat for this species. It is important to 

acknowledge that the study area falls within regulated habitat for this species. The 

assessment acknowledges that there are rock features within the area of interest 

and adjoining lands but concludes that they have limited potential for this species 

because of the road separating the habitat from the shoreline approximately 75m 

away. It fails to acknowledge the large expanse of relatively undisturbed forests, 

wetlands, shorelines and rock barrens immediately to the north of Salt Dock Road 

and continuing for about 2.5km until it reaches Oakridge Road near Nobel. The talus 

slopes associated with the old railbed could conceivably be used as a shedding site 

or even potentially a hibernation site if the depth of the talus is sufficient (Photos 1 

and 2). None of these factors were given consideration. The conclusion was that the 

potential for habitat was low. The assessment for Massasauga indicated that there 



 
 
 
 

 
 
 
was no habitat potential for this species. While I would agree that the surrounding 

area is mostly developed as residential, I would not necessarily agree that there is 

no habitat for this species. Further to this point, there is a confirmed observation of 

a Massasauga on inaturalist.org on a vacant lot on Waubeek Street less than 500m 

from this site and it is also surrounded by residential development (Photo 3 & 4). 

  
Photo 1. Talus Slopes within study 

area that could function as shedding or 
hibernation habitat for Eastern 

foxsnake 

Photo 2. Talus Slopes within study 
area that could function as shedding or 

hibernation habitat for Eastern 
foxsnake 

  
Photo 3. Confirmed Massasauga 

Observation near the intersection of 
Waubeek and Waubuno 

(inaturalist.org) 

Photo 4. Table Rock that is Consistent 
with Gestation Habitat for Massasauga 



 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 

BACKGROUND AND SITE INVESTIGATIONS SUFFICIENT 

This is a very small site and the habitat within the site could easily be documented 

adequately in a single site visit based simply on the habitat present.   

PEER REVIEW 

The general characterization of the site as mixed forest is adequate for most 

purposes, but in relation to the level of detail required to assess micro-habitat 

features for SAR reptiles, I feel it could have been more descriptive and include 

representative photos of features such as those contained in this peer review report. 

STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES 

In general, the ETSA covered the components as outlined in the purpose of the 

report. In Section 2.3.1 the author discusses using the physical attributes and 

dimensions of a site to determine the potential function as habitat including the 

structural characteristics and the structural connectivity to other habitat features. 

This is a sound approach to assess and evaluate habitat features.  

PEER REVIEW 

The concept of using physical attributes, dimensions and connectivity did not seem 

to carry through to the summary assessment presented in Table 2. The conclusion 

was that there is low to no potential for habitat for the Eastern foxsnake and 

Massasauga but limited habitat for Little Brown Myotis and Northern Myotis.  

 

 



 
 
 
 

 
 
 
CONCLUSIONS SUPPORTED BY INVENTORY AND IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

RiverStone has concluded that the proposed development of the subject property 

has a low likelihood of negatively affecting endangered and threatened species or 

their habitat.  

PEER REVIEW 

I would agree that there is a low likelihood of negatively affecting endangered and 

threatened species or their habitat. Typically with a habitat-based approach, any 

values that cannot be ruled out based on habitat alone need to be considered in 

other ways such as altering the development to avoid impacts, provide mitigation 

to eliminate or significantly reduce potential impacts or finally conduct targeted 

surveys to provide evidence of the presence or absence of the feature or feature’s 

use.  

ARE THE CONCLUSIONS REPEATABLE? 

I think the results of the study are repeatable but I am not necessarily convinced 

that the evidence provided in the report is adequate for at least the two snake 

species.  

PEER REVIEW 

I would suggest that the fact that the study area is in regulated Eastern foxsnake 

habitat and within the general habitat description for potentially Category 2 and 3 

habitat for Massasauga has not been adequately addressed in the report to feel 

confident that the legislation has been complied with. 

 

 



 
 
 
 

 
 
 
SUMMARY 

It is FRi’s professional opinion that there is insufficient data to rule out the presence 

of individuals or the habitat of Eastern foxsnake and Massasauga based on the 

information presented. Our summarized recommendations are: 

1. Provide a justified rationale why the study area being within regulated 

Eastern foxsnake habitat does not meet the descriptions provided in the 

regulation; 

2. Provide a justified rationale why the study area being within the general 

habitat of the Massasauga does not meet the descriptions provided in the 

general habitat description; 

3. The only recommendation contained in the report to ensure compliance 

with the Endangered Species Act and the Provincial Policy Statement is a 

tree removal timing restriction between April 15 and October 15 to protect 

bat species at risk. If the Eastern foxsnake and Massasauga cannot be ruled 

out based on the habitat present, appropriate mitigation measures must be 

provided to protect them as well; and 

4. If the Town of Parry Sound does not feel confident that the report has met 

the threshold of avoidance under the Endangered Species Act, it may be 

advisable to have the Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks 

review the report and provide an opinion on compliance. 

  



 
 
 
 

 
 
 
It is FRi’s professional opinion that these additional details be provided and 

considered before finalizing any Official Plan Amendments or Rezoning for the 

proposed development.   

Respectfully Submitted By: 

 
Rod Bilz 
Environmental Specialist 
  



 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX 1 

Correspondence 

  



From: Taylor Elgie
To: Pat Dube
Subject: FW:
Date: November 23, 2018 2:57:42 PM

Hi Pat,
 

1. I’ll email the province and ask on timing due to incoming OPA.  Ask for clarification on this.
2. Need EIS - Ecological Site Assessment and/or Environmental Impact Study – Development or

site alteration proposed within or adjacent to any natural constraint identified on Schedule
“C” or through an initial site assessment shall provide an inventory and assessment of
sensitive features and functions to determine areas to be protected and any mitigation
measures necessary;

3. Won’t Require Planning Justification Report, but suggest you speak to a planner to get an
independent opinion.  Can be submitted anytime afterwards though.

4. Elevation Drawings – Required at site plan stage (after zoning/opa approvals).  Won’t hurt to
have at Zoning though.

5. Archaeological Assessment – I’ll follow up.
6. RSC – may need one, but can be done at rezoning/site plan stage.
7. SWM – Site Plan Control
8. Site Servicing - Site Plan Control
9. Traffic Impact Study – Not at OPA stage, maybe at rezoning. We’ll discuss with PW.

10. Line of Sight Drawing – show sightlines.
 
 
Policies which can guide the OPA:
 

3.1.3 Medium Density Residential
 
3.1.3.1 The maximum allowable net density in the Medium Density Residential designation
is 50 units per hectare.
 
3.1.3.2 This designation includes single detached dwellings, converted dwellings, duplexes,
triplexes, semi-detached dwellings and row houses and multiple unit dwellings to a
maximum of three units. Fourplexes, row housing and small scale multiple dwellings in
excess of three units are permitted in accordance with the policies of this Section.
 
3.1.3.3 Lands designated Residential Medium Density will be zoned to allow up to three
dwelling units on a property. Additional dwellings may be permitted by rezoning up to the
maximum density subject to the following criteria:

a) the design of the project is compatible with the area in which it is situated and does not
conflict with adjoining development;

b) appropriate access, both vehicular and pedestrian, can be provided to and from the site;

c) the development is located within close proximity to public open space or adequate on-
site open space and/or recreational facilities are provided;
 



d) the development is located on or in close proximity to arterial or collector roads; and

e) there is adequate sewer and water capacity available to service the development.
 
3.1.3.4
Where a multiple residential development abuts a single detached property, development
may be subject to increased setbacks and appropriate buffers to ensure privacy and
screening, or specific lot and building designs that provide an effective transition between
different types of uses.
 
3.1.3.5
Lots in a multiple unit residential development may be occupied by more than one building.
 
3.1.3.6
Special Provisions applicable to 76 River Street: In addition to the provisions of this section,
non-residential uses may be permitted provided there is no negative impact between the
non-residential use and the abutting residential uses. The non-residential uses shall act as
a buffer between the residential uses to the west and the railway lands. Non- residential
uses on this land will be permitted by rezoning. An assessment of the impact of the
proposed non-residential use on the abutting residential uses by a consultant sufficiently
qualified to do so showing acceptable impact, must accompany the application.

 
3.1.4 High Density Residential
3.1.4.1
The maximum allowable net density for the high density residential policy area is 75 units
per hectare.

 
3.1.4.2
This designation includes all those uses permitted in the Residential Medium Density designations,
but apartment buildings, row housing,
stacked townhouses and all forms of multiple housing are the preferred form of
development.
 
3.1.4.3
High density residential development will be encouraged as opposed to high rise
development and the Town will impose height restrictions to implement this policy.

 
3.1.4.4
Where a multiple residential development abuts a single detached property, development
may be subject to increased setbacks and appropriate buffers to ensure privacy and
screening, or specific lot and building designs that provide an effective transition between
different types of uses.

 
3.1.4.5
Lots in a multiple unit residential development may be occupied by more than one building.



From: Taylor Elgie
To: Josh Morgan; Pat Dube
Subject: FW: Official Plan Amendment
Date: April 9, 2019 11:14:23 AM

The MTCS will likely want an arch assessment.  Species at Risk should be covered by the EIS though
and satisfy the MNRF and MECP.
 
We should chat on the archaeological…
 
 

From: Holtby, Cara (MMAH) <Cara.Holtby@ontario.ca> 
Sent: April 9, 2019 11:00 AM
To: Taylor Elgie <telgie@townofparrysound.com>
Subject: RE: Official Plan Amendment
 
Thanks Taylor – were you looking to preconsult with partner ministries at this point or is this just for
info purposes pending the draft?  I’m just thinking about what MTCS might have to say and possibly
MNRF and MECP given the proximity to Georgian Bay.  Just a heads up – your call.
 

Cara
 

From: Taylor Elgie <telgie@townofparrysound.com> 
Sent: April 9, 2019 10:18 AM
To: Holtby, Cara (MMAH) <Cara.Holtby@ontario.ca>
Subject: Official Plan Amendment
 
Hi Cara,
 
We have an OPA application (their planning report attached).  Section 5.2 notes it will be re-
designated to a “Residential High Density” designation.
 
This email is being sent to satisfy Section 17 (17.1) of the Planning Act.
 
Thank you and please let me know if you require anything further.
 

Taylor Elgie
Manager of Building and Planning Services
telgie@townofparrysound.com
Town of Parry Sound
52 Seguin St , Parry Sound, ON P2A 1B4
T. (705) 746-2101 – ext 223, F. (705) 746-7461
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General Habitat Description for the Massasauga  
(Sistrurus catenatus)

Ministry of Natural Resources

A general habitat description is a technical document that provides greater clarity on the area of habitat protected for a 
species based on the general habitat definition found in the Endangered Species Act, 2007.  General habitat protection 
does not include an area where the species formerly occurred or has the potential to be reintroduced unless existing 
members of the species depend on that area to carry out their life processes.  A general habitat description also indicates 
how the species’ habitat has been categorized, as per the policy “Categorizing and Protecting Habitat Under the 
Endangered Species Act”, and is based on the best scientific information available.

HABITAT CATEGORIZATION

Category 1
Gestation sites and the area within 30 m, and hibernacula and the area within 100 m will be considered to have the 
lowest level of tolerance to alteration.  Alteration within this area is likely to compromise the function of the gestation 
and overwintering habitat.  Massasaugas depend on these areas for sensitive life processes including reproduction, 
hibernation and thermal regulation.  Both gestation and hibernation sites are of limited availability on the landscape, 
they may support concentrations of individuals, and they are habitually used. A 30 m radius (average tree height) buffer 
around gestation sites is important to maintain the microclimate conditions (e.g., thermal, vegetative and lighting 
features) and a 100 m radius around the hibernacula encompasses the hibernation habitat that Massasaugas generally 
show high fidelity to.

Gestation Sites
Gravid female Massasaugas use very specific microhabitats, referred to as gestation sites (Rouse and Wilson 2002, EMRT 
2005, Harvey and Weatherhead 2006a, Marshal et al. 2006, Harvey 2008, Foster et al. 2009, Parks Canada Agency 
2011). Preserving a 30 m area (average tree height) around gestation sites ensures that the microclimate conditions (e.g., 
thermal, vegetative and lighting features) are maintained and that the site will receive continued use. 

Gestation sites and the area within 30 m, and overwintering sites and the area within 100 m

Open and semi-open habitat with suitable microhabitat, as well as forest edge habitat, that is within 1.2 km 
of an occurrence of the species

Forest within 1.2 km of an occurrence of the species
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2
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Because of the limited availability of Massasauga gestation sites on the landscape, sites are often re-used over the life 
span of an individual and/or may be occupied communally by gravid females (EMRT 2002a, Rouse and Wilson 2002, 
Harvey 2008, Parks Canada Agency 2011). Gravid females will remain at gestation sites for approximately 3 months until 
they give birth in August or early September (Parks Canada Agency 2011, Joe Crowley pers. comm.).  

Gravid females are sedentary and will rarely move from gestation sites during the gestation period (Johnson 1995, 
Rouse and Wilson 2002, Marshall et al. 2006, DeGregorio et al. 2011b).  Gravid females select gestation sites located 
in open habitat or areas with low (<25%) canopy cover, such as forest clearings, forest edges, rock outcrops, early/
mid-successional wetlands, shorelines, meadows, fields and alvars (Johnson 1995, EMRT 2002a, EMRT 2005, Yagi 2005, 
Harvey and Weatherhead 2006a, Marshall et al. 2006, Rouse 2006, Harvey 2008, Foster et al. 2009, Crowley unpublished 
data). These areas allow gestating females to maintain consistently high body temperatures, which increase the speed 
and success of embryogenesis (Johnson 1995, Foster et al. 2009, Harvey and Weatherhead 2010). Where gestation sites 
occur along forest edges, they typically have a southern exposure to maximize the time that the site receives full sunlight 
(Harvey pers. comm. 2008; Joe Crowley pers. comm.).

Massasauga gestation sites are usually centered around a feature such as a large table rock, rock pile, undercut rock 
ridge, beaver lodge, raised cobble beach, brush or debris pile and partially surrounded by low-lying vegetation such as 
grasses or shrubs (EMRT 2005, Harvey and Weatherhead 2006a, Marshall et al. 2006, Harvey 2008, Parks Canada Agency 
2011). These microhabitat features help provide the species with an optimal range of thermal conditions as well as 
protection from predation (EMRT 2005, Harvey 2005, Harvey and Weatherhead 2006a, Harvey 2008, Foster et al. 2009). 

Overwintering Sites
Massasaugas spend the winter (6-7 months) in underground hibernacula where they are able to get below the frost 
line, but remain above the water table (Parks Canada Agency 2011, Yagi and Planck 2011).  Massasaugas often display 
high fidelity to a specific hibernaculum or a hibernation area (EMRT 2002a, Yagi 2005, Harvey and Weatherhead 2006b, 
Harvey 2008).  On the Bruce Peninsula, 70% of radio-tracked Massasaugas returned to the same general area and 
selected a hibernaculum that was within 100 m of the previous year’s site (Harvey and Weatherhead 2006b).  Similarly, 
most Massasaugas at Wainfleet Bog will hibernate within 100 m of the location they occupied previously (Yagi pers. 
comm. 2011 in Parks Canada Agency 2011).  Hibernation habitat is often localized in specific areas with favourable 
microhabitat conditions rather than being dispersed throughout the landscape (Yagi 2005, Harvey and Weatherhead 
2006b). The species typically hibernates independently, but sites may be used by two or more individuals in areas where 
overwintering habitat is limited (EMRT 2002b, Rouse and Wilson 2002, Harvey and Weatherhead 2006b, Harvey 2008).  
The area surrounding hibernation sites is also important to maintain the microclimate conditions (e.g., thermal, vegetative 
and lighting features) that keep the hibernation site functional. A 100 m radius around the hibernacula encompasses the 
hibernation habitat that Massasaugas show high fidelity to. 

Suitable hibernation habitat for Massasaugas is typically found in lowland areas with water-saturated soils and where the 
water table is close to the surface so that snakes can avoid desiccation (Johnson 1995, EMRT 2005, Parks Canada Agency 
2011). Suitable hibernacula must also provide suitable aerobic conditions throughout the overwintering period (Yagi and 
Planck 2011). Hibernacula may be located within tree root systems, rock crevices/fissures or small mammal or crayfish 
burrows (EMRT 2002a, EMRT 2002b, Rouse and Wilson 2002, EMRT 2005, Yagi 2005, Harvey and Weatherhead 2006b). 
Massasaugas typically bask at the hibernacula for a few weeks after emergence and prior to spring dispersal, as well as 
in the fall before permanently entering the hibernacula in October (EMRT 2002b, Yagi 2005, Harvey and Weatherhead 
2006a, Marshall et al. 2006).
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On the Bruce Peninsula, hibernacula are located in deciduous and conifer forests (Harvey and Weatherhead 2006a, 
Harvey and Weatherhead 2006b). Suitable hibernacula habitat includes areas of karst topography where fissures extend 
to the groundwater table, as well as tree root systems and rodent burrows (EMRT 2005, Harvey and Weatherhead 
2006b). Harvey and Weatherhead (2006b) found that hibernacula always had a southern exposure and were associated 
with abundant ground cover, tall shrubs and large rocks, which may assist in moderating extreme weather conditions 
and temperatures.  In the eastern Georgian Bay region, Massasaugas hibernate primarily in wetlands, such as conifer 
or shrub swamps, fens or wet depressions that support sphagnum moss or sedge hummocks and sparse tree or shrub 
communities (EMRT 2002a, Rouse and Wilson 2002, EMRT 2005). Massasaugas in Wainfleet bog have been documented 
to use subterranean burrows created by root systems or small mammals in organic soils within shrub or forest/
shrub communities (Yagi 2005, Yagi pers. comm. 2012). Information on overwintering habitat for the Ojibway Prairie 
population is limited. Massasaugas at this site have been documented to use crayfish (Cambarus diogenes) burrows 
and anthropogenic features such as concrete sidewalks within shrub thickets, mixed deciduous forest, early successional 
meadow and tallgrass prairie habitat (Preney pers. comm. 2012). Small mammal burrows and root systems that provide 
suitable hibernacula conditions may also be utilized (Preney pers. comm. 2012). 

Category 2
Open and semi-open habitat types with suitable microhabitat, as well as forest edge habitat that is within 1.2 km of an 
occurrence of the species will be considered to have a moderate level of tolerance to alteration before their function for 
the species is compromised.  These habitat areas are depended upon for foraging, thermoregulation, mating, shedding, 
movement and connectivity to gestation and overwintering sites.

Average home range lengths for Massasaugas in an eastern Georgian Bay population were found to be 1.2 km and 1.1 
km for males and females respectively (Rouse et al. 2011). Similarly, the average home range length of Massasaugas 
on the northern Bruce Peninsula has been documented to be 1.2 km, with a maximum home range length of 2.3 km 
(Harvey unpublished data 2012).  Massasaugas tend to disperse away from their hibernacula in the spring, resulting in the 
hibernacula being near the edge of the species’ home range (Johnson 1995, Rouse et al. 2011).  

During the active season, Massasaugas primarily use open and semi-open habitats that maximize basking opportunities 
(Harvey and Weatherhead 2006a, Rouse 2006, Foster et al. 2009, Harvey and Weatherhead 2010) and that support high 
densities of small mammal prey (EMRT 2005, Yagi pers. comm. 2011 in Parks Canada Agency 2011). In Ontario, suitable 
habitats include sparse forests, forest clearings, forest edges, fields, tall grass prairie (Ojibway population), meadows, 
wetlands (such as fens, bogs, marshes and swamps), alvars, shorelines and rock barrens (EMRT 2002b, Harvey and 
Weatherhead 2006a, EMRT 2005, Rouse 2006 in Harvey 2008; Harvey and Weatherhead 2010). Massasaugas exhibit 
strong selection for forest edge habitat (Harvey and Weatherhead 2006a, Harvey 2008, Rouse 2006), which provides an 
optimal range of thermoregulatory conditions. 

At a microhabitat scale, Massasaugas use sites with low canopy cover, high ground cover (rocks and vegetation) and sites 
that are within close proximity (0.5 m or less) to retreat sites (Johnson 1995, Harvey and Weatherhead 2006a, Harvey 
and Weatherhead 2010). The presence of ground cover reduces the detectability of the species to potential predators 
(Harvey 2005), while retreat sites facilitate a quick escape (Harvey and Weatherhead 2006a, Crowley pers. comm.). 
High abundance and diversity of ground cover, such as rocks and shrubs, is also important in providing a range of 
thermoregulation opportunities (Harvey and Weatherhead 2006a).
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Category 3
Forest habitat that is within 1.2 km of an occurrence will be considered to have the highest level of tolerance to 
alteration.  This habitat is depended upon for life processes including foraging and movements between gestation 
sties, hibernacula and other activity areas. 

Although Massasaugas demonstrate selection for open and semi-open habitats during the active season, forest habitat 
still accounts for a significant portion of their habitat use (Harvey and Weatherhead 2006a, Rouse 2006). For example, 
forest habitat on the Bruce Peninsula is used almost exclusively in the months prior to and following hibernation, and 
accounted for 25-30% of the total habitat use during the summer months (Harvey and Weatherhead 2006a). Similarly, in 
Eastern Georgian Bay, over 30% of all telemetry locations were within forest habitat (Rouse 2006). Forest habitat within 
the home range of Massasaugas is used extensively for travel between hibernation, foraging and reproduction habitat. 
Travel corridors are necessary for allowing seasonal movement within an individual’s home range (EMRT 2002b). 

Activities in Massasauga habitat
Activities in general habitat can continue as long as the function of these areas for the species is maintained and 
individuals of the species are not killed, harmed, or harassed.

Generally compatible:
n General yard work such as lawn care and gardening.
n Residential renovations or construction of small structures such as a shed or deck 
n Continuation of existing agricultural practices such as annual harvest.
n Small-scale selective removal of individual trees

Generally not compatible*:
n Removal or alteration of documented hibernation or gestation sites.
n Significant alteration, reduction, or clearing of habitat types such as forests, meadows, grasslands, wetlands, 

peatlands, shorelines, rock barrens, and alvars.

*  If you are considering an activity that may not be compatible with general habitat, please contact your local MNR office for more information.

Key terms:
n Hibernaculum:  Underground feature, natural or man-made, extending below the frost line where snakes hibernate 

to avoid extreme cold temperatures during the winter. Some examples are bedrock crevices, small mammal 
burrows and building foundations. 

n Thermoregulation:  Some animals, such as turtles, use thermoregulation to alter their internal body temperature 
through behavioural patterns, such as basking in the sun to increase body temperature or seeking out cool areas to 
lower body temperature.
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Provide a justified rationale why the study area being within the general habitat of the 
Massasauga does not meet the descriptions provided in the general habitat description; 
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The only recommendation contained in the report to ensure compliance with the Endangered 
Species Act and the Provincial Policy Statement is a tree removal timing restriction between 
April 15 and October 15 to protect bat species at risk. If the Eastern foxsnake and Massasauga 
cannot be ruled out based on the habitat present, appropriate mitigation measures must be 
provided to protect them as well; 
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If the Town of Parry Sound does not feel confident that the report has met the threshold of 
avoidance under the Endangered Species Act, it may be advisable to have the Ministry of 
Environment, Conservation and Parks review the report and provide an opinion on compliance. 
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9/10/2019 Re: Massasauga - August 13, 2001 - Parry Sound · iNaturalist.org

https://www.inaturalist.org/messages/632678 2/4

gcunning

Hi Wayne,

I'm in the process of reviewing records of Massasauga in and around the Town of
Parry Sound.

I wanted to ask you a quick question about your Massasauga record from August
13, 2001 (Submitted March 19, 2017). The location of this record is on Waubeek
St. in Parry Sound but seems to have an accuracy of ~27Km. Do you recall if this
record was actually from within town in Parry Sound or is the actual location of
the pin incorrect?

Thanks for your help.

Glenn C.

09 Sep
09:52

waynewg

the actual location was on a trail in the Killbear Provincial Park... not in Parry
Sound.

10 Sep
02:07

gcunning

Thanks Wayne. Much appreciated.

Glenn.
10 Sep
09:11

Reply

Send  Preview
Delete conversation Flag
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Help
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February 26, 2019  via email (pat@greystoneconstruction.ca) 
 CCTA File 419361 
 
Patrick Dubé, P.Eng. 
Greystone Project Management Inc. 
8 Crescent Road, Unit 1-A 
Huntsville, Ontario   P1H 0B3 
 
 
Re: Salt Dock Road Condominium Development, Town of Parry Sound 
 Traffic Impact Brief 
 
Dear Pat: 

As requested, we have reviewed the concept plan for the proposed residential condominium 
development to be located on Salt Dock Road in the Town of Parry Sound from a transportation 
perspective, addressing site access, site traffic volumes, sight lines at the access point and the potential 
impacts to the adjacent road system.  Our comments are set out in this letter report. 

Existing Site 

As illustrated in Figure 1, the subject property is located on the south side of Salt Dock Road in the Town 
of Parry Sound.  The site encompasses 0.84 hectares (2.08 acres) and is bound by Salt Dock Road to 
the north, residential lands to the east and south and an existing recreational trail to the west.  The site 
currently consists of vacant forested land and has approximately 113 metres of frontage onto Salt Dock 
Road. 

Proposed Development 

As per the site plan provided in Figure 2, the proposed residential development will consist of the following: 

� a 3-storey 43-unit condominium development; 

� 64 parking spaces (40 garage spaces and 24 outdoor spaces); and  

� a single access via Salt Dock Road. 

It is understood that the condominium development will be geared towards the active seniors/retiree 
demographic.   
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Site Access & On-Site Circulation 

As illustrated in Figure 2, the development will be served via a single access to Salt Dock Road, located 
approximately 60 metres west of Beacon View.  The access will have a throat width of 6.5 metres and 
will accommodate two-way operations (one inbound lane and one outbound lane).  Within the site, the 
internal aisle width reduces to 6.0 metres, typical for a residential development and sufficient with respect 
to the circulation of site generated traffic and the manoeuvering requirements of the design vehicles 
accessing the parking areas (i.e. passenger cars, SUVs, vans, etc.).  It is further noted that the internal 
aisle will maintain the 6.0 metre clear route throughout the site, which is the minimum requirement to 
accommodate manoeuvring requirements of a typical emergency vehicle (i.e. fire trucks).  The truck 
route is identified on the site plan (Figure 2). 

Parking 

As per the Town of Parry Sound Zoning By-law 2004-4653, 1.25 parking spaces are required per 
dwelling unit for apartment dwellings, fourplexes, row or town houses, or any building containing more 
than two dwelling units.  With respect to visitor parking, 15% of the parking requirement must be 
dedicated to visitor parking.  The zoning by-law further requires provision of one barrier-free parking 
space for every 30 standard parking spaces.   

Based on the Town’s parking requirements, the proposed 43 unit condominium development will require 
54 parking spaces (43 units x 1.25 spaces/unit = 53.75, or 54 spaces), 9 of which must be designated 
as visitor parking (54 spaces x 15% = 8.1, or 9 spaces).  With respect to barrier free parking, the 
development is required to provide 2 barrier free spaces (54 spaces ÷ 30 = 1.8, or 2 spaces).  As per 
the development plan, a total of 64 spaces will be provided - 40 garage spaces and 14 outdoor spaces.  
The visitor parking will be provided in the outdoor parking supply.  The development will also include 4 
barrier-free parking spaces.  In consideration of the above, the proposed parking supply exceeds the 
Town’s parking requirements. 

With respect to driveway widths, the zoning bylaw requires a minimum width of 6.0 metres for a driveway 
leading to any parking area.  As previously noted, the internal aisles will have a minimum width of 
6.0 metres. 

Site Trips 

The number of vehicle trips to be generated by the proposed development has been determined based 
on type of use, development size, and trip generation rates as per the ITE Trip Generation Manual1 10th 
Edition.  Given the residential nature of the site, weekday AM and PM peak hours have been considered.   
Based on the proposed development, and recognizing that it will be marketed towards active seniors 
and retirees, the senior adult housing - attached (ITE code 252) land-use could be applied.  However, 

                                                      
1 ITE Trip Generation Manual, 10th Edition.  Institute of Transportation Engineers, September 2017.  
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to ensure a conservative approach, the trip rates for the multi-family housing – mid-rise (ITE code 221) 
have been applied (typical residential condominiums generate higher trip volumes than those geared 
towards the senior demographic).  The associated trip rates and trip estimates are provided in  
Table 1. 

Table 1: Trip Generation Rates 

Land Use rate/ 
estimate Size AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

in out total in out total 
multi-family housing 

– mid-rise  
(3 to 10 storeys) 

rate units 0.09 0.27 0.36 0.27 0.17 0.44 

estimate 43 4 11 15 12 7 19 
 
Overall, the proposed development is expected to generate 15 trips during the AM peak hour and 19 
trips during the PM peak hour (total of inbound and outbound trips).  It is noted that if the trip rates 
corresponding to the senior adult housing - attached land use were applied, the trip estimates would be 
9 and 11 during the AM and PM peak hours respectively. 

Road Network 

Salt Dock Road is a local road under the jurisdiction of the Town of Parry Sound.  The road is oriented 
east-west through the study area and has a two-lane rural cross section (1 lane per direction) with 
asphalt gutters on both sides.  The road has an unsigned (assumed) speed limit of 50 km/h and thus a 
design speed of 60 km/h has been assumed (posted speed limit + 10 km/h).  As a local road, the road 
has an assumed planning capacity of 400 vehicles per hour per lane (vphpl).   

The study area road network is illustrated in Figure 3. 

Traffic Operations 

Based on traffic observations during the site visit (conducted on Monday February 11, 2019), traffic 
volumes along Salt Dock Road are considered minimal.  While an increase in traffic occurs during the 
summer months given the recreational uses in the area, the increase is not considered significant.  
Regardless, no operational concerns are anticipated on Salt Dock Road. 

In consideration of the relatively low volume of trips to be generated by the development, the proposed 
site access is expected to provide excellent operations with minimal delays operating under stop control.   

Sight Line Assessment 

Based on TAC design standards, the minimum stopping sight distance for a design speed of 60 km/h 
(posted 50 km/h + 10 km/h) is 85 metres.  The minimum stopping sight distance provides sufficient 
distance for an approaching motorist to observe a stationary hazard in the road and bring their vehicle 
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to a complete stop prior to the hazard.  The available sight lines along Salt Dock Road at the proposed 
access are provided in Table 2.   

Table 2: Sight Line Assessment 

 Design Speed 
Minimum 

Stopping Sight 
Distance  

Available Sight Lines to/from 
East West 

Site Access 60 km/h 85 m 90 m 110 m 
 
As indicated, the sight lines to/from the west and east along Salt Dock Road at the site access satisfy 
the TAC minimum stopping distance requirements for a design speed of 60 km/h.  No improvements are 
required to address the available sight distances. 

Summary 

Given the limited traffic volume to be generated by the proposed development and in consideration of 
the minimal traffic volumes on Salt Dock Road, the proposed development will not have any appreciable 
impacts on the adjacent road system.  Salt Dock Road will readily accommodate the additional volumes 
generated by the site. 

With respect to on-site circulation, access provision and parking supply, the site plan is considered 
appropriate.   

The sight lines along Salt Dock Road at the site access location were reviewed in both directions to 
ensure vehicles turning into and out of the site can do so in a safe and efficient manner.  In all instances, 
the available minimum stopping sight distances satisfy the TAC requirement for a 60 km/h design speed 
(posted 50 km/h + 10 km/h).   

Should you have any questions or comments on the above, please do not hesitate to contact us. 

Yours truly, 
C.C. Tatham & Associates Ltd.  
 
 
 
 
 
Jake Losole, B.Eng., EIT David Perks, M.Sc., PTP 
Intern Engineer Transportation Planner, Project Manager  
JL/DP:mw 
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We have undertaken a peer review of the Traffic Impact Brief, February 26, 2019, prepared by C.C. Tatham & 
Associates Ltd. for the proposed condominium development on Salt Dock Road in Parry Sound.  
 
Our comments are as follows: 
 
1.0 We concur with the use of ITE Code 221 – multi-family housing – mid-rise for the traffic generation.  

 
2.0 No traffic counts were carried on Salt Dock Road.  While Salt Dock Road is relatively low volume, there 

are existing condominiums on the road.  The existing traffic volumes should be identified to 
contextualize the impact of the development traffic and demonstrate that there will not be level of 
service issues.  
 

3.0 The sight line assessment has only been done for stopping sight distance on Salt Dock Road.  That 
analysis should include grade correction.   
 

4.0 An intersection sight distance analysis is required for vehicles leaving the site.  That analysis should 
consider sight lines from the driver’s eye position for vehicles in the entrance.  It appears that there 
may be a sight distance issue related to trees and a rock cut on the inside of the curve on Salt Dock 
Road.  The available and required sight distance should be plotted on a plan along with consideration 
of this constraint. 
 

5.0 The location of the proposed access should be shown in relation to other accesses on Salt Dock Road, 
including on the north side. 
 

6.0 The Traffic Brief should address active transportation and pedestrian access, including an identification 
of existing sidewalks and trailways, and what connections will be provided.  
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File 419361 

September 16, 2019 

Patrick Dubé, P.Eng. 
Greystone Project Management Inc. 
8 Crescent Road, Unit 1-A 
Huntsville, Ontario   P1H 0B3 
 
 
Re: Salt Dock Road Condominium Development, Town of Parry Sound 
 Traffic Impact Brief Peer Review Comments – Response Letter 
 
Dear Pat: 

As per your request, we have reviewed the Salt Dock Road Peer Review Comments memorandum dated 

August 30, 2019, prepared by Triton Engineering Services Limited regarding the Salt Dock Road 

Condominium Development - Traffic Impact Brief (dated February 26, 2019) prepared by C.C Tatham & 

Associates Ltd. (now Tatham Engineering Limited).  Our response to the peer review comments are 

provided below.  The peer review comments are provided in italics for ease of reference. 

RESPONSES TO PEER REVIEW COMMENTS 

Comment 1.0 

We concur with the use of ITE Code 221 - multi-family housing - mid-rise for the traffic generation. 

Comment noted. 

Comment 2.0 

No traffic counts were carried out on Salt Dock Road.  While Salt Dock Road is relatively low volume, there 

are existing condominiums on the road.  The existing traffic volumes should be identified to contextualize 

the impact of the development traffic and demonstrate that there will not be level of service issues. 

As noted in the traffic brief, as a local road Salt Dock Road has an assumed planning capacity of 400 

vehicles per hour per lane (vphpl).  Given the dead-end nature of Salt Dock Road, traffic volumes are 

expected to be well below the available capacity and thus the need to conduct supplementary traffic 

counts is not considered necessary.  However, traffic volumes can be estimated by considering trip 

generation for the existing development along Salt Dock Road in the vicinity of the site, namely the Granite 

Harbour development- a 92-unit condominium development located on the north site of Salt Dock Road.  

To estimate the trip generation of the Granite Harbour development, the multi-family housing – mid-rise 

(ITE code 221) trip rates have been applied, as summarized in Table 1. 
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Table 1: Trip Generation - Granite Harbour 

LAND USE RATE/ 
ESTIMATE 

VARIABLE/ 
SIZE 

AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR 

IN OUT TOTAL IN OUT TOTAL 

multi-family 
housing  

(mid-rise) 

rate units 0.09 0.27 0.36 0.27 0.17 0.44 

estimate 92 9 25 34 25 15 40 

 

Based on the noted ITE trip generation rates, the Granite Harbour development generates 34 and 40 trips 

during the AM and PM peak hours respectively.  In terms of peak directional peak hour volumes, the 

development generates 25 trips.  This reflects approximately 6% of the available capacity.  When including 

the projected trip generation associated with the proposed Salt Dock Road development (12 peak 

directional peak hour volumes as per the traffic brief), the peak directional peak hour volumes increase to 

approximately 37 trips, or 9% of the assumed capacity.  In consideration of such, it is reasonable to assume 

that development of the subject site will not have any appreciable impact on the operations of Salt Dock 

Road.  Furthermore, the trip generation noted above is considered conservative in that it assumes a typical 

multi-family housing development, whereas the subject development and the Granite Harbour 

development are geared towards active seniors and retirees, and as such are likely to generate fewer trips 

than have otherwise been assumed. 

While it is recognized that Salt Dock Road also provides access to Smelter Wharf (which includes a local 

boat launch facility and a salt storage area) and a small parking area for the Rotary and the Algonquin 

Regiment Fitness Trail, the trip generation for these uses is somewhat seasonal and not likely to occur 

during the typical peak hours of the road. 

Comment 3.0 

The sight line assessment has only been done for stopping sight distance on Salt Dock Road.  That analysis 

should include grade correction. 

In review of the Township of Archipelago online mapping tooling, Salt Dock Road has a downgrade (east 

to west) of approximately 8% through the study area.  Based on TAC design standards, the minimum 

stopping sight distance for a design speed of 60 km/h (posted 50 km/h + 10 km/h) with a downgrade of 

8.0% is approximately 95 metres.  As noted in the traffic brief, the available sight line from the east along 

Salt Dock Road at the proposed access point is 90 metres.   

While the sight lines from the east do not satisfy the minimum stopping sight distance requirement for a 

design speed of 60 km/h given the grade adjustment, the available sight lines do satisfy the requirements 

for a design speed of approximately 56 km/h, which is greater than the posted speed of 50km/h.  It is 

noted that the operating speed of westbound traffic approaching the site access is expected to be reduced 
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as motorists negotiate the existing horizontal curve.  Furthermore, most traffic on Salt Dock Road will be 

slowing down to access the Granite Harbour development, whereas remaining traffic will also be slowing 

down given that Salt Dock Road terminates to the west.  As such, the available stopping sight distances 

are considered acceptable. 

Comment 4.0 

An intersection sight distance analysis is required for vehicles leaving the site.  That analysis should 

consider sight lines from the driver’s eye position in the entrance.  It appears that there may be a sight 

distance issue related to the trees and a rock cut on the inside curve on Salt Dock Road.  The available and 

required sight distance should be plotted on a plan along with consideration of this constraint. 

It is acknowledged that the sight line assessment only considered the minimum stopping sight distance.  

The intersection sight distance (as per TAC guidelines) has not been explicitly reviewed, recognizing that 

Salt Dock Road does not have sufficient length to accommodate the intersection sight distance 

requirement for a design speed of 60 km/h (130 metres) due to the horizontal curve to the east and 

termination of the road to the west.  The available length along Salt Dock Road from Beacon View to the 

Granite Harbour west access is only 150 metres.  In this respect, it is noted that the intersection sight 

distance is not achievable at most of the existing driveways along Salt Dock Road.  Regardless, application 

of the intersection sight distance is considered conservative along low volume residential roads.  The 

primary intent of the intersection sight distance is to mitigate impact to approaching vehicles (i.e. to 

provide sufficient distance so as to allow a vehicle to enter the main thoroughfare and attain the desired 

operating speed without requiring approaching vehicles to adjust their speed to less than 70% of the 

desired operating speed).  With respect to Salt Dock Road, motorists will already be slowing their vehicles 

in anticipation of completing a turning movement into one of the adjacent access points (i.e. Granite 

Harbour) or as they approach the termination of Salt Dock Road.  Thus, the provision of the intersection 

sight distance is not considered critical.  Furthermore, the available stopping sight distances are 

considered appropriate (as noted above). 

Comment 5.0 

The location of the proposed access should be shown in relation to other accesses on Salt Dock Road, 

including on the north side. 

See Figure 1 (attached). 

Comment #6 

The Traffic Brief should address active transportation and pedestrian access, including an identification of 

existing sidewalks and trailways, and what connections will be provided. 

The subject site is in close proximity to both the Rugged Trail and Rotary & the Algonquin Regiment Fitness 

Trail, the latter of which spans the entire south side of the proposed development providing pedestrian 
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access between Salt Dock Road and Waubeek Street.  No sidewalks are available along Salt Dock Road, 

nor within the immediate neighborhood road network.  Pedestrians will continue to utilize the roadway 

shoulders to access the fitness trails and Smelter Wharf area.  Given the low traffic volumes in the area, 

this is not considered problematic. 

Within the site, the parking area will be connected to the building entrances via concrete sidewalk. 

CLOSING 

We trust that the above satisfies the peer review comments and concerns.  Should you have any further 

questions, please do not hesitate to contact us. 

  

Yours truly,  

Tatham Engineering Limited  

 
 

Jake Losole, B.Eng., EIT   David Perks, M.Sc., PTP 

Intern Engineer Transportation Planner, Project Manager 

JL/DP:jl  
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Functional Servicing Report

Parry Sound Condominium
Salt Dock Road, Parry Sound, Ontario

Town of Parry Sound
52 Seguin Street

Parry Sound, Ontario
P2A 1B4

GREYSTONE
April 10, 2019



TO: Attention: Town of Parry Sound
52 Seguin Street
Parry Sound, Ontario, P2A 1B4

FOR: Application for OPA/ZBA

April 10, 2019

Prepared by:

Greystone Project Management Inc.
8 Crescent Road, Unit A-1
Huntsville, Ontario, P1H 0B3

Phone: (705) 789-1418
Fax: (705) 789-8543
E-mail: greystone@greystoneconstruction.ca
Web: www.greystoneconstruction.ca

Statement of Confidentiality and Freedom of Information

We ask that all information contained in our proposal pertaining to financial information, including our professional
rates, and all information regarding references, work plan methodology, Design/Build procedures and methods,
communication protocols, Project Management Approach including Schedule, Cost, Quality Control and Health and
Safety, and proprietary information such as specific designs, plans and details be maintained by the Owner in the
strictest confidence. We specifically do not consent to the disclosure of such information pursuant to the Municipal
Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act or the Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act.
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1. INTRODUCTION

This report is intended to illustrate how the subject site, with proposed condominium building on
Salt Dock Road in Parry Sound, ON, will be serviced in favour of OPA/ZBA-including water, sanitary,
stormwater management, access, utilities, and landscaping. We have provided this below.

2. OVERVIEW

The site is located on Salt Dock Road in Parry Sound, Ontario. The site is bordered by Salt Dock
Road to the north, neighbouring existing condominium/apartment buildings to the east, Town
owned vacant land to the south and Town fitness trail to the west.

The site currently consists of vacant land comprising of rocky terrain, sloping moderately from
east to west and consisting of vegetation and young and mature trees.

This application is for an Official Plan Amendment (OPA) and Zoning By-Law Amendment (ZBA).

The purpose of the OPA is that the entirety of the subject properties are designated ‘Public Open
Space’ by Schedule ‘A’ of the Town of Parry Sound Official Plan. An Official Plan Amendment (OPA)
is required to permit the proposed 43 unit residential condominium building.

The OPA proposes to re-designate the property from the ‘Public Open Space’ designation to the
‘Residential High Density’ designation.

The purpose of the ZBA due to the subject properties having split zoning. Part 1 of Plan 42R-21034
is zoned Transportation and Utilities (T), whereas Part 2 is zoned Open Space (O1). A Zoning By-
law Amendment (ZBA) application is required to permit the proposed 43 unit residential
condominium building with site specific performance standards.

The ZBA proposes that the entirety of the subject property be rezoned from the existing T and O1
Zones to a site specific Multiple Residential (R3-##) Zone. The standard R3 Zone is utilized by the
Town of Parry Sound for medium to high density residential uses, including residential
condominium (apartment) buildings.

It is proposed that the R3-## Zone include the following site specific performance standards.

i) Notwithstanding Section 8.2 of the Zoning By-law a building height of 14.2 metres is
permitted;

ii) Notwithstanding Section 8.2 of the Zoning By-law an interior side yard setback (west side)
of 3.47 metres is permitted;

iii) Notwithstanding Section 4.23(e) of the Zoning By-law the front yard may be utilized for a
combination of parking, snow storage and landscaped open space.

iv) Notwithstanding Section 4.30(e)(iv) parking spaces in the front yard are permitted.

v) Notwithstanding Section 4.30(g) standard parking space widths of 2.7 metres are
permitted.
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3. WATER AND SANITARY SERVICES

It is proposed to connect to existing Townof Parry Soundwater services off the existingwatermain
located to the south of the subject site, on Waubeek Street. The new 6” water service would
extend north through Town of Parry Sound owned property and connect to the south side of the
proposed building. The 6” water service would adequately provide both fire protection and
domestic supply for the proposed building.

Sanitary is proposed to be gravity fed to a sanitary pump chamber located onsite, along the west
side of the proposed building. From here, wastewater will be pumped via a 75mm diameter
sanitary forcemain to the existing sanitary pump station located south of the subject site, just
north of Waubeek Street, on Town owned property.

Refer to Functional Servicing Plan, SV-1 for further detail on the above description.

4. STORMWATER MANAGEMENT

The existing site consists of bedrock lying in close proximity to the surface, withminimal soil cover,
resulting in a near impervious characteristic with respect to runoff.

The proposed site plan consists of a building structure (flat roof surface), with asphalt parking and
driveways, and landscaped areas. There is also a large portion of the site that will remain
undisturbed in the post development scenario.

For Quantity Control, there will be a slight increase in runoff flows from pre to post development,
related to the increased overall imperviousness due to the addition of the rooftop and asphalt
areas. The design is proposing to control post-development runoff to pre-development levels.
The roof top areas are proposed to be controlled by rooftop storage for the building areas. The
asphalt areas are proposed to be controlled using a stone gallery prior to discharging offsite. Level
spreaders are also proposed in order to replicate pre-development drainage characteristics (sheet
flow) at the two discharge locations. Detailed design including modelling and storage calculations
will be provided upon submission of our Site Plan Application package.

Quality control will be managed by using a ‘treatment train’ approach. The catchbasins in the
asphalt areas will be outfitted with a ‘snout’ fixture which promotes separation of sediments and
floatables (oils) in the catchbasin itself. The runoff will then traverse through rip rap spillways and
grassed swales, eventually leading to a stone gallery which will promote further TSS removal. For
this site, we are targeting 80% average site TSS removal, as per the MOE SWM Planning Design
Manual. Detailed design of thesemeasures including TSS removal calculations and product sheets
will be provided upon submission of our Site Plan Application package.

External contributing runoff from adjacent properties (uphill of the site), which normally would
flow through the site, will be detoured around the site and building via grassed cutoff swales, and
allowed to discharge to the same ultimate location as a result.

As a result, the quality and quantity of the stormwater runoff will be controlled to the required
standards for this site.
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Refer to Functional Grading Plan, GP-1 for further detail on the above description.

5. TRAFFIC, PARKING AND PEDESTRIAN ACCESS

Access to the site will be from Salt Dock Road, and will extend east and north-east to an
underground parking lot, as well as to additional outdoor parking and the front entrance.
It is proposed to have 60 standard parking spaces as well as 4 barrier free parking spaces, which
includes the outdoor and underground parking combined.

This site will be continuously accessible to owners of the individual units via the maintained
driveway and sidewalks shown on the site. Note that we are proposing to improve the Town-
owned portion of the boulevard adjacent to Salt Dock. Further information on this is detailed
below.

The entrance to the site has been located a reasonable distance away from of the easterly
condominium/apartment complex. A Traffic Study has been commissioned for the site which is
being prepared by CC Tatham and Associates and will accompany this submission.

Refer to Site Plan, SP-1 for further detail on the above description.

6. UTILITIES-HYDRO, GAS, BELL

Hydro and Bell telecommunications will be connected to the building on the subject site from
existing Hydro poles located on Salt Dock Road. Natural gas will service the subject site from the
gas main located on Salt Dock Road.

7. LANDSCAPING

Landscaping opportunities will be maximized where possible along Salt Dock Road and close
proximity to all four sides of the proposed building. Landscape features will include low lying plant
and tree species native to the Parry Sound area, natural granite retaining walls, stone for erosion
protection, and sidewalks.

Beyond the immediate southerly building limits, extending to the southerly property line, it is
proposed to leave existing vegetation untouched where ever possible. With the site plan as
designed, a large portion of the site is to remain undisturbed.

8. SITE LIGHTING

The proposed site lighting will meet ‘Dark-Sky Friendly’ requirements. Lighting will be installed at
entrance locations and in exterior parking areas on the site.
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9. OFFSITE IMPROVEMENTS

It is proposed to improve the boulevard of the Town-owned lands adjacent to the site and Salt
Dock Road by completing the following offsite work:

- adding additional parking spaces for the Fitness Trail to the existing gravel parking area.
- adding landscaping features to this area (plantings and rocks) to enhance the pedestrian

experience.
- extending the existing fitness trail to provide an improved connection to the continuation of

the trail on the north side of the road.

This is proposed to enhance the aesthetics and overall utility of the area. With the connection of
the northerly and southerly fitness trails off of Salt Dock Road together with additional parking,
we believe that the area will be more valuable, improving its ease of use and access by the public.

Refer to Site Plan, SP-1 for further detail on the above description.

10. SUMMARY & CONCLUSION

As per the information contained herein, the Functional Servicing design of the site is summarized
as follows:

- Water and Sanitary services will be brought in fromWaubeek Street, located south of the site.
- Stormwater runoff quality will meet the MOE’s requirements for ‘Enhanced’ removal, or 80%

average TSS removal for the site.
- Stormwater runoff quantity will be controlled by rooftop storage, stone galleries and level

spreaders to meet pre-development runoff rates and patterns.
- Hydro and Bell telecommunications will come off of the existing poles located on Salt Dock

Road. Gas will also service the subject site from Salt Dock Road.
- Parking will be provided on the interior and exterior of the proposed building.
- A traffic study being carried out by CC Tatham and Associates and will be submitted

separately.
- Landscaping-native species of plants and low-lying trees will be selected where opportunities

exist on the site. Areas will remain untouched and in their natural state, wherever possible.
- Pedestrian access is provided to the site for owners and visitors.
- It is proposed to add public parking, vegetation and extend the fitness trail as shown on the

attached site plan, between the subject site and Salt Dock Road.

Should there be any questions regarding the above, please do not hesitate to contact us.

Falko Thoennes, B.E.Sc., E.I.T
Civil Designer

Jon Morton, P.Eng., MBA, PMP
Chief Operating Officer
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K. Lang Engineering Ltd.
kle File # 4029

Sanitary Sewer Demand
Flow Calculation

Condomium # 4
Parry Sound, ON

Building 4 43 Unit Condominium Demand

Daily Flow 43 units 275 Lpd/person 29,563 litres per day
based on OBC Table 8.2.1.3.A 2.5 persons per unit

Based on coversion factor: 1 Equivalent Residential Unit = 1,600 litres per day *
The Equivalent Residential Unit for the 43 unit building is  18.5   ERU

* based on data from District of Muskoka for Huntsville, ON

Prepared by: Keith G. Lang, P. Eng.
K. Lang Engineering Ltd.
4050 Ristimaki Road
Sudbury, ON  P3G 1M4
Tel: 705 522 8110
E mail lang@bellnet.ca
January 10, 2019



  
 

 
Appendix E 

  



1 
 

MORGAN Planning & Development Inc. 
(705) 327-1873 / jmorgan@morganplanning.ca  

 
Updated July 12, 2019   *Delivered By Hand and Sent By Email 
 
Town of Parry Sound 
Taylor Elgie, Manager of Building and Planning Services 
 
Re: Part of Block Q, Registered Plan No. 123,  

Plan 42R-21034 (Parts 1 and 2), Town of Parry Sound 
 
Zoning By-law Amendment and Official Plan Amendment Applications 

 Planning Justification Report  
 

 
1.0 Introduction  

MORGAN Planning & Development Inc. (herein, MP&D) was retained by Greystone 
Project Management to review the planning policies which apply to Parts 1 and 2 of 
Plan 42R-21034 (Salt Dock Road, Town of Parry Sound) and to advise whether both a 
zoning by-law amendment and an official plan amendment to enable the development 
of a 40 unit condominium building could be supported by planning policy.   
 
After pre-consulting with the Town’s Manager of Building and Planning Services and 
reviewing the applicable Provincial and Town planning policies MP&D determined that 
the proposed land use and density is supportable.  
 
MP&D was subsequently retained by Greystone Project Management to prepare this 
Planning Justification Report and to facilitate the planning approval processes.  
 
1.1 Ownership of Subject Property 
 
The subject property is owned by the Corporation of the Town of Parry Sound, herein 
‘the Town’.  The Town has executed a Purchase and Sale Agreement pertaining to the 
sale of the subject property with Greystone Project Management.  
 
The planning applications submitted herein and the documents prepared in support of 
those applications have been prepared on behalf of the prospective purchaser, being 
Greystone Project Management.  
 
It is understood that a resolution will be considered by the Council for the Corporation of 
the Town of Parry Sound, which if passed, would authorize the prospective purchaser to 
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submit the privately initiated planning applications required to facilitate the development 
of a 40 unit condominium building.  
 
1.2 Purpose of Planning Justification Report 

The purpose of this Planning Justification Report (PJR) is to describe the subject 
property, to explain the purpose of the proposed Zoning By-law Amendment and Official 
Plan Amendment applications, and to review the policies which provide direction.  

2.0 Location and Description of Land 

The subject property situated between Salt Dock Road and Waubeek Street on the 
western periphery of the Town of Parry Sound.  The property has approximately 44 
metres of frontage onto Salt Dock Road and a total lot area of 8,438.4 m² (0.84 ha / 2.0 
ac).  The shoreline of Georgian Bay is situated approximately 60 metres west of the 
subject property.  A copy of the boundary survey which illustrates the property as Parts 
1 and 2 of Plan 42R-21034 is enclosed within this application package.  
 
It is understood that a portion of the property was historically used as a rail line, but that 
the rail line infrastructure was removed many years ago.   
 
The site currently consists of vacant forested land, with large boulders and steep granite 
rock sloping toward the shoreline of Georgian Bay. 
 
There is a municipal recreational trail which abuts the property to the west and a 
municipal water treatment plant just west of the trail.  The property is abutted to the east 
by a high density residential condominium known as the Beaconview Condominium.  
 
Access to the site is provided via Salt Dock Road and both municipal water and 
municipal wastewater service are available to the subject lands.  
 
The aerial image at the top of the following page illustrates the nature of the property 
and its relationship with the existing lot fabric. 
 
2.1 Surrounding Uses 

North: The property is bound to the north by Salt Dock Road.  On the north side of Salt 
Dock Road is a residential condominium project known locally as ‘Granite Harbour’.  
Granite Harbour is a three phased project, which is being developed by the applicant.   
East:  The property is bound to the east by the 200 Beaconview Drive, which his 
developed with the Beaconview Condominiums.   
South: The property is bound to the south by a recreational trail. To the south and east 
of the recreational trail is a municipally owned and operated sanitary pump station.  
West:  The property is bound to the west by a recreational trail.  On the west side of the 
recreational trail is a municipal water treatment plant.   
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The shoreline of Georgian Bay is situated approximately 60 metres west of the westerly 
boundary of the subject property.  
 
 Figure 1 – Aerial Location Map (not to scale) 

 
 

3.0 Overview of Proposed Development 

It is proposed that the subject property be developed with a 40 unit residential 
condominium building, similar in nature and scale to the Granite Harbour development 
on the north side of Salt Dock Road.  
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The building is proposed with a total of 5 floors, however due to the topography of the 
site which slopes significantly from east to west toward the shoreline, the building is 
considered a 3.5 storey building as viewed from the lot frontage (Salt Dock Road).   

The 1st floor is designed with two 2-bedroom units. Due to the sloping topography of the 
site the 1st floor will only be visible when viewed from the west (shoreline side).  

The 2nd floor is designed with two 2-bedroom units together with 33 indoor parking 
spaces.  Due to the sloping topography of the site the 2nd floor is only visible when 
viewed from the west (shoreline side) and only partially visible when viewed from the 
north (Salt Dock Road) and the south (Waubeek Street). 

The 3rd, 4th and 5th floors are completely above grade and are each designed with 
twelve 2-bedroom units.  

Based on the foregoing, the development proposes a total of forty 2-bedroom units.  

Pedestrian and vehicular access to the building is proposed via Salt Dock Road, which 
provides the only road frontage to the subject lands.  Copies of the Site Plan and 
Building Elevations are submitted in support of the enclosed ZBA and OPA applications.  

Figure 2 – Building Elevation as viewed from the west (shoreline) 
 

 
3.1 Parking Overview 

The site plan proposes to provide a total of 59 parking spaces.  33 of the spaces are 
proposed within the 2nd floor of the building, whereas 26 spaces are provided outside 
and accessed via the fire route.  Of the 59 parking spaces, 4 are designed to the barrier 
free standard. Copies of the Parking Plan are submitted in support of the enclosed ZBA 
and OPA applications.  
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3.2 Servicing 

It is understood that municipal water and waste water service is available to service the 
proposed 40-unit residential development.  Enclosed herein is a sanitary sewer demand 
flow calculation prepared by K. Lang Engineering Ltd. The purpose of the demand flow 
calculation is to confirm the quantity of effluent generated by the proposed 
development.   

It is understood that the applicant has communicated with the Town of Parry Sound and 
has been assured that sufficient water and waste water capacity exists to service the 
proposed 40 unit development.  

Note that a complete civil engineering package will be submitted at the site plan 
approval phase of this development.  

 
3.3  Zone Matrix of Proposed Development  

Zone Matrix  
Salt Dock Road Condominium Project 

 Standard R3 Zone Proposed R3-## Zone 
Total Lot Area 900 m²  8,438.45 m² (0.84 ha / 

2.0ac)  
Lot Frontage  
(Salt Dock Road) 

30 m 43.9 metres  
(Parts 1 and 2) 

Lot Depth 40 m 196 metres  
Lot Coverage  
(Building footprint) 

40% (max.) 22.8% (1,921.14 m²) / 
proposed 

Building Height 10.5 m (max.) 14.2 metres / proposed 
(ZBA to address) 

Landscaped Open 
Space 

N/A 59.5% (5,026.9 m²) 

Total Parking Spaces 
- Standard 
- Barrier free 

1.25 per unit 
(40 x 1.25 = 50) 

59 / proposed 
- 55 standard 
- 4 barrier free 

Parking Stall Size 6.0 m x 3.0 m 6.0 m x 2.7 m for interior 
parking spaces 
(ZBA to address) 
 
6.0 m x 3.0m for exterior 
parking spaces 

Front Yard Setback   
(from Salt Dock 
Road) 

7.5 m 28.73 metres 
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Rear Yard Setback 10 m 68.5 metres / proposed 
Interior Side Yard 
(east) 

6 m 18.89 metres / proposed 

Interior Side Yard 
(west) 

6 m 3.47 metres / proposed 
(ZBA to address) 

Total Number of 
Units 

 40 / proposed 

Lot Density  47.6 units per hectare / 
proposed 

 

4.0 Official Plan and Zoning By-law 

4.1 Town of Parry Sound Official Plan (2013) 

The subject properties are currently owned by the Town of Parry Sound.  The entirety of 
the subject properties are designated ‘Public Open Space’ by Schedule ‘A’ of the Town 
of Parry Sound Official Plan. An Official Plan Amendment (OPA) is required to re-
designate the property from the ‘Public Open Space’ designation to the ‘Residential 
High Density’ designation. The details of the proposed OPA are provided in Section 5.2 
of this report.  
 

 
The ‘High Density Residential’ designation permits a net density of 75 units per hectare.  
The proposed 40 units on the 0.84 hectare subject property equates to a net density of 

Subject Properties 

Public Open Space 
designation 
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47.6 units per hectare.  Residential apartment buildings are a permitted use within the 
proposed ‘High Density Residential’ designation.  
 
4.2 Town of Parry Sound Comprehensive Zoning By-law 2004-4653 
 
The subject properties are currently owned by the Town of Parry Sound.  Part 1 of Plan 
42R-21034 is zoned Transportation and Utilities (T), whereas Part 2 is zoned Open 
Space (O1).  The image below illustrates the existing zone fabric, together with the 
zoning of the adjacent lands.  
 

 
 
The proposed 40 unit residential condominium is not permitted within either the T or the 
O1 Zones.  On this basis a site specific Zoning By-law Amendment (ZBA) is required to 
facilitate the proposed development. The exact nature of the proposed ZBA is provided 
in Section 5.1 of this report.  
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5.0 Planning Instruments 
 
5.1 Zoning By-law Amendment (ZBA) 
 
As noted in Section 4.2 of this report a Zoning By-law Amendment (ZBA) application is 
required to permit the proposed 40 unit residential condominium building. 
 
On this basis it is proposed that the entirety of the subject property be rezoned from the 
existing T and O1 Zones to a site specific Multiple Residential (R3-##) Zone.  The 
standard R3 Zone is utilized by the Town of Parry Sound for medium to high density 
residential uses, including residential condominium (apartment) buildings.   
 
It is proposed that the R3-## Zone include the following site specific performance 
standards.  

i) Notwithstanding Section 8.2 of the Zoning By-law a building height of 14.2 
metres is permitted; 

ii) Notwithstanding Section 8.2 of the Zoning By-law an interior side yard 
setback (west side) of 3.47 metres is permitted; 

iii) Notwithstanding Section 4.23(e) of the Zoning By-law the front yard may be 
utilized for a combination of parking, snow storage and landscaped open 
space.  

iv) Notwithstanding Section 4.30(e)(iv) parking spaces in the front yard are 
permitted. 

v) Notwithstanding Section 4.30(g) standard parking space widths of 2.7 metres 
are permitted. 

5.2 Official Plan Amendment (OPA) 

As noted in Section 4.1 of this report an Official Plan Amendment (OPA) is required to 
permit the proposed 40 unit residential condominium building.   
 
On this basis it is proposed that the entirety of the subject property be re-designated 
from the ‘Public Open Space’ designation to the ‘Residential High Density’ designation.   
 
The ‘High Density Residential’ designation is most appropriate as it permits a maximum 
net density of 75 units per hectares, which would easily accommodate the proposed 40 
unit development which equates to a net density of 47.6 units per hectare.  
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5.3 Site Plan Control  
 
It is proposed that a Site Plan Control application be submitted immediately following 
the approval of the proposed Zoning By-law Amendment and Official Plan Amendment 
applications.   
 
6.0 Opinion of Land Use Compatibility  
 
When considering the appropriateness of the proposed development land use 
compatibility is one of the most fundamental considerations.  When undertaking this 
analysis the author considered the built form and uses of the adjacent properties, and 
the general character of both Salt Dock Road and Waubeek Street and the adequacy of 
the proposed site plan to mitigate adverse off-site impacts.  
 
Based on this neighbourhood analysis the author is of the opinion that the proposed 3-
storey (5 floor), 40 unit residential condominium building is a compatible with the 
adjacent built form and land uses.  This conclusion was reached for the following 
reasons: 

• The properties on the north side of Salt Dock Road are currently being developed 
with a 3 phased multi-unit, multi-storey residential condominium project, known 
as Granite Harbour. The built form of the proposed development is similar in use 
and built form to a single phase of the Granite Harbour development.  

• The property to the east of the subject lands is developed with a multi-unit, multi-
storey residential condominium building known as the Beaconview 
Condominiums. The built form of the proposed development is similar in use and 
built form to the adjacent Beaconview Condominiums.  

• The property is bound to the south by a recreational trail. To the south and east 
of the recreational trail is a municipally owned and operated sanitary pump 
station.  The proposed development will convey its effluent to the adjacent 
sanitary pump station. 

• The property is bound to the west by a recreational trail.  On the west side of the 
recreational trail is a municipal water treatment plant.  The proposed 
development will not have any adverse impact on the adjacent residential trail, 
and the municipal water treatment plant is considered to be a compatible 
adjacent land use. 

• A traffic impact brief submitted in support of the ZBA and OPA applications 
concludes that the proposed development will not have any appreciable impacts 
on the adjacent road system, and that Salt Dock Road can easily accommodate 
the additional volumes generated by the site.  

• The site plan proposes a total of 59 parking spaces, which exceeds the minimum 
parking demand for a 40 unit residential condominium building.  On this basis, 
there are unlikely to be any off-site parking impacts.  

• The height of the building has been designed to ensure that the adjacent 
residential condominium will maintain its view to Georgian Bay.  
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7.0 Policy Analysis 
 
In formulating the planning rational for the proposed development, the Provincial Policy 
Statement (2014), the Growth Plan for Northern Ontario (2011), and the Town of Parry 
Sound Official Plan (2013) have been reviewed. The following is an overview of the 
most directly applicable policies as they apply to enclosed Zoning By-law Amendment 
and Official Plan Amendment applications: 
 
7.1 Provincial Policy Statement (2014) 
 
The 2014 Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) is issued under Section 3(1) of the 
Planning Act. Under Section 3(6) of the Act, municipal planning decisions are required 
to be consistent with the PPS.  
 
The PPS outlines the Province of Ontario’s position on a wide range of land use 
planning matters and generally supports the planning and development of strong, 
healthy communities, the wise management and conservation of natural resources, and 
ensuring the protection of public health and safety from hazards.  
 
To ensure that land is developed efficiently, safely, and sustainably and that a sufficient 
quantity of land is available to meet foreseeable growth needs, Section 1.1.2 of the PPS 
requires municipalities to make sufficient land available through intensification and 
redevelopment. 
 
Section 1.1.3.1 of the PPS directs that growth and development are to be focused in 
settlement areas.  The Town of Parry Sound is a settlement area as defined by the 
PPS.  
 
The PPS focuses growth to defined settlement areas through a mix of densities and 
land uses to encourage more efficient use of land and resources and to minimize 
negative impacts to air quality and climate change while supporting transit, active 
transportation and freight. Settlement areas are defined by the PPS to consist of built up 
areas where development is concentrated with a mix of land uses, as well as lands 
which have been designated for development over the long term (20-year) planning 
horizon.  
 
The proposed 40 unit residential condominium building within the fully serviced Town of 
Parry Sound is consistent with the direction provided in the PPS.  
 
7.2 Growth Plan for Northern Ontario (2011) 
 
The Growth Plan for Northern Ontario (the “Growth Plan”),  was developed pursuant to 
the Places to Grow Act, 2005, and applies to the Northern Ontario Growth Plan Area as 
defined by Ontario Regulation 416/05, as amended. Northern Ontario includes 144 
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municipalities, 106 First Nations, Métis communities, and more than 150 unincorporated 
communities. 
 
Section 4.2 of the Growth Plan encourages municipalities to align their official plan 
policies with their long-term community strategies such as; 

a) Economic, social and environmental sustainability 
b) Accommodation of the diverse needs of all residents, now and in the future 
c) Optimized use of existing infrastructure 
d) A high quality of place 
e) A vibrant, welcoming and inclusive community identity that builds on unique local 

features 
f) Local implementation of regional economic plans, where such plans have been 

completed. 

It is the opinion of the undersigned that the proposed 40 unit residential condominium 
conforms to the direction provided by the Growth Plan for the following reasons: 

• The subject lands are vacant, underutilized and provide a terrific opportunity for 
residential intensification within the built boundary of a fully serviced settlement 
area. 

• The proposed development would optimize existing municipal infrastructure. 
• The applicant has a proven track record of developing high quality residential 

buildings within the Town of Parry Sound. 
• The proposed development would enable future residents to enjoy the dramatic 

viewscapes of Georgian Bay, and make use of the adjacent residential trail 
network. 

• The proposed development will accommodate a growing demographic of ‘empty 
nesters’ who are seeking smaller homes with limited maintenance 
responsibilities.  

7.3 Town of Parry Sound Official Plan (2013) 
 
Section 8.3.4 of the Town of Parry Sound Official Plan enables the Town to pass by-
laws authorizing increases in both height and density.  The proposed Official Plan 
Amendment and Zoning By-law Amendment are appropriate given the direction 
provided in Section 8.3.4 of the Official Plan.  
 
It is important to note that Town of Parry Sound advertised the subject properties for 
sale with the intention that the properties would ultimately be developed with a high 
density residential development.  On this basis, and further to the author’s discussions 
with municipal planning officials, it is clear that the existing ‘Public Open Space’ 
designation does not reflect the desired land use on the property.  Both the Official Plan 
Amendment and the Zoning By-law Amendment applications submitted herein serve to  
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place the subject properties in a zone and a land use designation which will facilitate a 
high density residential development as desired by the Town of Parry Sound.  
 
As noted in preceding sections of this report, the proposed development would enable a 
net residential density of 47.6 units per net hectare, which is permitted within the 
proposed ‘High Density Residential’ designation. 
 
It is the opinion of the undersigned that both the proposed Zoning By-law Amendment 
and Official Plan Amendment applications conform to the direction provided in the Town 
of Parry Sound Official Plan.  
 
 
8.0 Enclosures 
 
The following documents have been submitted in support of the ZBA and OPA 
applications: 

• Site Plan and Parking Plan prepared by Greystone  
• Building Elevations and Floor Plans prepared by Duncan Ross Architect 
• Sanitary Sewer Demand Flow Calculation prepared by K. Lang Engineering Ltd. 
• Endangered and Threatened Species Assessment prepared by RiverStone 

Environmental Solutions Inc. 
• Traffic Impact Brief prepared by C.C. Tatham & Associates Ltd.  
• Boundary Survey prepared by Tulloch Geomatics Inc.  
• Planning Justification Report prepared by MORGAN Planning & Development 

Inc. 

 
9.0 Concluding Remarks 
 
The Zoning By-law Amendment application submitted herein proposes to rezone the 
property to a site specific Multiple Residential Exception (R3-##) Zone.   
 
The Official Plan Amendment application submitted herein proposes to re-designate the 
property to the High Density Residential designation.  
 
As outlined in the preceding sections of this report, the application is supported by the 
policies of the Provincial Policy Statement (2014), the Growth Plan for Northern Ontario 
(2011), and the Town of Parry Sound Official Plan (2013).  Furthermore, it is the opinion 
of the undersigned that the proposed development is compatible with the adjacent 
properties. 
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With this submission we respectfully request that the Town of Parry Sound proceed to 
schedule a public meeting for the consideration of both the OPA and ZBA applications 
at its earliest opportunity.  
 
Respectfully submitted, 
MORGAN Planning & Development Inc. 

 
 
 
 

Joshua Morgan, B.A., Hons, RPP 
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Lighthouse OPA & ZBA – Comment Response Table 
November 2019  

 
No. Commenter Name Comment Response  
Written Comments Received  
1 Ministry of Municipal 

Affairs and Housing 
(MMAH) 

The application was circulated to the ministries of 
the Environment, Conservation and Parks (MECP), 
Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF) and 
Tourism, Culture and Sport (MTCS) and reviewed by 
MMAH. Neither MMAH nor its partner ministries 
have concerns regarding matters of provincial 
interest. The following partner ministry technical 
comments were provided, however, for the Town’s 
consideration:  
 
1. A Functional Servicing Report (FSR) was 

submitted to the Town in support of the 
amendment to address the servicing required 
for the proposed development. The FSR 
indicates that the development will be fully 
serviced for municipal water, sanitary sewers 
and stormwater management, and that 
adequate reserve capacity exists.  
 
The FSR identifies overflow events related to 
certain sewage pumping stations. The Town 
should consider that additional sewage flows 
generated by this development may 
exacerbate the current situation and prompt 
the need for pumping station upgrades.  
 
The FSR notes that surface water drainage will 
be altered due to the increase in impervious 
surface that will result. The proposed 

  This response was provided by the proponent 
“With respect to Comment #1 provided, in relation 
to the FSR submitted and the related preliminary 
design of stormwater management, we offer the 
following: 
 
1. The MMAH comments note that “the FSR 
identifies overflow events related to certain 
sewage pumping stations.” We wish to clarify that 
the FSR submitted to the Town of Parry Sound 
dated April 10 2019 does not make note of any 
concerns related to overflow events. 
 
Further, the MMAH comments note that “The 
proposed stormwater management for the 
development will require MECP approval pursuant 
to Section 53 of the Ontario Waster Resources 
Act.” 
 
We respectfully submit that this development 
would be exempt pursuant to O. Reg. 525/98. 
More specifically the following section applies to 
this proposed development: 
 

“3. Subsections 53 (1) and (3) of the Act do 
not apply to the use, operation, 
establishment, alteration, extension or 
replacement of or a change in a storm water 
management facility that, 



stormwater management for the development 
will require MECP approval pursuant to Section 
53 of the Ontario Water Resources Act.  
 

2. The Planning Justification Report notes that 
while a portion of the property was historically 
used as a rail line, the rail line infrastructure was 
removed many years ago. If the land has been 
vacant since its removal, then the current use of 
that portion of the property would still be 
considered industrial. A Record of Site 
Condition (RSC) in accordance with the 
requirements of Ontario Regulation 153/04 
would be required for that portion of the 
property to enable the lands to be used for the 
more sensitive residential use. If the use, and 
not just the zoning, was changed from 
industrial to a more sensitive use prior to 2004, 
then it may not trigger and RSC.  
 

3. There are no species at risk concerns provided 
Section 4.0 of the document titled “SAR 
Assessment Salt Dock February 2019” is 
adhered to.  
 

4. Based on the documentation provided and 
using the MTCS screening checklist “Criteria for 
Evaluating Archaeological Potential”, it appears 
that the subject property has low potential for 
archaeological resources. It is recommended 
that that screening checklist be completed by 
the Municipality.  

 

• Should the screening checklist determine 
that there is archaeological potential, then 
an archaeological assessment should be 

 
(a) is designed to service one lot or parcel of 
land; 
(b) discharges into a storm sewer that is not 
a combined sewer; 
(c) does not service industrial land or a 
structure located on industrial land; and 
(d) is not located on industrial land. O. Reg. 
525/98, s. 3; O. Reg. 40/15, s. 4.” 

 
The proposed stormwater management for the 
site: 
- Only services one lot (the subject site); 
- Discharges to a municipally owned and 
maintained storm sewer, being 
stormwater drainage ditch and culvert system on 
Salt Dock Road; 
- Does not service industrial land; 
- Is not located on industrial land.” 
 
The response provided by the proponent to 
address the comments provided by MMAH on 
item #1.   Detailed servicing information will be 
required as part of the Site Plan Application.  The 
Zoning By-law Amendment includes a holding 
symbol that is required to be removed prior to the 
entering of a Site Plan Agreement. 
 
2. Noted. A Record of Site Condition in accordance 
with the requirements of Ontario Regulation 
153/04 will be a required as a condition of removal 
of the holding symbol.   
 
 
3. Noted 



undertaken prior to ground disturbances.  
 

• Should the screening checklist determine 
that there is low potential for 
archaeological resources then an 
archaeological assessment is not required.  

 

It is recommended that the following 
conditions be included in the site plan or 
development agreement: 
 
• Should previously undocumented 

archaeological resources be discovered, 
there may be an archaeological site, subject 
to Section 48(1) of the Ontario Heritage Act. 
The proponent or person discovering the 
archaeological resources must cease 
alteration of the site immediately and 
engage a licensed consultant archaeologist 
to carry out archaeological fieldwork, in 
compliance with Section 48(1) of the 
Heritage Act.  
 

• If human remains are encountered, all 
activities must cease immediately and the 
local police or coroner as well as the 
Registrar, Burials of the Ministry of 
Government and Consumer Services must 
be contacted: 
https://www.ontario.ca/feedback/contact-
us?id=26922&nid=72703. In situations 
where human remains are associated with 
archaeological resources, MTCS should also 
be notified to ensure that the site is not 
subject to unlicensed alterations which 
would be a contravention of the Ontario 
Heritage Act.   

 
4.  Noted 



 
2 Nathan Beatty, Chair of 

Board of Directors, 
Beaconview Heights 
Condominiums (PSCC#2) 

On behalf of Beaconview Heights Condominiums 
(PSCC#2), we would like to request the Notice of 
Decision pertaining to the Official Plan Amendment 
No. 2 and Zoning By-law Amendment Z/19/4 [ 
Morgan Planning and Development Inc. on 
Behalf of Graystone Project Management Inc). 
 

Town to provide Notice for Decision.  

3 Individual Condo Owners 
and Tenants (36 letters 
total) 

I am writing to you to state my position opposing 
the Official Plan Amendment No. 2 and Zoning By-
law Amendment -Z/19/4 (Morgan Planning and 
Development Inc. on behalf of Gray Stone Project 
Management Inc.). 
 
Although I am not opposed to the rezoning of the 
property from Utility to R3 to permit apartment 
dwellings, I am opposing the exemption to permit 
the building being a maximum building height of 
14.2m rather than the allowed 10.5m as permitted 
under R3 zoning. 
 
A building of 14.2 m would mean that many of the 
residents in both the 100 and 200 Beaconview 
condominiums would lose the view of the Bay that 
many have enjoyed for a number of years. The loss 
of this view could result in a decreased resale value 
for many of the owners. These two condominium 
buildings have been in existence since the 70s and 
have been a registered condo since the 80s. I ask 
that you grant no exceptions to the building height 
for no more than 12.5m to ensure that the new 
development does not block the view of the 
Beaconview condominium units. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Based on the calculation of building height in the 
zoning by-law, the requested maximum height 
proposed is 12.5 metres.  This is a reduction from 
the 14.2 metres as initially proposed. Additionally, 
given the slope of the property, the building will 
appear as 3/3.5 storeys from Salt Dock Road.  
 
 
A surveyor has visited the site and confirmed that 
the proposed height of the development (203.6 
GSC) will not exceed the height of the first floor of 
Beaconview Condominiums (203.75 GSC), 
ensuring that residents’ of Beaconview can see 
over top of the Lighthouse Development. No air 
conditioner units will be located on the roof and 
only the top of the elevator structure, with a 
height of 0.8 metres and a north-south dimension 
of 2.8 metres and an east-west dimension of 3.3 
metres, will protrude into this area. 

4 Douglas Killingbeck I would like Town Council to consider putting side Noted.  



walks down Salt Dock Road. This has become a 
concern since there are more condo’s being built 
on this road. More people walk down this road to 
access the fitness trail. Also the students from the 
high school run down Salt Dock Road and back to 
the school. This has become a very busy area. I 
would like to propose a side walk be put down one 
side from Georgina St to the salt docks. Another 
option would be since the developer of the new 
building are planning to extend the Fitness Trail up 
to Salt Dock Road where it would cross at the other 
trail going towards Nobel. The new side walk could 
come from Georgina down Salt Dock Road and end 
at the Fitness Trail where it crosses the road. This is a 
safety concern and would be a great benefit to the 
resident of Parry Sound.  
 
Thank you for your time and consideration in this 
matter.   
 

 
The development is proposing to provide 
connection to the fitness trail.  The connection 
would run along the northern portion of the lot.  

5 Mackenzie Taylor I am on the board for the beaconview heights 
condos and we were wondering if you could keep 
us informed on any developments that happen 
with the condo development occurring in front of 
us. We are doing our best to keep an eye on your 
agendas but just in case we miss anything. Some of 
the members and owners had a meeting with the 
developers last week and they were not very 
forthcoming with information which concerns us a 
little bit. 
 

To be notified of the release of the agenda.  

6 Andrew Walk  Regarding the notice of "Official Plan Amendment 
No. 2 and Zoning By-law Amendment - Z/19/4 
(Morgan Planning and Developments Inc. on behalf 
of Greystone Project Management Inc.)" in vicinity 

 
 
 
 



of Salt Dock Road, in particular proposal to re-
designate the lands described below from Public 
Open Space to Residential High Density. 
 
This message is my "written representation" of 
opposition to the proposed Zoning By-Law 
Amendment. 
 
I have been a resident of Parry Sound since 1989 at 
26 Georgian Bay Avenue. My family, including three 
young children, enjoy the bounty of nature that 
Parry Sound provides by Public Open Space along 
the waterfront. 
 
I request that the Town of Parry Sound preserve the 
Public Open Space for the continued enjoyment of 
current and future residents and visitors to our 
wonderful ecological resource and beautiful natural 
environment. 
 
Please do not let rampant over development ruin 
the still livable Town of Parry Sound, as it has 
already ruined the once high quality of life in many 
other towns in southern Ontario. 
 
I trust that the council will make the right decision 
to protect the interests of the current residents of 
the town by and for whom they were elected to 
represent. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The proposed development does not impact the 
existing trail.   
 
 
 
 
The density of proposed development has been 
reviewed against the residential policies of the 
Official Plan and would conform to the densities 
anticipated for residential development in the 
Town. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

7 Anne Marie Hoelscher I am submitting this as my written objection to the 
proposed changes to the designation of the 
area bounding Salt Dock Road, the Fitness Trail and 
Beaconview Condominium from open space to 
high density. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 



Since moving to the Town of Parry Sound over 
thirty years ago I have witnessed the development 
and expansion of the fitness trail as one of the most 
valued and well used resources in this community. 
 
It is impossible to understand the rationale for 
turning this cherished public green space into land 
that will be developed and lost permanently as an 
asset to the public. 
 
There has been much discussion over the years 
with regard to the use of the waterfront, combining 
both public and development interests. Many of 
the Town's official planning policies have focused 
on expanding and developing public lands on the 
waterfront for community use, not releasing them 
to private developers. 
 
This area of the community and waterfront is highly 
used by pedestrians, cyclists, and snowmobilers 
throughout the year. In addition, the adjacent wharf 
is used both commercially and recreationally. There 
is already considerable usage and traffic at any time 
of the year in this section of the waterfront. The 
current proposal would require additional parking 
and traffic in an already busy and limited space. 
 
I look forward to your well informed review of this 
amendment and the rejection of the proposed 
change from open space to high density residential 
zoning. I urge you to act to protect this land as a 
highly regarded community resource. 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 

The proposed development maintains the fitness 
trail along the waterfront and provides additional 
connection from the trail to another trail 
northwest of the property. 
 
The planning report submitted by the Morgan 
Planning and the Planning Report prepared by 
MHBC Planning on behalf of the Town, provides a 
review of the applicable land use planning policies 
from the Official Plan. 
 

 



8 Lynne Atkinson 
 
 

I’m writing to object to the change in designation 
of the area bounding Salt Dock Road, the Fitness 
Trail and Beaconview Condominium. The biggest 
impacts are seemingly the visual impact on the 
fitness trail, the land use compatibility conflicts and 
the loss of green space along this highly cherished 
corridor.  
 
Currently the area is designated OPEN Space and as 
a local resident who daily witnesses the high used 
of the area for pleasure and commercial activity 
(moving salt trucks daily through the winter 
months) I object to the change to HIGH Density 
Residential Use. 
 
During winter months the salt trucks can be lined 
up 10 or 15 trucks deep waiting to pick up their 
load. Through the shoulder and summer seasons, 
pleasure use vehicles and pedestrian traffic is 
constant. Adding to the density adds to the existing 
shortage of parking for the trail itself. It is noted, that 
the town has a poor record related to parking 
issues. The expansion of Belvedere without 
appropriate expansion of parking led to a complete 
mess. Streets have been diverted. Green space 
removed for parking. 
 
It is truly confounding that the Town would 
propose to remove important resources along its 
waterfront without first consulting it’s ratepayers in 
meaningful dialogue.  
 
Many of the Town’s Official Plan policies lean 
towards expanding public lands in the waterfront 
and certainly no removing them. How can Council 

The proposed development maintains the fitness 
trail along the waterfront.  
 
There are other similar scale residential 
developments in close proximity to the proposed 
development that have not resulted in any land 
use conflicts. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A Traffic Brief has been completed by the 
applicants and peer reviewed by the Town.  The 
Traffic Brief indicates that the existing 
infrastructure can adequately service the 
proposed development. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The planning report submitted by the Morgan 
Planning and the Planning Report prepared by 
MHBC Planning on behalf of the Town, provides a 
review of the applicable land use planning policies 



justify ignoring their own policy. 
 
I look forward to your thoughtful review and 
opposing this inappropriate change from OPEN 
space to HIGH density residential. I urge you to 
seriously consider the original Beaconview Height’s 
Board proposal to purchase the property for 
$40,000 and leave it as OPEN space. The OPEN 
Space would then be protected by those who love 
and care for the environment.  
 

from the Official Plan.   

9 The Parry Sound 
Condominium 
Corporation Board  

We are writing to you on behalf of the owners and 
tenants of the Parry Sound Condominium 
Corporation #2. It has come to our attention that 
the Official Plan Amendment No. 2 and Zoning By-
law Amendment Z/19/4  (Morgan Planning and 
Development Inc. on behalf of Graystone Project 
Management Inc) has applied for exemptions to the 
permitted R3 provisions. We do not have any 
concerns with the property being rezoned from 
Utility to R3 for the use of apartment dwellings but 
we have concerns about the exemption to the 
permitted height allowance. 
 
We are objecting the Zoning By-law amendment 
that would permit a maximum building height of 
14.2 meters. It is our understanding that a building 
of this height would obstruct the view many of our 
owners and tenants, a number who have lived, 
owned and paid taxes here for a number of years. 
These two buildings that make up Parry Sound 
Condominium Corporation #2 were constructed in 
the 70s as apartments and then turned into Condos 
some time during the 80s. Between the two 
buildings there are 30 units. What has attracted 

See response to C#3. 



many of our residents to these buildings is the view 
that they could have of the Bay. Many units have 
sold for higher then assessed value for this reason. 
Blocking this view would make it harder for the 
condominium owners to sell their unit and recoup 
the costs that they have put into it. 
 
We are asking that Council does not permit the 
height of this building to exceed 
12.5meters. A building at this height would not 
block the view of our condominium but would still 
give the developer enough height to build their 
development. We understand that council is 
excited to see this development move forward but 
ask that you keep under consideration that there 
are 30 units who have been paying taxes to the 
Town since the 80s that will be directly affected by 
this development. 
 

10 Carol Martens I wish to protest this change to allow apts. to be 
built here. What was the point of the trail or 
biosphere if you wish to destroy the area which is all 
that is left of real shoreline and a bit of woods for 
everyone to enjoy. Shame on you climate crises 
means nothing to you. There are many more 
suitable places to build rentals. This is an act of 
greed. 
 

The planning report submitted by the Morgan 
Planning and the Planning Report prepared by 
MHBC Planning on behalf of the Town, provides a 
review of the applicable land use planning policies 
from the Official Plan.  

11 Elizabeth Weeks My name is Elizabeth Weeks. I am a long time 
resident of Parry Sound. 
 
I am an owner at Beaconview Condominiums. 
 
I am here to object to the proposed Official Plan 
amendment on the South side of Salt Dock Road. 

The planning report submitted by the Morgan 
Planning and the Planning Report prepared by 
MHBC Planning on behalf of the Town, provides a 
review of the applicable land use planning policies 
from the Official Plan. 
 
 



 
I have no experience with land use planning 
matters and I can assure you that I have been 
spending many hours over the last couple of weeks 
trying to understand what is going on. 
 
I have found out that as an adjacent land owner, I 
am not necessarily going to receive formal notice 
because it is a condominium. 
 
We have also received very unclear and confusing 
information from the developer and his 
agent........Mr. James Ball, agent, has assured that the 
matter is a "DONE DEAL". It was only cleared up that 
the land was still owned by the Town from Mr. Elgie. 
 
The loss of the OPEN GREEN SPACE of the subject 
lands is NOT only a HUGE toss to our NATURAL 
RESOURCES but, an ENORMOUS loss to the SERINITY 
of the AREA and to the COMMUNITY at large. 
 
The loss of OPEN GREEN SPACE will be a 
DETRACTION along the FITNESS TRAIIL used by 
people of ALL AGES and ABILITIES both LOCAL 
RESIDENTS and VISITORS alike. 
 
The effect of the Official Plan Amendment and 
Zoning Amendments of the subject land and the 
construction of a building on this land with a height 
of 14.2 meters has been UNDERESTIMATED. It will 
not only DEVALUE the Beaconview and surrounding 
properties but have a DEVASTATING effect to the 
PRIVACY. AIR QUALITY, NOISE LEVEL and HABITAT in 
the area. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Based on the definition of building height, the 
requested maximum height proposed is 12.5 
metres, not 14.2 metres as initially proposed. 
Additionally, given the slope of the property, the 
building will only appear as 3/3.5 storeys from Salt 
Dock Road.  
 



While the difference between the numbers 10.5 
and 14.2 is 3.7 meters and SOUNDS INSIGNIFCANT it 
represents an additional height to the building of 
OVER 12 feet. Generally speaking the typical height 
of a BUILDING STORY is 10 feet or 3.31 meters. In 
addition to the 14.2 meters there is an additional 
height 
NOT EVEN MENTIONED that will include a 5 foot x 8 
foot x 3-4 foot high ELEVATOR SHAFT and a FOREST 
of 18 inch high sewer pipes 4 inches in diameter. 
 
In conclusion the proponents have not proven the 
project worthy of a shift in policy from OPEN SPACE 
to HIGHT DENSITY RESIDENTIAL. The FITNESS TRAIL 
and ATTENDANT IANDS are deemed to be 
SACROSANCT in the COMMUNITY. The proponents 
have done a weak job of DETERMINING or 
ASSESSING impacts. Many policies in the official 
plan have been DISREGARDED or POORLY 
REGARDED. The suggestion that there will be N0 
IMPAIRMENT and DEVALUATION of property is 
ERRONEOUS and DECEITFUL……………….I have 
submitted my presentation and attached more 
detailed information.  
 
DETAILED INFO as per E.A. Weeks's Presentation to 
Council July 16, 2019 OPPOSING the Official Plan 
Amendment and the Zoning By-law Amendment 
for the PROPOSED CONDOMINIUM -South Side Salt 
Dock Road 
 
The Land Use Designation of the subject lands is 
"OPEN SPACE". An OPEN SPACE OR GREEN SPACE 
RESERVE is a protected area of undeveloped 
landscape. The mental and physical health benefits 

A surveyor has visited the site and confirmed that 
the proposed height of the development (203.6 
GSC) will not exceed the height of the first floor of 
Beaconview Condominiums (203.75 GSC), 
ensuring that residents’ of Beaconview can see 
over top of the Lighthouse Development. No air 
conditioner units will be located on the roof and 
only the top of the elevator structure, with a 
height of 0.8 metres and a north-south dimension 
of 2.8 metres and an east-west dimension of 3.3 
metres, will protrude into this area. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



of parks and green spaces have been demonstrated 
to actually be preventative measures that impact 
positively on health care and health care cost. 
GREEN OPEN SPACES can be considered an AREAS'S 
"lungs" offsetting the effects of air pollution by 
improving the air quality as well reducing noise and 
excessive 
heat. Providing access to GREEN SPACE is an 
important goal of health-oriented urban policies. 
Section 2.8.8 subsection 2.8.8.1 states OPEN SPACE 
and recreational resources of the Town are integral 
components of the quality of life in Parry Sound. 
 
These lands are also within the 
“WATERFRONTAREA". In the Official Plan Section 3.8 
subsection 3.8.1 The Waterfront Area is an "overlay" 
designation that recognizes the special features and 
characteristics of the PARRY SOUND SHORELINE. 
Subsection 3.8.5 states Existing public access and 
vistas to the shorelines of Georgian Bay and Seguin 
River shall be maintained and enhanced. As part of 
a 
redevelopment/development application, 
adjustments to such access may be considered 
where the Town is satisfied that the result is a more 
comprehensive and usable PUBLIC access system. 
 
There are a number of PLANNING PRINCIPLES 
contained in the OFFICIAL PLAN that must be 
regarded. 2.2.1 Land Use changes will enhance 
quality of life in the Town. 2.3.6 The scale of 
development in the Town has tended to be LOW 
PROFILE, with structures blending in to their 
surroundings. Building HEIGHT shall be regulated 
through the implementing zoning by-law to be 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



representative of the existing character of the Town 
and of the specific area in which the development 
is proposed. 
 
There are a number of SERVICES items that will 
need special consideration. TRANSPORTATION: 
Although the proponents have undertaken a Traffic 
Impart Study, it has failed to assess the general 
traffic concerns related to bulk salt and the 
recreational trait and salt dock users. A fulsome 
assessment would incorporate a number of 
measures that would likely include road widenings. 
STORMWATER: The area is overwhelmed with 
surface water and springs that causes frequent 
washout impacts at the entrance to the trail. 
 
NATURAL HERITAGE is an area inherited from past 
generations, maintained in the present and 
bestowed to future generations. The proponents 
have prepared a "table top" assessment of any 
endangered or threatened species. It is a simple 
assessment carried out in the winter months. There 
are other heritage features that should be assessed 
including significant habitats and impacts on the 
woodlands. Invariably there will be impacts on the 
"GREEN SPACE" that will be lost adjacent.to the trail. 
At the very least, a more robust, 3 season 
environmental assessment should be required. 
Clear cutting our NATURAL RESOURCES is a loss to 
future generations. 
 
Although AFFORDABLE HOUSING is a "hot button" 
topic, there is NO component of the project 
devoted to "affordable housing". Which the 
Province refers to housing units that are affordable 

 
 
 
The applicant has submitted a Traffic Brief and it 
has been peer reviewed by the Town.  The Brief 
indicates that existing infrastructure is sufficient to 
service the proposed development.  
 
 
The applicant has submitted a Functional 
Servicing Report, which addresses how 
stormwater will be managed on site to maintain 
pre-development conditions.  
 
 
 
The applicant has submitted an Endangered and 
Threatened Species Assessment and it has been 
peer reviewed by the Town. A timing window for 
tree removal will be implemented as a condition 
of site plan approval to mitigate any potential 
impacts bat species at risk, but the Assessment 
indicates that impacts to Endangered and 
Threatened Species are not anticipated.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



by that section of society whose income is below 
the median household income. White the general 
belief is that the subject lands are not suitable for 
any development relative to the public interest of 
preserving the public open space, Town lands that 
are open to the general housing needs of the 
community, must require a component of 
affordable units. This development, as well as 
previous phases has no such consideration. 
 
BROWN FIELD DEVELOPMENT RECORD OF SITE 
CONDITION: BROWN FIELDS refers to ANY previous 
developed land not currently in use, whether 
contaminated or not. The term is used to describe 
land previously used for industrial or commercial 
purposes with known or suspected pollution 
including soil contamination due to hazardous 
waste. Typical businesses that leave behind such 
contaminated sites include: "RAILROADS". The 
subject lands are on an old RAILROAD SPUR LINE 
and were part of a former ore smetter and the 
policy as well as the ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
ACT requires a site assessment as well as cleanup is 
required. This will insure the Town is not 
responsible for another $46,000 request for sharing 
the cost of cleanup as was the case for the 
development of Granite Harbour when it was 
discovered their soil was contaminated and needed 
removed along with replacement of a culvert 
 
STUDIES 8.2.5: a) Planning Justification. b) 
market/need c) landscape d)-archaeological e) 
heritage impact f) environmental g) tree 
preservation h) flood plain i) site remediation-
brown field j) noise/vibration k) storm water I) traffic 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The proponent is undertaking a Phase 1 and Phase 
2 Environmental Assessment.  These will 
determine the extent of the Record of Site 
Condition that is required.  
 
A holding symbol is proposed to be included as 
part of the Zoning By-law Amendment, to deal 
with the Record of Site Condition and the 
requirement for Site Plan Control.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



impact m)hydrogeological n) financial impact. 
 
ZONING to include: l) USE of land 2) DENSITY of land 
3) HEIGHT of building 4) PARKING and 
zoning must follow the OFFICIAL PLAN. If the policy 
did not change from OPEN SPACE to High Density 
Residential, the lands could not be rezoned. To 
PROCEED with a ZONING together with the 
OFFICIAL PLAN AMMENDMENT, the Town's 
CONTROL is GONE. To add further protection, the 
subject land needs zoned with "h" symbols to put a 
"hold" on a project until certain tasks are complete. 
SITE PLAN APPROVAL (sec 41) Council is responsible 
to regulate 1) Road Widenings 2) Entrances 3) 
Parking Facilities 4) Walkways 5) Exterior Lighting 6) 
Landscaping 7) Garbage Facility 8) Drainage 
Easements 9) Grading Plans. 
 
CONCLUSION: Under the zoning by-law 
amendments, it is respectfully submitted that the 
following takes place: - the lands be rezoned to R3 
"HOLDING" zone. That the "h" is not removed until 
the following takes place. -1)- the town, not the 
developer, HIRE the experts to conduct all studies at 
the developer's expense 2)preparation of a record 
of site condition, any cleanup or removal of soil be 
at developer's expense 3) preparation of a storm 
water management study 4) that there be no relief 
from the current 10.5 metre height requirement for 
the R3 zone. 5) that there be no relief from the 
parking space requirement in the zoning by law 6) 
that the roof design plan be filed with the Town to 
allow neighbouring owners to visualize the new 
views. 7) the land be surveyed, staked including 
elevation shown by an Ontario Land Surveyor 8) the 

Holding symbol is proposed.  
 
The holding symbol removal will be contingent on 
the Record of Site Condition requirements having 
been met and the entering of a Site Plan Control 
Agreement.  



slope of the hill along the eastern boundary from 
Beaconview be retained and not blasted to 
maintain the existing safety of the properties 
boundary to insure fencing  or a barrier of any kind 
will not be required along the edge 9) there will be 
no balconies facing Beaconview 10) tree in front of 
100 Beaconview not be removed or damaged 
 

12 Mens We are the owners of two condominiums in the 
Beaconview condominium complex and are writing 
to you to state our position opposing the Official 
Plan Amendment No. 2 and Zoning By-law 
Amendment –Z/19/4 ( Morgan Planning and 
Development Inc. on behalf of Gray Stone Project 
Management Inc.). 
 
Although we are not opposed to the rezoning of 
the property from Utility to R3 to permit apartment 
dwellings, we are opposing the exemption to 
permit the building being a maximum building 
height of 14.2m rather than the allowed 10.5m as 
permitted under R3 zoning. 
 
A building of 14.2 m would mean that many of the 
residents in both the 100 and 200 Beaconview 
condominiums would lose the view of the Bay that 
many have enjoyed for a number of years.  The loss 
of this view could result in a decreased resale value 
for many of the owners.  We bought one unit with 
the intention of residing there with a view of the 
Bay as it is, in the Spring of 2020 and do not want 
that view jeopardized. These two condominium 
buildings have been in existence since the 70s and 
have been a registered condo since the '80s. We ask 
that you do not grant exceptions to the building 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Based on the definition of building height, the 
requested maximum height proposed is 12.5 
metres, not 14.2 metres as initially proposed. 
Additionally, given the slope of the property, the 
building will only appear as 3/3.5 storeys from Salt 
Dock Road.  
 
A surveyor has visited the site and confirmed that 
the proposed height of the development (203.6 
GSC) will not exceed the height of the first floor of 
Beaconview Condominiums (203.75 GSC), 
ensuring that residents’ of Beaconview can see 



height for more than 12.5m to ensure that the new 
development does not block the view of the 
Beaconview condominium units. 

over top of the Lighthouse Development.  

13 Jeanette van der Valk Please reconsider the clear cutting and high density 
housing project that are planned for the property 
on the corner of the fitness trail and Salt Dock Road. 
!!!!!!!! 
 
Many of us who live in and around the area will be 
affected in a multitude of ways, including the 
wildlife, especially the deer, that also have made 
this property their home. The sight of them has 
been ongoing entertainment for us all. We choose 
this area for its natural qualities. Many of us escaped 
the concrete jungle of the city to live within nature. 
My main view from my apartment is the piece of 
woods that is doomed to die, across the road. No 
one wants to look at pavement and buildings and 
deal with the consequences they bring with them. 
 
Please scrap this project. It does not belong. 
 

The planning report submitted by the Morgan 
Planning and the Planning Report prepared by 
MHBC Planning on behalf of the Town, provides a 
review of the applicable land use planning policies 
from the Official Plan. 
 
 
The applicant has submitted an Endangered and 
Threatened Species Assessment and it has been 
peer reviewed by the Town. A timing window for 
tree removal will be implemented as a condition 
of site plan approval to mitigate any potential 
impacts bat species at risk, but the Assessment 
indicates that impacts to Endangered and 
Threatened Species are not anticipated.  
 

14 Lori and Doug Kin I am writing to you to state my position opposing 
the Official Plan Amendment No. 2 and Zoning By-
law Amendment – Z/19/4 (Morgan Planning and 
Development Inc. on behalf of Gray Stone Project 
Management Inc.).  
 
Although I am not opposed to the rezoning of the 
property from Utility to R3 to permit apartment 
dwellings, I am opposing the exemption to permit 
the building being a maximum building height of 
14.2m rather than the allowed 10.5m as permitted 
under R3 zoning.  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Based on the definition of building height, the 
requested maximum height proposed is 12.5 
metres, not 14.2 metres as initially proposed. 
Additionally, given the slope of the property, the 
building will only appear as 3/3.5 storeys from Salt 
Dock Road.  
 



A building of 14.2m would mean that many of the 
residents in both the 100 and 200 Beaconview 
condominiums would lose the view of the Bay that 
many have enjoyed for a number of years. The loss 
of this view could result in a decreased resale value 
for many of the owners. These two condominium 
buildings have been in existence since the 70s and 
have been a registered condo since the 80s. I ask 
that you grant no exceptions to the building height 
for no more than 12.5m to ensure that the new 
development does not block the view of the 
Beaconview condominium units.  
 

A surveyor has visited the site and confirmed that 
the proposed height of the development (203.6 
GSC) will not exceed the height of the first floor of 
Beaconview Condominiums (203.75 GSC), 
ensuring that residents’ of Beaconview can see 
over top of the Lighthouse Development. 

15 Nancy Cunningham This letter will register my opposition to the 
proposed Official Plan amendment which would 
change an area presently designated OPEN SPACE 
to RESIDENTIAL HIGH DENSITY. I also oppose the 
proposed Zoning By-Law Amendment which 
would allow an increase in building height and a 
reduced side yard facing the Fitness Trail. 
 
Our Official Plan directs high density development 
to the southeast side of the Seguin River while 
reserving the north side, beyond the town dock and 
marina, as mainly natural. This natural environment 
is recognized as the basis of our attraction as a 
tourist destination. As well local residents flock to 
the area to exercise their dogs or walk the Trail. The 
Fitness Trail, one of our most loved and well-used 
features, will be changed dramatically. 
 
This development will remove huge swaths of treed 
areas and will blast through bedrock. Unless 
specifically prevented, the 25 feet of town-owned 
trees and bush that border the Fitness Trail will be 

The planning report submitted by the Morgan 
Planning and the Planning Report prepared by 
MHBC Planning on behalf of the Town, provides a 
review of the applicable land use planning policies 
from the Official Plan. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



removed or damaged in the course of construction. 
Should they survive construction, owners of the 
lower condominiums will certainly want any trees 
impeding their view of the water removed, so I am 
sure whatever trees bordering the trail that remain 
will be under constant threat. 
 
The zoning by-law permits various structures on a 
roof such as - elevator shaft, air conditioning, 
mechanicals, vents. These rise well above the height 
requested. They are not shown in the drawings and 
would come as a nasty surprise when it is too late 
to do anything about it. 
 
It was true not long ago that residential 
development did not pay for itself. The town had 
the studies to prove it. Each new household puts a 
demand on services - library, ambulance, police, 
lighting, sidewalks, to name a few - and these are 
paid for by all taxpayers. Do you have recent studies 
to show these units will not be a cost to existing 
taxpayers? 
 
While the town needs more housing these homes 
will be priced well above the means of the average 
Parry Sound household. They will likely attract 
people who have been used to many more services 
in the communities from which they came. This 
development will do nothing to address the 
affordable housing needs of the community. 
 
Thank you for your serious consideration of these 
concerns. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Based on the definition of building height, the 
requested maximum height proposed is 12.5 
metres, not 14.2 metres as initially proposed. 
Additionally, given the slope of the property, the 
building will only appear as 3/3.5 storeys from Salt 
Dock Road.  
 
A surveyor has visited the site and confirmed that 
the proposed height of the development (203.6 
GSC) will not exceed the height of the first floor of 
A  
A surveyor has visited the site and confirmed that 
the proposed height of the development (203.6 
GSC) will not exceed the height of the first floor of 
Beaconview Condominiums (203.75 GSC), 
ensuring that residents’ of Beaconview can see 
over top of the Lighthouse Development. No air 
conditioner units will be located on the roof and 
only the top of the elevator structure, with a 
height of 0.8 metres and a north-south dimension 
of 2.8 metres and an east-west dimension of 3.3 
metres, will protrude into this area. 
 



16 Nathan Beatty We are writing to you on behalf of the owners and 
tenants of the Parry Sound Condominium 
Corporation #2. It has come to our attention that 
the Official Plan Amendment No. 2 and Zoning By-
law Amendment Z/19/4 (Morgan Planning and 
Development Inc. on behalf of Graystone Project 
Management Inc) has applied for exemptions to the 
permitted R3 provisions. In a previous letter which 
we are now asking to be rescinded we did not have 
any concerns with the property being rezoned to 
R3 for the use of apartment dwellings but we had 
concerns about the exemption to the permitted 
height allowance. 
 
Since we submitted our previous letter new 
information about the development has come to 
our attention and we are objecting this Zoning By-
law Amendment. We would prefer that it be left 
Green Space or Natural. 
 
Concerns have also been raised about the traffic 
study, the environmental study and the storm water 
study being done inadequately. We ask that council 
review these studies and not move forward with 
this development until they are done adequately. 
 
This Zoning By-law amendment would permit a 
maximum building height of 14.2 meters. It is our 
understanding that a building of this height would 
obstruct the view many of our owners and tenants, 
a number who have lived, owned and paid taxes 
here for a number of years. These two buildings that 
make up Parry Sound Condominium Corporation #2 
were constructed in the 70s as apartments and then 
turned into Condos some time during the 80s. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A Traffic Brief has been completed by the 
applicants and peer reviewed by the Town.  The 
Traffic Brief indicates that the existing 
infrastructure can adequately service the 
proposed development. 
 
The applicant has submitted an Endangered and 
Threatened Species Assessment and it has been 
peer reviewed by the Town. A timing window for 
tree removal will be implemented as a condition 
of site plan approval to mitigate any potential 
impacts bat species at risk, but the Assessment 
indicates that impacts to Endangered and 
Threatened Species are not anticipated.  
 
The applicant has submitted a Functional 
Servicing Report, which details how stormwater 
will be managed on site to maintain pre-
development conditions. 
 
Based on the definition of building height, the 
requested maximum height proposed is 12.5 
metres, not 14.2 metres as initially proposed. 
Additionally, given the slope of the property, the 
building will only appear as 3/3.5 storeys from Salt 
Dock Road.  
 
A surveyor has visited the site and confirmed that 



Between the two buildings there are 30 units. What 
has attracted many of our residents to these 
buildings is the view that they could have of the 
Bay. Many units have sold for higher then assessed 
value for this reason. Blocking this view would make 
it harder for the condominium owners to sell their 
unit and recoup the costs that they have put into it. 
 
We are asking that if Council does go forward with 
this Zoning Amendment to not permit the height 
of this building to exceed 10.5 meters. A building at 
this height would not block the view of our 
condominium but would still give the developer 
enough height to build their development. We 
understand that council is excited to see this 
development move forward but ask that you keep 
under consideration that there are 30 units who 
have been paying taxes to the Town since the 80s 
that will be directly affected by this. 

the proposed height of the development (203.6 
GSC) will not exceed the height of the first floor of 
Beaconview Condominiums (203.75 GSC), 
ensuring that residents’ of Beaconview can see 
over top of the Lighthouse Development. No air 
conditioner units will be located on the roof and 
only the top of the elevator shaft (~3 metres) will 
protrude into this area. 

17 Rochelle Cantier I have been an owner of Beaconview Hts for the 
past 5 years now.  
 
I am writing in opposition to “any” development in 
front of us as this would not only detract from the 
beautiful view that I currently enjoy, but it would 
also depreciate the value of my condo should I ever 
decide to sell.  
 
I am also concerned that the wildlife that I know 
travel and live on the rockridge and spurline would 
be greatly affected negatively.  
 
I also feel strongly that if you do allow any kind of 

Based on the definition of building height, the 
requested maximum height proposed is 12.5 
metres, not 14.2 metres as initially proposed. 
Additionally, given the slope of the property, the 
building will only appear as 3/3.5 storeys from Salt 
Dock Road.  
 
A surveyor has visited the site and confirmed that 
the proposed height of the development (203.6 
GSC) will not exceed the height of the first floor of 
Beaconview Condominiums (203.75 GSC), 
ensuring that residents’ of Beaconview can see 
over top of the Lighthouse Development. No air 
conditioner units will be located on the roof and 



development there, that you may as well remove 
the “Biosphere Entitlement” as the two would 
definitely be in opposition of each other.  
 
My hope is that you take these concerns as well as 
the other ones submitted into serious consideration 
before making your decision.  

only the top of the elevator shaft (~3 metres) will 
protrude into this area.  
 
The applicant has submitted an Endangered and 
Threatened Species Assessment and it has been 
peer reviewed by the Town. A timing window for 
tree removal will be implemented as a condition 
of site plan approval to mitigate any potential 
impacts bat species at risk, but the Assessment 
indicates that impacts to Endangered and 
Threatened Species are not anticipated.  
 

18 Ronald Squirrell AS A LIFETIME RESIDENT OF THE PARRY SOUND 
AREA; AND A REAL ESTATE SALES PERSON FOR 
OVER 30 YEARS, I FULLY UNDERSTAND THE DESIRE 
AND WISHES OF BOTH RESIDENTS AND VISITORS TO 
BE ABLE TO VIEW THE NATURAL BEAUTY OF TREES, 
ROCK AND THE GEORGIAN BAY.  
 
FOR THE LUCKY FEW WHO DO HAVE A VIEW, OR 
ACCESS TO THE BAY, THIS LAND PARCEL IS JUST 
TREES, AND ROCK. HOWEVER, TO THE MAJORITY OF 
PARRY SOUND AND AREA RESIDENTS, AS WELL AS 
VISITORS, THIS WALKING TRAIL WITH ITS 
SURROUNDINGS AND A FEW SPOTS OF NATURAL 
OUTCROP ALONG THE WAY, FROM THE OLD 
IMPERIAL OIL DOCKS TO THE SALT DOCK AREA, ARE 
THE ONLY AREA LEFT FROM DEVELOPMENT. THE 
SUBJECT PROPERTY OF APPROX. 2.1 ACRES ABUTS 
THIS WALKING TRAIL AND DEFINITELY SHOULD BE 
LEFT AS NATURAL AS POSSIBLE. FOR ALL TO ENJOY. 
REMEMBER ONCE SOLD ITS GONE FOREVER. 
 
I WOULD LIKE TO SUGGEST THAT A SMALL PART BY 
THE SALT DOCK ROAD, BE SET UP FOR PROPER 

The planning report submitted by the Morgan 
Planning and the Planning Report prepared by 
MHBC Planning on behalf of the Town, provides a 
review of the applicable land use planning policies 
from the Official Plan. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
As proposed site plan provide additional parking 



PARKING FOR THOSE WANTING TO USE THE 
ROTARY WALKING TRAIL. THE BALANCE SHOULD, 
AFTER CONSULTATION WITH THE TOWN AND 
INTERESTED PARTIES, BE CAREFULLY MADE INTO A 
PARK-LIKE SETTING. ANYTHING LESS THAN A PARK-
LIKE SETTING WOULD BE A TERRIBLE LOSS TO THE 
CITIZENS OF PARRY SOUND. ONCE SOLD ALWAYS 
GONE 
 
THE TOWN, SERVICE CLUBS, AND CITIZENS AND 
BUSINESSES HAVE SPENT A LOT OF TIME AND 
MONEY TO HAVE THIS TRAIL. PLEASE DON’T RUIN IT.  
 
YOUNG, OLD, CHILDREN AND ADULTS, PETS AND 
CAMERA LOVERS, USE THIS TRAIL EVERY DAY. TO 
LOOSE ITS ‘AS NATURAL LOOK AS POSSIBLE’ 
WOULD BE VERY SAD INDEED. 
 
I, ALONG WITH MAY OTHERS FEEL THAT IT WOULD 
BE ONE OF THE WORST MOVES MADE. ALSO 
REMEMBER THAT THERE ARE A FEW PIECES TO THE 
WEST OF THIS PARCEL THAT WILL BE PUT ON THE 
CHOPPING BLOCK. PLEASE DON’T LET IT HAPPEN. 
LETS PROTECT THE AREA FOR OUR CHILDREN AND 
GRANDCHILDEN.  
 
THE TOWN, ALONG WITH BUSINESS AND PRIVATE 
CITIZENS, I AM SURE, COULD FINANCE A FEW 
BENCHES, PICNIC TABLES, AND A BIT OF CLEARING. I 
WILL GLADLY ASSIST TO GET THE HELP AND 
FINANCES FOR THE PROJECT.  
 
REMEMBER ONCE GONE ALWAYS GONE.  
 

for trail users along Salt Dock Road.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The proposed development maintains the fitness 
trail along the waterfront and provides additional 
connection from the trail to another trail 
northwest of the property. 
 
 

19 Linda West and group Presentation with pictures of views Based on the definition of building height, the 



 requested maximum height proposed is 12.5 
metres, not 14.2 metres as initially proposed. 
Additionally, given the slope of the property, the 
building will only appear as 3/3.5 storeys from Salt 
Dock Road.  
 
A surveyor has visited the site and confirmed that 
the proposed height of the development (203.6 
GSC) will not exceed the height of the first floor of 
Beaconview Condominiums (203.75 GSC), 
ensuring that residents’ of Beaconview can see 
over top of the Lighthouse Development. No air 
conditioner units will be located on the roof and 
only the top of the elevator structure, with a 
height of 0.8 metres and a north-south dimension 
of 2.8 metres and an east-west dimension of 3.3 
metres, will protrude into this area. 
 
The proposed development does not impact the 
existing trail.   
 

20 Hands of our Trees 

The Committee would like to hand in a further 
125 signatures bringing the total to 776 
signatures. The vast majority of these signature 
are of people who use the trail for their exercise 
and recreation. We were very disappointed that 
not a single question was asked during our 
presentation and we are writing this letter to 
further explain the reasons why we are 
encouraging the Council to keep the Open 
Zoning. 
 
Firstly please flip over the Town’s business card 
and you will read under the title “OUR VISION” is 

The planning report submitted by the Morgan 
Planning and the Planning Report prepared by 
MHBC Planning on behalf of the Town, provides a 
review of the applicable land use planning policies 
from the Official Plan. 
 
The proposed development maintains the fitness 
trail along the waterfront and provides additional 
connection from the trail to another trail 
northwest of the property. 
 



the following: “Rooted in the Canadian Shield, 
Parry Sound will be recognized as the jewel of 
Georgian Bay, encompassing healthy progressive 
lifestyles, sustainable growth and development, 
honouring the UNESCO World Biosphere Reserve. 
 
Next please visit the Town of Parry Sound’s website 
and you will be able to see: “You will know an 
Amazing Place the moment you see it...it will 
literally take your breath away…these places 
connect us with nature” and the Rotary & 
Algonquin Regiment Waterfront Trail is one of 
them. 
 
Lastly, in the official Ontario Trails book/website this 
trail is described as “Winding its way along the 
spectacular shoreline of Parry Sound, the trail 
provides stunning views of the archetypal Georgian 
Bay landscape.” 
 
The open space zoning in the Town’s Master Plan 
beside the trail supports this natural vision of Parry 
Sound that is held by both those who live in Parry 
Sound and those who visit. The rezoning of the 
space designated for the Lighthouse condo to high 
density would eliminate the current forest that has 
been growing for over 60 years and is over 50 feet 
tall in places. In this forest there are white pine trees 
that are now tall enough to start to get the wind-
swept look, large cedar groves, red oak, basswood, 
etc. – all bearing seed that will feed deer and other 
animals this winter. It is not possible to count on 
private owners to put their property aside for this 
purpose and there is minimal public property in the 
Town that has not already been cleared of trees. 



 
The property we are talking about when you 
include the 25-foot trail buffer is 408 feet where it 
meets the Salt Dock Road. If this plan goes through 
the town will have control of 25 feet next to the trail 
where trees could be kept if not damage by 
construction or blasting. The actual building will be 
set back another 18 feet, though this space is under 
the control of the condo developers. This means 
that the condo will be easily seen from the trail 
unless a tall hedge is included in this space as there 
would not be enough underbrush. The people who 
use the Salt Dock Road will see the Condo rather 
than the forest they currently see. 
 
Talk to the trail users and you will find that they 
want large, tall mostly evergreen trees with some 
cedar hedge in behind the trees so that they have 
shade in the summer and can not see the condo 
year-round. 
 
People who say they want to live in the condo 
would prefer the grass frontage shown in the 
artistic rendition of the condo. If trees are 
mandatory, potential condo dwellers would choose 
small deciduous trees that would somehow not 
block the view of the Georgian Bay "I am not buying 
a condo so that I can see trees". 
 
If this project goes forward are we not setting up 
the Town for constant conflict? Both groups may 
always struggle to have it more their way. Surely the 
condo dwellers would not like the white pines to 
reach maturity when they can have a height of 50–
80 feet and a spread of 20–40 feet. 



 
With the loss of open space, we lose the ability to 
use the land for public purposes. The Town’s Master 
Plan states that “the open space and recreational 
resources of the Town are integral components of 
the quality of life in Parry Sound.”  Why then sell a 
2.1-acre space for an insignificant $220,000 when 
there is private property available for purchase and 
condo development?  
 
Typically, communities like ours that have natural 
trails appreciate the very low “cost per user” rate, as 
these types of trails require comparatively little to 
manage, and yet returns extremely high long-term 
recreational, health, tourism, environmental and 
educational value for people of all ages.  
 
For the most part, trail users are not against the 
development of condos. Seven hundred people, 
mostly trail users, did not sign petitions to stop the 
development of the previous three Greystone 
condos or many other condos. We would like to 
continue to see further development of the town 
that does not interfere with space set aside in the 
Town’s Master Plan for public enjoyment.  
 
We are all aware that tourism industry plays a 
significant role in the economic health and 
subsequent quality of life for the residents of Parry 
Sound. However, this is not the best reason to 
maintain this Amazing Place - amazing. The best 
reason to keep these Amazing Places amazing is the 
next generation. It can be our legacy; it can be the 
reason why future generations think of us as good 
ancestors; and it can be the reason why the next 



generation sees us as environmentally aware. 
 
We are encouraging the Mayor and Councilors to 
vote to keep the area in question as “Open Space” 
and request a recorded vote. 

21 Stephen Heder We are all aware that if you start walking regularly 
soon you will be feeling more energetic, more 
attentive and happier. 
 
According to healthfitnessrevolution.com - here 
are more health benefits of walking: 
 
t�.FOUBM�)FBMUI��8BMLJOH�QSPNPUFT�NFOUBM�XFMM-
being. Known as a great stress-buster, if you walk 
outdoors, the combination of fresh air and 
exercise is an excellent way to boost your morale 
and mood. 
 
t�#POF�)FBMUI��8BMLJOH�BCPVU����NJOVUFT�B�EBZ�
increases your bone density and slows down 
bone loss in your legs, This low-impact exercise 
targets your legs, spine; and hips. 
 
t�%FQSFTTJPO��8BMLJOH�JT�QSPWFO�UP�prevent 
anxiety and depression because it triggers 
endorphins and promotes relaxation. 
 
t�"�)FBMUIZ�)FBSU��8BMLJOH�IFMQT�QSFWFOU�UZQF���
diabetes- studies at Harvard have revealed that 
walking approximately 150 minutes per week can 
reduce the risk of diabetes. The same 
studies showed that walking at a moderate pace 
(3 to 4 mph) for up to 3 hours each week 

The proposed development maintains the fitness 
trail along the waterfront and provides additional 
connection from the trail to another trail 
northwest of the property. 
 



(30 minutes a day) can cut women's heart disease 
risk by 40%. Another study showed that retired 
men who walk more than 1.5 miles per day had a 
significantly lower risk for heart disease 
(compared to men who walk less). 
 
t�)FMQ�$PNCBU�$BODFS��"�)BSWBSE�6OJWFSTJUZ�TUVEZ�
showed that women who walked 1 to 3 hours per 
week had risk of death from breast and uterine 
cancer reduced by 19%. When they walked 3 to 5 
hours per week, their risks of the same cancers 
were reduced by 54%. Men who walk briskly for 
at least 3 hours a week after being diagnosed 
with prostate cancer were 57% less likely to see 
the disease progress. 
 
t�#SBJO�)FBMUI��8BMLJOH�SFHVMBSMZ�SFEVDFT�CSain 
atrophy and mental decline, resulting in a 
50% reduction in risk for developing Alzheimer's 
disease, a form of dementia where thinking, 
memory and behavior deteriorate over time. 
Exercising as you age has also proven to reduce 
brain shrinkage. 
 
t�-PXFSs Blood Pressure: Studies have proven a 
decrease in blood pressure in those who followed 
a walking exercise similar to the recommended 
30 minutes per day, five times a week. 
 
t�"SUFSJFT�6ODMPHHFE��"�TUVEZ�GSPN�UIF�+PVSOBM�PG�
the American College of Cardiology found that 
exercise before a meal may help stem the effects of 
high-fat foods on blood vessel function. Walking is 
good for the heart and its arteries and vessels in 
many ways, including stemming build-up and 



clogging of arterial walls, which keep blood 
circulating throughout the body, to organs and 
limbs. 
 
t�8BMLJOH�$PNCBUT�"SUISJUJT�BOE�4USFOHUIFOT�+PJOUT��
Knee arthritis sufferers were able to increase the 
distance walked by 18% and gained nearly 40% 
boost in joint function after finishing an 8-week 
walking study. They also experienced significantly 
less pain and needed less medication after walking. 
 
t�8FJHIU�MPTT��8BMLJOH�POF�NJMF�	���LN
�XJMM�CVSO�VQ�
at least 110kcal of energy. Walking two miles 
(3.2km) a day, three times a week, will help reduce 
weight by approximately one pound (0.5kg) every 
three weeks. Another benefit of walking is that 
walking alters your body's fat metabolism so that 
you lose weight. 
 
t�)FMQT�1SFHOBOU�8PNFO��+VTU�POF�JO�GPVS�QSFHOBOU�
women get the 150 minutes of exercise a week that 
is recommended. A good walking program can 
ease pregnancy effects like backaches, constipation, 
and steep problems. The baby benefits, too: 
Exercising moms-to-be deliver babies with healthier 
birth weights, which lowers their risk for weight 
problems later on. 
 
We are using information from the USA as 2 miles 
just happens to be the same as walking from Bay 
Street to the Salt Dock Road (3.2k) but similar results 
have been found in Canada. 
 
We believe that keeping Open Space zoning and 
thus the trees encourages the walkers to complete 



the whole distance as the trees: 
 
t�,FFQ�ZPV�DPPU�JO�UIF�TVNNFS�BOE�QSPUFDUT�ZPV�
from the UV rays of the sun; 
 
t�,FFQT�ZPV�XBSNFS�JO�UIF�XJOUFS�CZ�QSPUFDUJOH�ZPV�
from the wind; and 
 
t�"SF�NPSF�QMFBTBOU�UP�MPPL�BU� 
 
Open Space supports the healthy exercise for those 
who are using the Rotary and Algonquin 
Regiment Waterfront Fitness Trail and for those who 
would like to cut through the property which is 
more rugged. 
 
We are encouraging the Mayor and Councilors 
to vote to keep the area in question as "Open 
Space" and request a recorded vote. 
 

22 Parry Sound Condo 
Corporation #11 (Granite 
Harbour)  
11 A,B,C Salt Dock Road 
Representing 92 Units  

This briefing note to the Town of Parry Sound is 
for consideration in the proposed official plan 
amendment of the property parts 1 and 2 of 
42R21034 being a former railway bed to the west 
of the fitness trail for rezoning from Utility and 
Open Space to a Special Provision zone 
permitting 43 apartment dwelling units under 
zoning by-law amendment Z/19/4 
 
There has been some discussion expressing 
concern from residents of the Granite Harbour 
condominiums to the loss of trees and privacy 
resulting from this proposal. A topic for 
discussion to increase the buffer area of the site 
to include both a berm and additional trees along 

The planning report submitted by the Morgan 
Planning and the Planning Report prepared by 
MHBC Planning on behalf of the Town, provides a 
review of the applicable land use planning policies 
from the Official Plan. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Salt Dock Road of the current proposal that 
would likely be welcome by all adjoining area 
residents as well as enhancing the curb appeal of 
this residential proposal. 
 
Another item for discussion is being expressed 
given the number of units of this current 
proposal and it's site plan for further review of the 
on site parking to insure that overflow parking 
does not encroach on Salt Dock Road or public 
parking areas that are designated for use of the 
adjacent 
fitness trail. 
 
We wish to be notified of the decision of the 
Town of Parry Sound on this proposed official 
plan amendment. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
On-site parking exceeds the Zoning By-law 
requirement. 
 
A Traffic Brief has been completed by the 
applicants and peer reviewed by the Town.  The 
Traffic Brief indicates that the existing 
infrastructure can adequately service the 
proposed development. 
 

23 Casandra Hart & Wayne 
DeJong 

We are new residents of the town of Parry Sound 
but have been coming here for most of my 70 
years as my parents were born and raised here. 
We have moved into a condo at 11C Salt Dock Rd. 
to enjoy our retirement with a view of the 
gorgeous Georgian Bay.  
 
While we realize that many others would also like to 
have the same setting, we question the wisdom of 
Greystone undertaking the construction of a 43 unit 
on a site now zoned as green space.  
 
Our strong objection to this undertaking is based 
on the following: 
 

1. The town council put out tenders to build 
on the site prior to public discussion on the 

The planning report submitted by the Morgan 
Planning and the Planning Report prepared by 
MHBC Planning on behalf of the Town, provides a 
review of the applicable land use planning policies 
from the Official Plan. 
 
Based on the definition of building height, the 
requested maximum height proposed is 12.5 
metres, not 14.2 metres as initially proposed. 
Additionally, given the slope of the property, the 
building will only appear as 3/3.5 storeys from Salt 
Dock Road.  
 
A surveyor has visited the site and confirmed that 
the proposed height of the development (203.6 
GSC) will not exceed the height of the first floor of 
Beaconview Condominiums (203.75 GSC), 



zoning change. This suggest disregard for 
the people they represent and that the 
residents have little or no input into what 
happens to sites in their town. People will 
remember that at election time.  

2. The site was zoned green space and 
assurances were made by the town that it 
would remain so – even refusing to sell it to 
residents at Beacon View who would have 
ensured it remained so (unfortunately there 
would have been no further tax revenue if 
this course had been taken.) 

3. As owners of a Greystone built 
condominium, our experience has been 
that Greystone ‘over promises and under 
delivers’. To say that we are disappointed in 
the way this builder has left this site is a 
great understatement.  

4. We feel there are several sites in Parry 
Sound with great bay views that would not 
require the extensive tree cutting and 
blasting required on the proposed site.  

5. The fitness trail and the salt dock itself are 
meeting points for so many in Parry Sound 
and are always busy with people and pets 
coming and going, as well as large trucks 
hauling salt. The increased car traffic of the 
32 units at 11B Salt Sock Rd., which will be 
coming online this fall, as well as 43 more 
units in the proposed building may be ill 
advised.  

6. The removal of so many trees may affect 
drainage and cause more wash outs of the 
trail.  

7. Blasting so near to the water treatment 

ensuring that residents’ of Beaconview can see 
over top of the Lighthouse Development. No air 
conditioner units will be located on the roof and 
only the top of the elevator structure, with a 
height of 0.8 metres and a north-south dimension 
of 2.8 metres and an east-west dimension of 3.3 
metres, will protrude into this area. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The proposed development maintains the fitness 
trail along the waterfront and provides additional 
connection from the trail to another trail 
northwest of the property. 
 
A Traffic Brief has been completed by the 
applicants and peer reviewed by the Town.  The 
Traffic Brief indicates that the existing 
infrastructure can adequately service the 
proposed development. 
 
The applicant has submitted a Functional 
Servicing Report, which addresses how 
stormwater will be managed on site to maintain 



plant may also be ill advised.  
8. There will be a loss of habitat for wildlife 

and and a loss of natural beauty resulting in 
a diminishment of the site as a ‘biosphere’. 
(rather a sad joke).  

 
At the council meeting of July 16th, we heard of the 
many studies that need to be undertaken to 
address these and many other concerns. We would 
ask who is going to pay for these studies? It is 
doubtful Greystone will underwrite this cost so it 
wall to the taxpayers. While we understand the 
town’s need for tax revenue and support many of 
the initiatives the town has undertaken to improve 
the town’s attractiveness and to provide housing 
for needed new residents, we would ask, “Why 
choose a site zoned as green space?” With climate 
change on everyone’s mind, preserving green 
space has becoming a hot button. Does the town 
need this controversy? 
 

pre-development conditions.  
 
The applicant has submitted an Endangered and 
Threatened Species Assessment and it has been 
peer reviewed by the Town. A timing window for 
tree removal will be implemented as a condition 
of site plan approval to mitigate any potential 
impacts bat species at risk, but the Assessment 
indicates that impacts to Endangered and 
Threatened Species are not anticipated.  
 

24 John & Donna McGill  With interest, we attended the council meeting 
on Tuesday, July 16th and we have concerns 
regarding the impact of changing the 
designation of the area surrounding Beaconview 
Condominiums, the Fitness Trail and Salt Dock 
Road from OPEN Space to HIGH Density 
Residential. 
 
I (Donna) grew up in Carling Township, went 
through school here and moved away for most of 
my married life. I have always loved the Parry 
Sound/Georgian Bay area and it was always our 
plan to retire here. My husband and I moved back 
here 1½ years ago to enjoy our retired years and we 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



are now residents at 11C – Granite Harbour.  
 
After moving into our new condo, we then learned 
that a third condo was being built in the area. This 
was acceptable to us, but we have learned that 
Greystone is planning on building, yet a fourth 
condo, in the beautiful greenspace across the road 
from us. This information was never disclosed to use 
at the time of purchase.  
 
As suggested at the meeting, we are herewith 
submitting our concerns in writing:  
 

1. Road Traffic/Safety 
We observe everyday, a constant flow of 
traffic up and down Salt Dock Road, and 
this is without the third condo not yet 
occupied. We are not objecting to the 
traffic flow, but there certainly is a safety 
concern. We speak this from experience as 
to what we see on a daily basis:  
- People walking, many elders, and many 

with children and/or pets 
- Young kids on the road riding bicycles, 

or skateboards on their way to swim 
- Vehicles that go to the wharf to launch 

boats and other motorized vehicles  
- Salt truck traffic is very high in 

fall/winter months  
This road is not conducive to handle all this traffic 
and now more…!!! 
 

2. Wildlife/Greenspace 
It is with great disappointment that it 
would even be considered to take away 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A Traffic Brief has been completed by the 
applicants and peer reviewed by the Town.  The 
Traffic Brief indicates that the existing 
infrastructure can adequately service the 
proposed development. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The applicant has submitted an Endangered and 
Threatened Species Assessment and it has been 
peer reviewed by the Town. A timing window for 



this small area of greenspace, which is not 
only beautiful to look at, but also a haven 
for many species of wildlife. We have grown 
accustomed to seeing many different 
species of animals here, foremost the family 
of deer that we have the pleasure of seeing 
almost on a-daily basis. This would also be 
taking away from their protected habitat. 
Also, it’s a well-known fact that cutting 
down all the trees is bad for the 
environment.  
This would be very sad indeed! 
 

3. Presentation of “Lighthouse” by 
Greystone 
We watched with interest as Greystone 
made their presentation of “Lighthouse” at 
the meeting.  
 
Anyone can stand up and talk and “flower-
up” a presentation to sound and look as 
amazing and wonderful as they want it to 
be…!!! 
 
When we were in the process of purchasing 
our condo, WE also were impressed by 
Granite Harbour’s presentation with all their 
beautiful photos on how (11C) was 
“supposed” to look.  
 
THIS DID NOT HAPPEN…!!! 
 
After 1½ years of living here in 11C, it 
appears that Greystone does not seem to 
have any interest in the beautification of 

tree removal will be implemented as a condition 
of site plan approval to mitigate any potential 
impacts bat species at risk, but the Assessment 
indicates that impacts to Endangered and 
Threatened Species are not anticipated.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



this building whatsoever, and if this is an 
example of Greystone’s vision of “beautiful 
grounds”, we question what “Lighthouse” 
will truly look like? 
 
…IT ALL LOOKS GOOD ON PAPER…!!! 
 
Further, just as information, we would like 
to share a few photos… 
 
[Photos of Granite Harbour brochure]  
 
[Photos of Granite Harbour currently] 
 

This Fitness Trail is advertised by the Town and is on 
many local tourism brochures as an attraction, not 
only for locals, but for visitors to this area. It will 
never be the same from the north end!  
 
In addition, we also question as to what will happen 
when snowmobilers pass along the front of 
Lighthouse residences at different times day or 
night…??? Plus, the groomer for the Snowmobile 
Club will pass on the trail, mostly late at night, or 
early hours of the morning.  
 
Should Town Council choose to move forward with 
the new condo development, the whole beauty of 
Georgian Bay in this area will be gone forever.  
 
In summary, please take some of our points here 
into consideration and look at the whole picture as 
to what the results of this decision could mean for 
MANY residents of Parry Sound. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The proposed development maintains the fitness 
trail along the waterfront and provides additional 
connection from the trail to another trail 
northwest of the property. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The planning report submitted by the Morgan 
Planning and the Planning Report prepared by 
MHBC Planning on behalf of the Town, provides a 
review of the applicable land use planning policies 
from the Official Plan. 
 



25 Linda McLellan I submit this letter to you for consideration at the 
Council meeting to be held 
Tuesday, August13/19. 
 
The following points will hopefully assist to 
inform your decision regarding the Greystone 
proposal adjacent to the Rotary Algonquin 
Regiment Fitness Trail. 
1. Having seen the scope of the building site 

proposed by Greystone and the impact on 
the Fitness Trail and the Waterfront it is hard 
to imagine a worse location. While the artist's 
concept of a condo neatly tucked into trees 
may at first glance appear unobtrusive, it is 
crucial to remember that this is only an 
'artist's concept' as condo developments are 
quick to point out when issues arise after the 
site has been razed to and below the ground 
and eventually looks quite different. 

2. A number of years ago when I viewed the 
Granite Harbour condo site during blasting 
and subsequently at the presentation centre I 
was told "the salt docks would probably be 
relocated" by the Sales Agent Mr. Ball. As we 
well know this was a deliberate 
misrepresentation to a prospective purchaser. 
However this is another example of 
misleading information designed to influence 
a naive purchaser. 

3. While the 3rd building in this development 
was being constructed 'unforeseen' 
construction issues arose requiring 
'substantial' changes and an additional 
charge to purchasers who had already made 
deposits on condo units. Greystone required 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



an additional $20,000.00 on top of the 
original agreed upon purchase price. The 
reason given was 'unforseen costs as a result 
of unanticipated blasting'. This seems hard to 
believe given the massive blasting required 
for condo 1 and 2 and, if true, certainly is 
enough to cast doubt on the adequacy of 
their engineering and environmental reports. 

4. During the construction of condo 3 
Greystone ran 2 different 'artist's concepts' of 
the finished product. One featured the 
original wrap-around balconies in original 
'concepts' and was shown in Parry Sound Life 
on numerous occasions. During this time a 
different 'artist's concept was run in the local 
newspaper showing an altered image 
substantially different from the original and 
much less appealing. When questioned about 
this discrepancy the sales agent was not 
forthcoming with an explanation. 

5. The image of the proposed completed condo 
and site is far from reality. A more realistic 
image would be of the blasting, drilling and 
heavy equipment required to excavate the 
site which will be, of necessity, many times 
larger and not at all green. The impact of this 
geological alteration on an already high 
density area, to the traffic into and out of the 
expanded federal Salt Dock and to tourist and 
boat launch traffic in the area will be 
significant to say the very least. 

6. A suggestion has been made that Greystone's 
proposal will help the housing shortage in 
Parry Sound. While there is a shortage of 
affordable housing there are many other sites 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A Traffic Brief has been completed by the 
applicants and peer reviewed by the Town.  The 
Traffic Brief indicates that the existing 
infrastructure can adequately service the 
proposed development. 
 
 
The planning report submitted by the Morgan 
Planning and the Planning Report prepared by 
MHBC Planning on behalf of the Town, provides a 
review of the applicable land use planning policies 



available within the Town to meet this need 
without a net negative impact to the 
community. 

7. While Greystone has 'agreed to alter' the 
proposed condo to 3 floors it will still leave 
long time area residents with a spectacular 
view of their roof. Proposals suggesting 
application of an artificial green mat to the 
roof is laughable since, as we all know, once a 
condo has been turned over to a condo 
Board their promises will vanish as they are 
no longer responsible for the condo. 

8. A less concrete but no less important reason 
to reject the Greystone proposal is the 
Council's commitment to the greening of the 
Town of Parry Sound and our pride in the 
Fitness Trail and waterfront. This Trail is used 
by thousands of residents and tourists who 
remark on the beauty of the trail and the 
opportunity it provides for leisure and 
exercise. It serves not only the town folk but 
many others whose only exposure to 
Georgian Bay is the waterfront. To locate a 
condo adjacent to or incorporating the trail is 
a betrayal of trust to the many people who, in 
good faith, had the foresight to fund and 
build the trail. And also to those who enjoy it 
throughout the year. 

 
I add this respectful submission for your 
consideration. 

from the Official Plan. 
 
 
 
Based on the definition of building height, the 
requested maximum height proposed is 12.5 
metres, not 14.2 metres as initially proposed. 
Additionally, given the slope of the property, the 
building will only appear as 3/3.5 storeys from Salt 
Dock Road.  
 
A surveyor has visited the site and confirmed that 
the proposed height of the development (203.6 
GSC) will not exceed the height of the first floor of 
Beaconview Condominiums (203.75 GSC), 
ensuring that residents’ of Beaconview can see 
over top of the Lighthouse Development. No air 
conditioner units will be located on the roof and 
only the top of the elevator structure, with a 
height of 0.8 metres and a north-south dimension 
of 2.8 metres and an east-west dimension of 3.3 
metres, will protrude into this area. 
 
The proposed development maintains the fitness 
trail along the waterfront and provides additional 
connection from the trail to another trail 
northwest of the property. 
 
 

26 Lori and Doug Kerr I am writing to you to state my position opposing 
the Official Plan Amendment No. 2 and Zoning By-
law Amendment -Z/19/4 (Morgan Planning and 
Development Inc. on behalf of Gray Stone Project 

 
 
 
 



Management Inc.). 
 
Although I am not opposed to the rezoning of the 
property from Utility to R3 to permit apartment 
dwellings, I am opposing the exemption to permit 
the building being a maximum building height of 
14.2m rather than the allowed 10.5m as permitted 
under R3 zoning. 
 
A building of 14.2 m would mean that many of the 
residents in both the 100 and 200 Beaconview 
condominiums would lose the view of the Bay that 
many have enjoyed for a number of years. The loss 
of this view could result in a decreased resale value 
for many of the owners. These two condominium 
buildings have been in existence since the 70s and 
have been a  registered condo since the 80s. I ask 
that you grant no exceptions to the building height 
for no more than 12.5m to ensure that the new 
development does not block the view of the 
Beaconview condominium units. 
 

 
 
Based on the definition of building height, the 
requested maximum height proposed is 12.5 
metres, not 14.2 metres as initially proposed. 
Additionally, given the slope of the property, the 
building will only appear as 3/3.5 storeys from Salt 
Dock Road.  
 
A surveyor has visited the site and confirmed that 
the proposed height of the development (203.6 
GSC) will not exceed the height of the first floor of 
Beaconview Condominiums (203.75 GSC), 
ensuring that residents’ of Beaconview can see 
over top of the Lighthouse Development. No air 
conditioner units will be located on the roof and 
only the top of the elevator structure, with a 
height of 0.8 metres and a north-south dimension 
of 2.8 metres and an east-west dimension of 3.3 
metres, will protrude into this area. 

27 Oren Scott Important questions for consideration, 
Transparency and details that seem to be missing 
concerning the Lighthouse development 
 
Thank you to Mayor McGarvey and council for 
allowing me this opportunity to come before you. 
 
Some important considerations for any 
development in Parry Sound: 
What is the tipping point? 
What do you lose when you change the character? 
of the town? 
What is the vision Parry Sound has for attracting 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The planning report submitted by the Morgan 
Planning and the Planning Report prepared by 
MHBC Planning on behalf of the Town, provides a 
review of the applicable land use planning policies 
from the Official Plan. 

 



tourism? 
What is the loss? 
What will happen to income if the town changes? 
Is there disconnect in argument? 
Is the development really necessary? 
 
We need the facts and transparency. 
At this time, before any vote is even considered we 
would like to hear from our municipal government 
to answer the questions of how financially viable is 
the Lighthouse development and will there really 
be exceptional benefits to Parry Sound? 
 
It appears the ramifications have not been well 
thought out and a great deal of due diligence is 
required before any move is made. 
 
Did the town advertise for tenders? 
If not, why were other tenders not sought? 
Why did the town not advertise for tenders that 
would provide stewardship of the land and nurture 
its ecological wealth? 
 
The value of the property is being deliberately 
downgraded and trivialized as it is regularly referred 
to as an old railway bed with some contamination. 
Why? 
 
Why is the truth being hidden? Regardless of its 
former life as a railway bed, this land is prime 
waterfront property soon to be worth millions. 
 
As more intense development goes on all over the 
world. there will be very few open spacious scenic 
water trails like our fitness trail left to enjoy. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Not related to Planning Act Applications. 
 
 
 
 
 
Not related to Planning Act Applications. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The proposed development maintains the fitness 
trail along the waterfront and provides additional 



 
Would it not make economic sense to preserve 
what we have as a world-class, unique trail and eco 
system to position Parry Sound as a most desirable 
natural breathtaking, highly coveted destination to 
visit? 
 
Will building the Lighthouse condominium 
enhance tourism? 
Condos adjacent to trails are rampant in urban 
developments. Why come here to see a condo by a 
trail? 
 
Does building a condo parallel to our world-class 
fitness trail that is part of the UNESCO Biosphere 
really make sense? Does this even fit in with our 
official plan: 
2.8.6 Natural Features 2.8.6.1 The Town is 
committed to the protection and enhancement 
of:a) the quality of various features of the natural 
environment including the shorelines of Georgian 
Bay, and lakes and rivers in the Town;b) 
significant natural sites including the Brigg’s Lake 
Wetland;c) significant fish and wildlife habitat 
areas including significant habitat of threatened 
and endangered species, and lands affected by 
natural hazards; andd) the concept of the “urban 
forest” within urban 
areas, with a commitment to maintaining and 
expanding a treed environment as an integral 
component of the urban landscape; e) the view of 
the night sky.2.8.6.2 This Plan endorses a 
stewardship ethic for shore lands that will include 
landscape naturalization, improved on-site 
retention and treatment of pollutants, improved 

connection from the trail to another trail 
northwest of the property. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



compatibility with the natural environment. 
2.8.6.3 New development will be considered 
within the context of sound environmental 
planning. 2.8.6.4 The Georgian Bay shoreline and 
the skyline help define the inherent character of 
the Town. 2.8.7 Tourism 2.8.7.1 Tourism will 
continue to play a key role in the Town 
 
A concerned resident of Parry Sound reached out 
for help to the David Suzuki Foundation in regards 
to the environmental sustainability of the 
Lighthouse 
development’s close proximity to our fitness trail. 
 
Here is an exerpt of the response from Alice 
with the Suzuki Foundation: 
Thank you for your phone call and for sharing 
this important information with us. 
 
It is always difficult for us to hear such news. We 
wish we could have in-depth understanding of 
the Parry Sound Nature Trails issue – potential 
development - you are raising and provide 
direct support to your community and to each 
community that contacts us with similar stories. 
We are working continuously on advising and 
advocating to governments to enforce laws 
and develop sound policy for the management 
of Canada’s environment and its many related 
issues. And while we try to provide support to 
local environmental groups working on local 
issues (and Provincial groups working on 
Provincial issues) whenever we can, we often 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



have to rely on the local experts and activists, 
such as you, to bring their concerns forward to 
government. 
 
Your concerns would be best addressed by 
informing others in your community of the 
issue and by writing to your MLA and MP and 
the relevant provincial and federal Ministers of 
the Environment. Make your voice heard and 
demand them to take action. Go to local 
council meetings and speak out. If issues are 
not raised, they are rarely addressed by 
governments. 
 
To help you along this path, we can provide 
some resources to help you raise awareness 
and take action in your community. Attached 
please find our Tool Kit for Citizen 
Activistshttps://davidsuzuki.org/wp-
content/uploads/2017/10/Tool-kit-for-
citizenactivists- 
PDF.pdf which outlines how to gather and use 
information to effect environmental change. 
You can also find other Citizen Science 
initiatives through our partnership program 
SciStarter http://scistarter.com/ . 
 
I hope these resources help your community 
and best of luck with your efforts. 
 
Kind regards, 
Alice 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
The Parry Sound official plan clearly supports 
protection of our natural environment. 
Although the Suzuki Foundation is overwhelmed 
and cannot provide direct help to every community 
fighting against development encroaching on 
green space, they have acknowledged that our 
situation is serious. 
 
Parry Sound is on the radar as another community 
that has much to lose from development. 
 
Is this the reputation that Parry Sound wants? 
According to our official plan we want to protect 
and enhance our natural environment. 
How would the Lighthouse Development protect 
and enhance our natural environment? 
We need to preserve and build on our 
reputation as a world-class destination for all to 
enjoy and learn about environmental 
protection from our leadership in preservation. 
We must be world leaders. As Alice stated, it is 
disappointing to hear that this is happening in 
Parry Sound. Let’s not disappoint. We are on the 
world stage and must lead by example. Not 
disappoint. 
 
Money talks: 
Will Parry Sound even benefit from the supposed 
cash flow potentially generated by The Lighthouse 
development. 
 
Let’s do the math. The developer pays a mere 
$220,000 for a prime in –demand waterfront 
location that will be worth millions. This land is 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



priceless in terms of ecological value, health of the 
shoreline, health of our community and the 
economic benefits of tourism. 
 
Why is the town giving the developer a prime piece 
of land, our most precious resource, for almost 
nothing? All under the guise of a contaminated 
railway bed, an urgent need for housing and a boon 
to the economy of the town. 
 
Why is the importance of preservation ignored? 
What is so difficult to understand about once it’s 
gone, we’re never getting it back? 
 
If the town is desperate for the income from the 
sale, why not sell it to someone, or a group, who 
will commit to stewardship of the land to nurture 
the delicate ecological environment and preserve 
it? 
 
The annual taxation revenue for the Lighthouse, I 
believe is $240,000. plus the supposed added value 
of well healed residents spending, spending and 
spending in Parry Sound. 
 
The sale of the land hasn’t benefitted us. We lose 
big time on all fronts . 
 
Will we make a profit on the taxes generated by this 
condo? How will this actually benefit residents? Will 
this profit offset the losses from the sale of the 
property? 
 
Due to the anticipated income from the 
Lighthouse, will our property taxes go down by a 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



large amount? 
 
Will our water bills go down? 
 
Will the potholes be fixed and more sidewalks built, 
and roads repaved, culverts done away with and 
replaced by modern drainage? 
 
Will we be able to afford upgraded snow removal, 
i.e. one truck pushes snow, another truck follows 
behind and removes the huge mounds of snow 
that are back breaking to clear? 
 
Will there be more money for affordable housing, 
and basic needs for the homeless and needy? 
How about property tax and water discounts for 
vulnerable seniors?. 
 
Please show us exactly what amounts of financial 
relief Parry Sounders can expect from this new 
windfall. 
 
Perhaps we are willing to put up with the 
potholes, and other inconveniences, even pay a 
few more dollars in taxes to uphold our 
environmental leadership, preserve the full 
integrity of our fitness trail with all it’s benefits 
and preserve our much admired and sought 
after down -to -earth small town environment. 
 
We are told we are desperate for housing. Why? We 
love our beautiful small town as it is. Most of us 
moved here because we want to live in a small 
town and enjoy the breath taking sunsets and our 
scenic fitness trail. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
If we wanted growth, industry and ubiquitous 
town houses and condos overtaking our 
environment , we would have stayed in 
Toronto, Richmond Hill, Markham or wherever. 
We cherish the beauty and small town life in 
parry Sound as do our visitors. Too much 
change to that unique profile will drive tourists 
and new residents away. Tourism is our 
number one business and it’s because Parry 
Sound is a small down- to earth- town wit no 
gentrification, cutesy, artificial environment like 
Kleinberg or parts of Markham. We’re the real 
deal in Parry Sound, hardly touched. This is 
highly coveted and must be preserved e. What 
will development do to our unique 
characteristics that our so desirable and so 
hard to find? 
 
More Lighthouse problems: 
We need to see exactly how much the 
infrastructure for the Lighthouse development is 
going to cost us . 
 
Greystone is having problems with soil  
contamination and contaminated water flowing 
from a creek. 
 
The Lighthouse will more than likely find itself with 
many environmental problems. 
 
Is the identification of environmental 
contamination and the subsequent cleanup costs a 
headache Parry Sound needs? 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A holding symbol is proposed to be used.  The 
holding symbol would be removed following 
Phase 1 and Phase 2 Environmental Assessment 
and Record of Site Condition if necessary.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Who will pay? How much will the town pay to 
remediate any contamination? 
 
There is a good chance that the trees and the rock 
contain the contaminants from flowing into 
Georgian Bay. Has anyone studied what happens 
when rock is blasted, trees are uprooted ground is 
paved when there is contamination Lighthouse 
How likely are such violent procedures to unleash a 
tsunami of contaminants into Georgian Bay? 
 
What will this cost Parry Sound in the loss in tourism 
and our credibility as an outstanding environmental 
centre? 
 
What will the effect be of water usage in this 
condominium complex and the possibility of 
contaminants leaching on the water quality of 
Georgian Bay, in particular our highly rated beach? 
 
Will blasting rock lead to instability of the ground 
leading to cracks and sink holes opening up on the 
trail? How much will that cost and who pays. 
 
Is there a professional study to prove this is a sound 
geological area to build such a condo 
development? 
 
How safe is it to have underground parking in such 
a diverse area ; sandy soil,, very close to a major 
body of water with high water levels this year? 
 
The parking garage being enclosed is continuously 
wet with salt water in the winter with ice expanding 
and shrinking. What’s the potential for cracks and 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A FSR has been prepared.  Detailed stormwater 
management report will be required as part of the 
Site plan process.  
 
 
The Town building department will be consulted 
as part of the Site Plan process and blasting plan 
will be required as part of the site plan process.  
 
 
 
 
All construction would be completed in 
accordance with the Building Code Act 
 
 
 
This is a Building Code Act matter. 
 
 
 
This is a Building Code Act matter. 
 
 
 
 
This is a Building Code Act matter. 
 



major environmental damage? 
 
The parking garage is on the second floor, there is 
no ground to support this. How dangerous is this? 
Would the exhaust fumes fill the parking garage 
and seep out to the trail? 
 
Is it known that salt could cracks the underground 
parking garage floor, The damage will be a 
nightmare. The road to the parking lot is parallel to 
the fitness trail. Thus, the trail and any land 
surrounding it will be subject to salt damage. 
 
The fitness trail is not maintained during the winter 
other than snowmobilers cutting trails. Our fitness 
trail is not subjected to the ruinous effects of salt. 
This last section of the trail will be a mess 
 
Will there be cell phone towers on the roof? They 
are not conducive to good health. 
 
Will the upkeep of the grounds include spraying of 
herbicides and pesticides? 
 
Have any studies been undertaken to see how 
much Parry Sound takes in from tourist dollars as 
opposed to the spending habits of new residents in 
the Lighthouse. 
 
Most Parry Sound residents could not afford to live 
in the lighthouse after selling a home for $300,000 
Who will live here? Will the owners of the units live 
in them or rent out? Renters, especially short term 
bring new problems. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
No cell tower proposed. 
 
 
Not a Planning Act matter. 
 
 
 
 
Not as part of this application. 
 
 
 
 
The units will be available for purchase. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Why are we rushing to bring in new residents.? 
 
Why can’t Parry Sound houses become available 
naturally? Residents either die or move out of town. 
What is the rush to grow, add people, without 
thinking about the consequences. 
 
It is assumed most of the residents would be 
retirees from out of town. 
Retirees are older and will require medical care. 
 
We have a shortage of family doctors in Parry Sound 
and an aging population. How can we provide 
ongoing medical care for newcomers? 
 
Seniors aren’t big spenders, very frugal. Marketing 
studies validate this. Thus, there will be no great 
cash inflow from the new folks. It could be safe to 
say that tourist dollars bring in more money 
consistently. People come here from all over the 
world.  
We really must respect our official plan to 
preserve our natural environment. What tourist 
from Germany, Nicaragua or Toronto wants to 
came here to walk along a trail with a condo 
parallel. 
 
If it ain’t broke, don’t fix it. 
 
Leave Parry Sound alone. Respect our tourists and 
residents. 
Parry Sound is perfect as it is. 
A real town, derelict buildings and all, small-scale 
homes that suit the population and attract tourists 
for its natural beauty and unpretentious demeanor. 

 
 
 
 
 
Not a Planning Act matter. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
Promote our strengths; preserve our environment. 
Don’t muck around with perfection. We are 
perfection on a world scale. Modern subdivisions 
are boring. Industry pollutes. We have it all. Parry 
Sound is world class. Promoting development will 
only be to the detriment of a world-class tourist 
destination. And a very livable town. 
 

28 Peter Culkeen I was just down at the Greystone developments at 
the salt docks. 
 
I understand that Greystone Project Management is 
planning another development across form the 
Granite Harbour Development. I am totally against 
this development. First time I ever read that sign. 
Rotary Club of which I am a friend as well as 
dedicated to the Algonquin Regiment and a 
member of the Royal Canadian Legion and above 
all else, I am a nature lover.  
 
I was an employee of Greystone Project 
Management for 5 months this past winter. Once 
the ground started to thaw and the water was 
running off the rocks, I was given the task of 
pumping out the reservoirs in the parking garage. 
This water goes directly into Georgian Bay. I took it 
upon myself as a concerned citizen to put a sock 
over the outflow from the pumping that I was 
doing to prevent particulate matter from entering 
the Georgian Bay watershed. I wrapped wire around 
the sock to make sure it stayed on. It took give or 
take 3 days to pump the water out, but that 
protective sock stayed on the outflow hose the 
entire time I was pumping.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
Could you please explain to me Mr. Mayor why this 
development needs to take place. If the trees are 
cleared , including juniper bushes where…go to 
seek refuge from the heat, they are gone forever.  
 
When I was an employee of Greystone, I saw deer, a 
wolf and people enjoying nature and getting 
exercise with their dogs. Later on, when the 
weather warmed up, people were out on the Bay 
fishing, fat biking, walking and even watched a 
person being pulled on skis by a kite (like surfing on 
skis).  
 
If another development occurs (I went to the 
Annual General meeting) that Greystone had at 
Hidden Valley Resort at Huntsville. I remember 
looking at a picture of that piece of land and knew 
that eventually another development would take 
place.  
 
Once a building is put on a piece of land, every 
living organism is gone from that area forever.  
 
Could you please write me Mr. Mayor and explain 
why another development should go there.  
  

 
The planning report submitted by the Morgan 
Planning and the Planning Report prepared by 
MHBC Planning on behalf of the Town, provides a 
review of the applicable land use planning policies 
from the Official Plan. 
 
 
The proposed development maintains the fitness 
trail along the waterfront and provides additional 
connection from the trail to another trail 
northwest of the property. 
 
 
 

    
28 David Ritchie (in favour) 

**Long hand written note 
 

• Parry Sound need development to add to its 
tax base to be able to afford what we already 
have  

• Town already has a number of pre-existing 
conditions in the proposed development area:  
1) Fitness Trail 
2) Boat Launch (summer) & Ice 

Noted.  



Shack/Snowmachine (winter) 
3) Salt Dock Operation  
4) 3 Existing High Density Buildings  
5) 2 Older High Density Buildings overlooking 

the Proposed Project 
•  

29 John Este (in favour) I am writing to express my support for the 
proposed Official Plan amendment and Zoning 
By-law amendment for The Lighthouse 
development.  
 

Noted. 

30 Gail Payne (in favour)  Please be advised that I am in favour of this 
development.  
 

Noted. 

31 Hazel Wheldon (in favour) I am a current Seguin resident and a future 
resident at the Granite Harbour condominiums. I 
am writing to express my support for the 
Lighthouse project.  
 
 

Noted. 

32 Joanne & Larry Turriff (in 
favour) 

After watching the live Town Council Meeting on 
July 16, 2019, and in particular the negative 
comments made with respect to The Lighthouse 
Condominiums, we would like to express a more 
positive view. 
 
We have lived in Unit 1401, 11A Salt Dock Road, 
Parry Sound – Phase I of the Granite Harbour 
Condominiums, since 2011, and are very happy 
here.  We look forward to the completion of the 
third building later this year.   
 
 

Noted. 

33 Kay Primbnow (in favour)   Noted. 
34 Scott Scarrow ( in favour) I am writing in support of The Lighthouse Project, Noted. 



the newly proposed development on Salt Dock 
Road. 
 
 

35 Sherri Cox (in favour) I am a resident of the town of Parry Sound. 
 
I am writing today to express my support of the 
proposed Lighthouse condominium 
development. 
 

Noted. 

36 Terry-Lynn Stevens (in 
favour) 

I am writing in support of the next phase of 
Greystone Development, the Lighthouse.   
 
 

Noted. 

37 Judy Lamondin (in favour) I just want to say that I am one of the buyers in 
bldg #3 
 
I was brought up in Britt & did All our business in 
Parry Sound. I moved away for years and now 
ready to move back up to my familiar 
suroundings. 
 
I Love town of Parry Sound its beautiful. The 
Condos add to look & what a beautiful view of 
Georgian Bay .It means so much to me to be 
going back home & to such a beautiful spot the 
condos add beauty to town not to mention the 
money they bring to the town. I can’t wait to 
move in. Thanks 

Noted. 

38 Colin Norman (in favour)  Noted. 
39 Keith Tarrant 

I am documenting my concerns 
regarding the proposed condominium 
development at the intersection of the Fitness 
trail and Salt-dock Rd.  

 
 
 
 
 



I have done my own tariffs analysis. I 
assume that the town of Parry Sound has 
engaged with a unbiased independent company 
to attain good advice. There is only two direct 
road access locations to the area between Church 
St. and the Georgain Bay. Isabella St. access 
passes by the High School which is crowded with 
students and is a community safety zone. The 
traffic is heavy as parents transport their children. 
lsabella St. crosses a double set of railway tracks 
resulting in long delays. The intersection of 
Waubeek St. and Church St. is very awkward and 
can handle only light traffic. Waubeek St. always 
has cars parked on the roadway reducing it to a 
single lane road. Nether access are designed for 
more traffic. The continual flow of salt trucks puts 
our roads at their maximum capacity. 
Infastructure must be in place before 
development is allowed. There are two 
improvements required. An overpass over the 
tacks on Isabella St. and the improvement of 
Cascade All of the required improvements must 
be paid for by those that are profiting from the 
development. The developer. We must observe 
the result, of inadequate access to development 
in the city of Barrie. As a tax payer I will not 
support paying for improvements for profitability 
of developers. Funds supplied by the provincial or 
federal governments are still tax payers 
responsibility. Both governments are broke and 
have no money. We should be concentrating on 
affordable housing. We need educated and 
skilled young people to move here. They are our 
future. They will spend their money locally. Many 
retired and more established wealthy people will 

A Traffic Brief has been completed by the 
applicants and peer reviewed by the Town.  The 
Traffic Brief indicates that the existing 
infrastructure can adequately service the 
proposed development. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



be on extended holidays out of the country. They 
will spend their money and pension income out 
of the country and not advancing the Canadian 
economy. 

The beauty of the town is expressed in 
the individuality of the homes. They have 
wonderful character. People come here to escape 
condominiums and row housing and enjoy the 
natural environment. 

Building a 4th condo at this location 
damages the image of our town and does not 
respect the taxpayers living at Beaconview. Most 
of the residence are elderly in their 80,s& 
90,s.They are isolated since they do not 
participate in new technologies for 
communication. They do not have the 
aggressiveness required to protect themselves. 
The elderly depend upon the Mayor and council 
to look after them. Their needs must be 
considered first. 

The condominium will encroaches upon 
the Fitness trail which is enjoyed by tourist and 
residents of all economic levels. 

There should be other locations the 
developer could build. l suggest the current 
locations are selected because sales are easy and 
command a higher price. 

The cost of building in an other location 
will be similar but not as profitable. 

High profits drive the development not 
what is right. 

I live at 4 Waubuno Road and have 
observed the area for years. None of the 
proposed changes will directly affect me but I 
have communicated with many silent tax payers 

 
The planning report submitted by the Morgan 
Planning and the Planning Report prepared by 
MHBC Planning on behalf of the Town, provides a 
review of the applicable land use planning policies 
from the Official Plan. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The proposed development maintains the fitness 
trail along the waterfront and provides additional 
connection from the trail to another trail 
northwest of the property 



who are appalled at the possibility of this project 
advancing. 

Let's do what is right and stop a spread of 
development in this pristine inaccessible region 
of our town. 

 
 

40 John Jackson planner, inc. Official Plan Amendment 
The request to amend an official plan is a significant 
ask in all but limited circumstances where a 
technical matter is involved. Such an application 
seeks to alter what would otherwise be a 
fundamental core to a policy regime. There are 
routine requests for official plan amendments but 
these tend to be private properties where a 
completely different perspective exists. 
 
Generally, an official plan that has only been in 
effect for a short number of years, a significant 
change would require a return to basic policy 
questions. The Town has yet to implement a new 
comprehensive zoning by-law to effect the new 
official plan. 
 
The proponents planning consultant has touched 
upon a number of policy matters in his report of 
March 20, 2019, however, a more robust discussion 
is believed to be necessary to properly assess the 
project in the context of the Town's official plan. 
 
It would be my expectation that the planning 
consultant will carefully review your submission to 
council on July 16, 2019. In this presentation, you 
properly outline the many policy conflicts with the 
Town's official plan. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The planning report submitted by the Morgan 
Planning and the Planning Report prepared by 
MHBC Planning, provides a review of the 
applicable land use planning policies from the 
Official Plan. 



Consultation Strategy 
When dealing with more significant issues in the 
community, it would seem appropriate to develop 
a consultation strategy that embodies a thorough 
and wide range of inputs. It would appear that the 
proponent driven strategy in part has created much 
of the confusion surrounding this proposal. 
 
Process 
The process to date has been riddled with 
confusion and backwardness. 
 
The developer of the Greystone condominiums on 
the north side of Salt Dock road approached the 
Town to acquire the Town parkland for a fourth 
building on the south side of the road. The Town 
provided the procedure necessary to accomplish 
this task but it failed to hi-lite significant differences 
that would be inevitable in contrast to the industrial 
lands that were declared surplus for the first three 
buildings. 
 
It would appear that there was a blunder made by 
the Town on its zeal to promote development. 
 
Fitness Trail History 
The railway spur-line (the current trail) was 
discontinued in the early 1980's with an agreement 
by the Town to acquire the lands for recreational 
trail purposes. 
 
The actual transfer of the portion of the spur-line 
north of Prospect Street was made in 1991. 
 
These lands, although part of the former spur-line, 

The public meeting process has followed the 
prescribed process in the Planning Act.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Not a Planning Act matter. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



were not incorporated as part of the trail but rather 
the extension of Waubeek Street was developed in 
to the trail that terminates at Salt Dock Road. (See 
sketches.) Many of these trails were part of the 
narrow gauge railway system that serviced the 
chemical plants. 
 
The fitness trail has become a much cherished 
landmark for the Town of Parry sound with its 
juxtaposition to the Bay and many adjoining public 
open spaces. 
 
The trail has also been a monument to the local 
veterans who served from the region with a great 
deal of support from local organizations like the 
Legion, the Rotary Club and the Georgian Bay 
Biosphere Reserve. The trail has been named the 
Rotary and Algonquin Regiment Waterfront Fitness 
Trail. 
 
The removal of the former spur-line lands, even 
those not currently used as part of the trail may 
have more technical issues than has been thought 
through. 
 
History of Interest in the Subject Land 
 
It is significant that a former Beaconview 
representative approached the Town of Parry 
sound to secure the subject lands to protect the 
long term interest in the vistas from Beaconview. 
 
Interestingly, the Town is on record as indicating 
that these lands would never be declared surplus 
and be sold outside the public domain.  Again, 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The proposed development maintains the fitness 
trail along the waterfront and provides additional 
connection from the trail to another trail 
northwest of the property. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Not a Planning Act matter. 
 
 
 
 
Not a Planning Act matter. 
 



some weak research is causing serious questions 
about the Town's handling of this transaction. 
 
Former Chemical Lands 
In addition to part of the fitness trail lands, the 
property includes lands formerly owned by the 
Parry Sound Standard Chemical and Iron Company 
(Part 1 of Plan 42R-21034). 
 
At the very least, these lands will require a Record of 
Site Condition pursuant to O.Reg. 153 under the 
Environmental Protection Act. This is a provincial 
driven process requiring approval from M.E.C.P. 
 
Servicing Constraints 
It should be known that the water treatment plant 
incorporates a significant retaining wall with 
extensive ties into the bedrock along the subject 
lands. This may prevent a servicing arrangement 
from the subject lands back to Waubeek Street. This 
matter needs to be thoroughly investigated. 
 
Impact on Beaconview 
The impacts on the amenities of Beaconview 
residents are significant regardless of the type of 
development. The removal of trees and the 
placement of structures on these lands will 
adversely impact the owners of Beaconview. 
 
The suggestion that the design of the development 
at lower elevations than the grade at Beaconview is 
somewhat deceiving given the nature of the 
current views. I have been in a number of 
Beaconview units and can attest that the views at 
Beaconview will be nothing less than destroyed. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A Record of Site Condition in accordance with the 
requirements of Ontario Regulation 153/04 will be 
a required as a condition of removal of the holding 
symbol.   
 
 
The applicant has submitted a Functional 
Servicing Report, which addresses how the 
development will be serviced.  Additional detail 
regarding servicing will be required as part of the 
Site Plan process. 
 
 
 
 
Based on the definition of building height, the 
requested maximum height proposed is 12.5 
metres, not 14.2 metres as initially proposed. 
Additionally, given the slope of the property, the 
building will only appear as 3/3.5 storeys from Salt 
Dock Road.  
 
A surveyor has visited the site and confirmed that 
the proposed height of the development (203.6 
GSC) will not exceed the height of the first floor of 



 
Conclusions 

1. The Town should likely "reset" and 
undertake a more thorough and open 
consultation process. 
 

2. Subject to what findings become apparent 
from a third party assessment, there may be 
a strong basis for the Town to abandon the 
RFP for this property. 
 

3. Should the Town proceed to entertain the 
RFP, subject again to the outside planner's 
findings, the owners at Beaconview may 
need to consider an appeal to the planning 
instruments for this project. 
 

4. A project on these lands should never be 
allowed to proceed with any relief from 
current residential standards including 
height, setbacks and parking. The parking 
issues created from existing condominium 
development in this area have been 
disastrous. 
 

5. Any of the conditional approvals for the 
project, should it proceed, should be 
subject to extensive and detailed securities. 
 

Beaconview Condominiums (203.75 GSC), 
ensuring that residents’ of Beaconview can see 
over top of the Lighthouse Development. No air 
conditioner units will be located on the roof and 
only the top of the elevator structure, with a 
height of 0.8 metres and a north-south dimension 
of 2.8 metres and an east-west dimension of 3.3 
metres, will protrude into this area. 
 
1. Noted. 

 
2. Not a Planning Act matter.  

 
3. Noted. 

 
4. The planning report submitted by the Morgan 

Planning and the Planning Report prepared by 
MHBC Planning, provides a review of the 
applicable land use planning policies from the 
Official Plan.   
 
A Traffic Brief has been completed by the 
applicants and peer reviewed by the Town.  
The Traffic Brief indicates that the existing  
infrastructure can adequately service the 
proposed development. 
 
On-site parking exceeds the Zoning By-law 
requirement. 
 

5. Noted.  
 

  



Public Meeting – Comments Raised 
1 Sue Ferguson Sue Ferguson of Salt Dock Road reported that she is 

not in favour of this fourth phase of the 
development unless the Town and developer work 
together to improve what is already there. Ms. 
Ferguson noted that there is not an address 
number at the entrance to the building, and there 
are no sidewalks, nor streetlights, and that she 
almost hit a person coming around a turn in the 
road. 
 

  

2 Elizabeth Weeks – Owner 
at Beaconview 
Condominiums 

Elizabeth Weeks, an owner at Beaconview 
Condominiums, read from a prepared statement 
citing concerns that as an adjacent land owner, she 
would not necessarily receive formal notice 
because the development is a condominium, and 
that she and other residents have received unclear 
and confusing information from the developer and 
his agent regarding the status of land ownership. 
Ms. Weeks outlined the following objections and 
concerns with the proposed development: 
 
• the value of the existing open space, or green 

space reserve, and the mental and physical 
health benefits of parks and green spaces; 

•  the value of green space to offset the effects of 
air pollution by improving air quality as well as 
reducing noise and excessive heat;  

• the requirement to maintain the special 
features and characteristics of the Parry Sound 
shoreline, including public access and vistas as 
part of the identified waterfront area; 

• the requirement for regard to planning 
principles of the OP relevant to scale of 
development - being low profile, with 

The planning report submitted by the Morgan 
Planning and the Planning Report prepared by 
MHBC Planning on behalf of the Town, provides a 
review of the applicable land use planning policies 
from the Official Plan. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The proposed development maintains the fitness 
trail along the waterfront and provides additional 
connection from the trail to another trail 
northwest of the property. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



structures blending in to their surroundings, 
and building height regulated through the 
zoning by-law to represent the existing 
character of the Town and of the specific area in 
which the development is proposed; 

• concerns that the Traffic Impact Study 
undertaken has failed to assess general traffic 

• concerns related to bulk salt and the 
recreational trail and salt dock users; 

• concerns that the area is overwhelmed with 
surface water and springs that cause 

• frequent washout impacts at the entrance to 
the trail; 

• concerns that the impact on the environment 
has not been adequately assessed; 

• notwithstanding the general belief that a 
development which does not preserve the 
public open space is inappropriate, concern 
that affordable housing has not been 
considered as part of the proposal, nor was it 
considered part of previous phases. 

• recommendation that the site have an 
assessment to determine if there is soil 
contamination due to hazardous waste, to 
ensure that the Town does not become 
responsible for cost sharing of clean-up as was 
the case for the development of Granite 
Harbour. 
 

Ms. Weeks said that certain studies should be 
undertaken including: planning justification; 
market/need; landscape; archaeological; heritage 
impact; environmental; tree preservation; flood 
plain; site remediation-brown field; noise/vibration; 
storm water; traffic impact; hydrogeological; 

 
 
 
 
 
A Traffic Brief has been completed by the 
applicants and peer reviewed by the Town.  The 
Traffic Brief indicates that the existing 
infrastructure can adequately service the 
proposed development. 
 
The applicant has submitted a Functional 
Servicing Report, which addresses how 
stormwater will be managed on site to maintain 
pre-development conditions.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
A holding symbol is proposed in the by-law.  The 
holding symbol would be removed upon 
completion of the Phase 1 and Phase two 
Environmental Site Assessment and the Record of 
Site Condition, if required.  A condition for removal 
of the H would also be the site plan agreement.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



financial impact. 
 
Ms. Weeks suggested that in order to protect the 
Town's control, the subject lands should be zoned 
with "H" symbol, putting a hold on the project until 
certain tasks are completed including: all studies at 
developer's expense; preparation of site condition, 
clean-up or removal of soil at developer's expense; 
storm water management study; no relief from R3 
zone maximum height of 10.5 metres; no relief from 
parking space requirement; roof design plan be 
filed with the Town to allow neighbouring owners 
to visualize the new views; land be surveyed, staked 
including elevation shown by an Ontario Land 
Surveyor; slope of hill along the eastern boundary of 
Beaconview be retained and not blasted to 
eliminate need for fencing or barrier; no balconies 
facing 
Beaconview; tree in front of 100 Beaconview not be 
removed or damaged. 

 

3 Mackenzie Taylor – 
Owner at 200 
Beaconview Condos – 
Representing the Board 

Mackenzie Taylor, owner at the 200 Beaconview 
condos, and representing the Board, addressed 
Council, noting that the Board had originally 
submitted a letter saying that it was not opposed to 
the development and rezoning, except for the 
height going past the 10.5 metre maximum to 14.2 
metres.  
 
Ms. Taylor reported that with additional information 
received in the last couple of weeks, and very 
different building plans seen today, the Board 
rescinds that letter and has submitted a new one 
opposing the rezoning altogether. 
 
Ms. Taylor reported that although a resident had a 

Based on the definition of building height, the 
requested maximum height proposed is 12.5 
metres, not 14.2 metres as initially proposed. 
Additionally, given the slope of the property, the 
building will only appear as 3/3.5 storeys from Salt 
Dock Road.  
 
A surveyor has visited the site and confirmed that 
the proposed height of the development (203.6 
GSC) will not exceed the height of the first floor of 
Beaconview Condominiums (203.75 GSC), 
ensuring that residents’ of Beaconview can see 
over top of the Lighthouse Development. No air 
conditioner units will be located on the roof and 
only the top of the elevator structure, with a 



meeting with the developer, the Board has not 
been able to obtain a meeting, and that getting 
information was like prying. 
 
Ms. Taylor rejected the developer's assertion that 
the view of the Bay would be improved by the 
development, saying that she has a view of the 
parking lot and one of the worst views of the Bay, 
but that in summer she can still enjoy that view 
from her deck, and will be sad to lose it. 
 
Ms. Taylor noted that the Board is encouraging all 
tenants to speak out today in opposing this 
rezoning, a change from the Board's earlier 
advocacy of supporting the rezoning except for the 
14.2 metre building height. Ms. Taylor noted that 
the 14.2 metre height will block Beaconview 
residents' view and reduce the value of their units. 
Ms. Taylor also noted that the development will 
destroy the topography of the area, have an impact 
on the Fitness Trail, and reduce the green space 
which residents believe is important to maintain. 
 
Ms. Taylor noted that from a meeting one of the 
Beaconview residents set up with the planner, she 
understands that the planner believes the traffic, 
the environmental and the storm water studies 
have either not been done or are inadequate and 
that the planner believes that the development 
contradicts the Town's Official Plan. 
 
If Council does approve the zoning by-law 
amendment, Ms. Taylor urged Council to maintain 
the 10.5 metre maximum building height and 
revisit the different studies that need to be 

height of 0.8 metres and a north-south dimension 
of 2.8 metres and an east-west dimension of 3.3 
metres, will protrude into this area. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The proposed development maintains the fitness 
trail along the waterfront and provides additional 
connection from the trail to another trail 
northwest of the property. 
 
 
A Traffic Brief has been completed by the 
applicants and peer reviewed by the Town.  The 
Traffic Brief indicates that the existing 
infrastructure can adequately service the 
proposed development. 
 
The applicant has submitted an Endangered and 
Threatened Species Assessment and it has been 
peer reviewed by the Town. A timing window for 
tree removal will be implemented as a condition 
of site plan approval to mitigate any potential 
impacts bat species at risk, but the Assessment 
indicates that impacts to Endangered and 
Threatened Species are not anticipated.  



conducted to ensure they're done correctly and 
independently. 
Ms. Taylor said that although she agrees that 
housing is needed, there are other locations where 
a bigger size could be accommodated and have 
less impact. 
 

 
The applicant has submitted a Functional 
Servicing Report, which addresses how 
stormwater will be managed on site to maintain 
pre-development conditions.  
 
 

4 Gary Bradley – Condo 
owner at 200 Beaconview 

Gary Bradley, condo owner at 200 Beaconview 
questioned the building height reported at 14.2 
metres, saying that from what has been presented, 
he understands the height to be 16.4 metres. Mr. 
Bradley indicated that how the height is arrived at is 
an outstanding question for him, and that his main 
objection is that the building is too high. 

Based on the definition of building height, the 
requested maximum height proposed is 12.5 
metres, not 14.2 metres as initially proposed. 
Additionally, given the slope of the property, the 
building will only appear as 3/3.5 storeys from Salt 
Dock Road.  
 
A surveyor has visited the site and confirmed that 
the proposed height of the development (203.6 
GSC) will not exceed the height of the first floor of 
Beaconview Condominiums (203.75 GSC), 
ensuring that residents’ of Beaconview can see 
over top of the Lighthouse Development. No air 
conditioner units will be located on the roof and 
only the top of the elevator structure, with a 
height of 0.8 metres and a north-south dimension 
of 2.8 metres and an east-west dimension of 3.3 
metres, will protrude into this area. 
 

5 Nancy Cunningham – 
Beaconview apartments 

Nancy Cunningham of the Beaconview apartments, 
indicated that she would address Council from the 
point of view of the Official Plan. Ms. Cunningham 
reported that it took months and perhaps years to 
get the OP passed with a lot of public input, which 
ultimately put most high-rise intense residential 
development on the southeast side of Seguin River. 
North of the Seguin River and north of marinas 
would be mostly natural and it was important to 

The planning report submitted by the Morgan 
Planning and the Planning Report prepared by 
MHBC Planning on behalf of the Town, provides a 
review of the applicable land use planning policies 
from the Official Plan. 
 
 
 
 



keep it that way, so it was designed open space. 
The proposed development is a part of what is 
designated as the waterfront area. The waterfront 
area is preserved to enhance the natural aesthetics 
of the area, to encourage tourism, to preserve the 
natural setting. Ms. Cunningham said that she can't 
see how the proposed development does any of 
that. 
 
The OP says the shoreline helps to define the 
inherent character of the Town and coast, and 
appearance of the Town from water is important. 
This development will change the view from the 
water as it will remove huge swaths of trees, and 
blast bedrock. Ms. Cunningham said that it was hard 
to believe that within the 25' between the fitness 
trail and the edge of this property, trees won't be 
knocked down during the course of construction. 
Ms. Cunningham also anticipated that new owners 
on the ground level will want to have trees cleared 
so they can see water. 
 
Ms. Cunningham said that studies have proven that 
residential development doesn't pay for itself. 
Municipalities have adopted development charges 
which are not popular, and Council has removed 
them. The reason for development charges is that 
each new household requires more services such as 
library, emergency services, ambulance, police 
streetlights, sidewalks. New residents don't pay for 
that on their own; the rest of the taxpayers do, so 
residential development actually costs the taxpayer. 
 
Ms. Cunningham noted that there will be various 
structures on the roof which will be unsightly 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A surveyor has visited the site and confirmed that 



particularly for Beaconview residents as well as 
unsightly snow storage next to the road. Ms. 
Cunningham said that she expected this 
development would not cater to the average Parry 
Sound income and that those relocating here from 
a community where they had more services would 
likely expect additional services; and that Council 
has a duty to protect the interests of existing 
citizens of Town. 
 

the proposed height of the development (203.6 
GSC) will not exceed the height of the first floor of 
Beaconview Condominiums (203.75 GSC), 
ensuring that residents’ of Beaconview can see 
over top of the Lighthouse Development. No air 
conditioner units will be located on the roof and 
only the top of the elevator structure, with a 
height of 0.8 metres and a north-south dimension 
of 2.8 metres and an east-west dimension of 3.3 
metres, will protrude into this area. 
 

6 Karen Walker – lives on 
Waubeek Street  

Karen Walker from Waubeek Street addressed 
Council, noting that with the proposed 
development on some of the last bit of available 
property in the area, she was concerned with traffic 
on Waubeek Street. Ms. Walker said that people 
from the condos 
drive down Waubeek Street to avoid the train on 
Church Street, the two stoplights and the high 
school children. There is a large daycare centre on 
Waubeek Street and she is concerned for them and 
concerned for the snowmobilers who use the trail 
all winter and cross at the Salt Dock. Ms. Walker 
concluded with saying that she hopes that there 
are 
no deaths, because more houses are wanted. 
 

A Traffic Brief has been completed by the 
applicants and peer reviewed by the Town.  The 
Traffic Brief indicates that the existing 
infrastructure can adequately service the 
proposed development. 
 
 

7 Lynne Atkinson – lives on 
Salt Dock Road  

Lynne Atkinson of Salt Dock Road reported that she 
had nothing new to add to comments already 
made, and that she had submitted a letter already 
and brought a letter from Waubeek Street resident 
Anne Hoelscher, who also feels the Official Plan 
should be honoured. Ms. Atkinson noted that she 
was previously on the CBDC Board, so knows that 
housing is an issue for the town, but believes that 

The planning report submitted by the Morgan 
Planning and the Planning Report prepared by 
MHBC Planning on behalf of the Town, provides a 
review of the applicable land use planning policies 
from the Official Plan. 
 



the Town has other property, such as the 
approximately 50 acres by Canadore College that 
could be developed instead of the last green space 
by the Salt Docks. 
 

8 Mary Thompson – owner 
at 200 Beaconview  

Mary Thompson, owner of an apartment at 200 
Beaconview, reported that she lives on the ground 
floor, and at her height of 4'7", she will have to 
stand on a chair on her tiptoes to see beyond the 
proposed development. Ms. Thompson said that 
currently she does not see the Fitness Trail, nor the 
shore, but she does see beautiful rocks and trees, 
and it is her bit of paradise. Ms. Thompson 
concluded with saying that she thinks this is the 
worst plan she has ever heard of for that piece of 
property. 
 

Based on the definition of building height, the 
requested maximum height proposed is 12.5 
metres, not 14.2 metres as initially proposed. 
Additionally, given the slope of the property, the 
building will only appear as 3/3.5 storeys from Salt 
Dock Road.  
 
A surveyor has visited the site and confirmed that 
the proposed height of the development (203.6 
GSC) will not exceed the height of the first floor of 
Beaconview Condominiums (203.75 GSC), 
ensuring that residents’ of Beaconview can see 
over top of the Lighthouse Development. No air 
conditioner units will be located on the roof and 
only the top of the elevator structure, with a 
height of 0.8 metres and a north-south dimension 
of 2.8 metres and an east-west dimension of 3.3 
metres, will protrude into this area. 
 

9 Jody Brunatti – lives at 
11C Salt Dock Road 

Jody Brunatti addressed Council noting that she 
and her husband live at 11C Salt Dock Road, and 
that her concerns about traffic safety are with the 
Town. Ms. Brunatti said that she didn't think the 
traffic study would see that people park at the top 
of the hill a lot of times, and that trying to get by 
with salt trucks on the road is difficult. Kids swim at 
this time of year at midnight at the Salt Dock. 
People in walkers, with strollers, with dogs, the 
elderly, and young kids walk the road with no 
sidewalk and cross to the salt dock trail. The running 

A Traffic Brief has been completed by the 
applicants and peer reviewed by the Town.  The 
Traffic Brief indicates that the existing 
infrastructure can adequately service the 
proposed development. 
 



club from the high school comes down Isabella, to 
Wood, to Salt Dock Road and then on to the trail. 
Additionally, Ms. Brunatti noted that most condo 
owners have two vehicles which doubles the 
number of people driving and increases the 
possibility of an accident waiting to happen. 
 

10 Kim Marshall – owner at 
200 Beaconview 

Kim Marshall, one of the owners at 200 Beaconview 
Hts commented that she appreciates everything 
the builder has done to address concerns; however, 
her concern still remains regarding the height of 
the building. Ms. Marshall said that she believed the 
height should be 2 meters below the ground floor 
level of Beaconview to accommodate the elevator 
and pipes that come up. 
 

Based on the definition of building height, the 
requested maximum height proposed is 12.5 
metres, not 14.2 metres as initially proposed. 
Additionally, given the slope of the property, the 
building will only appear as 3/3.5 storeys from Salt 
Dock Road.  
 
A surveyor has visited the site and confirmed that 
the proposed height of the development (203.6 
GSC) will not exceed the height of the first floor of 
Beaconview Condominiums (203.75 GSC), 
ensuring that residents’ of Beaconview can see 
over top of the Lighthouse Development. No air 
conditioner units will be located on the roof and 
only the top of the elevator structure, with a 
height of 0.8 metres and a north-south dimension 
of 2.8 metres and an east-west dimension of 3.3 
metres, will protrude into this area. 
 

11 Leanne Coniam – 100 
Beaconview  

Leanne Coniam of 100 Beaconview addressed 
Council noting that she has many of the same 
concerns that have already been brought forward 
this evening, particularly with respect to traffic. Ms. 
Coniam noted that the road is narrow and winds, 
and she questioned how additional units could be 
accommodated. Ms. Coniam noted that she 
believed the development would pose a great loss 
to the natural area and shoreline. Ms. Coniam 

A Traffic Brief has been completed by the 
applicants and peer reviewed by the Town.  The 
Traffic Brief indicates that the existing 
infrastructure can adequately service the 
proposed development. 
 
 
 
 



suggested that the developer acknowledges that 
the roof will be unsightly, so is making it a different 
colour, but that this won't add; it will only detract. 
 
Ms. Coniam said that the development is not 
affordable housing and is only for people who can 
afford a waterfront view. Ms. Coniam also said that 
at the very least the height must be reduced; 
however, that would not address all the other issues 
with respect to traffic, and the absence of lighting. 
Ms. Coniam concluded with her concern that there 
are too many people in one small area with one 
small utility road feeding it. 
 

 
 
 
 
Based on the definition of building height, the 
requested maximum height proposed is 12.5 
metres, not 14.2 metres as initially proposed. 
Additionally, given the slope of the property, the 
building will only appear as 3/3.5 storeys from Salt 
Dock Road.  
 
A surveyor has visited the site and confirmed that 
the proposed height of the development (203.6 
GSC) will not exceed the height of the first floor of 
Beaconview Condominiums (203.75 GSC), 
ensuring that residents’ of Beaconview can see 
over top of the Lighthouse Development. No air 
conditioner units will be located on the roof and 
only the top of the elevator structure, with a 
height of 0.8 metres and a north-south dimension 
of 2.8 metres and an east-west dimension of 3.3 
metres, will protrude into this area. 
 

12 Terry McNabb – lives on 
Georgina Street 

Terry McNabb of Georgina Street, adjacent to the 
development behind Beaconview, noted that a lot 
of the concerns that he has have been addressed 
by others. Mr. McNabb noted that he has 
environmental concerns that the property will be 
clear cut, concerns with traffic and the aesthetics of 
the area after the trees are gone. Mr. McNabb 
questioned the Town's commitment to the 
Biosphere Reserve and to the fitness trail which is 
used by many people. Mr. McNabb said that he is 
opposed to the proposed development for the sake 
of the trees and for the sake of the aesthetics. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The proposed development maintains the fitness 
trail along the waterfront and provides additional 
connection from the trail to another trail 
northwest of the property. 



  
13 Lorrie Kerr – 11C Salt 

Dock Road 
Lorrie Kerr of 11C Salt Dock Road, addressed Council 
noting that she owns a Beaconview unit and lived 
for 19 years at 200 Beaconview. She said that for 
many 
years Beaconview tried to buy the green space  
proposed for development, to keep it as green 
space and were denied. Ms. Kerr said that she sees 
lots of animals in the area including bears and deer 
and is concerned that the habitat will be lost for 
those animals. 
 

The applicant has submitted an Endangered and 
Threatened Species Assessment and it has been 
peer reviewed by the Town. A timing window for 
tree removal will be implemented as a condition 
of site plan approval to mitigate any potential 
impacts bat species at risk, but the Assessment 
indicates that impacts to Endangered and 
Threatened Species are not anticipated.  
 

 



The Corporation of the Town of Parry Sound 

By-law 2019-6992 

1 

 

Being a By-law to amend By-law No. 2004-4653 (The Zoning By-law), as amended, 
for Part of Block Q of Plan 123 and a portion of Part 7 of 42R129  

Whereas the authority to pass this by-law is provided by Section 34 of the Planning Act, 

R.S.O. 1990, c P.13 and amendments hereto; 

Whereas By-law 2004-4653 was enacted by the Corporation of the Town of Parry 

Sound to regulate land use within the Municipality; 

And Whereas pursuant to Section 34(17) of the Planning Act, upon due consideration of 

the proposed By-law and amendments thereto, Council determines that no further 

notice is required in respect to the proposed By-law; 

And Whereas the Council of the Corporation of the Town of Parry Sound deems it 

advisable to further amend By-law 2004-4653: 

Now Therefore The Council Of The Corporation Of The Town Of Parry Sound 
Enacts As Follows: 

1. That Schedule “A” of Zoning By-law 2004-4653, as amended, is hereby further 

amended by changing the zoning of the property described as Part of Block Q, on 

Plan 123 and part of Part 7 on Plan 42R129, from Open Space (OS) Zone and 

Transportation and Utilities (T) Zone to Special Provision (S.P. 26.118(h) Zone, as 

shown on Schedule "I" attached hereto, and forming part of this By-law. 

 

2. That Section 26 “Special Provisions” of Zoning By-law No. 2004-4653, as amended, 

is hereby further amended by adding the following immediately after S.P. 26.117: 

 

“S.P. 26.118(h) The lands described as Part of Block Q on Plan 123 and part of Part 7 

on 42R129, located on the south side of Salt Dock Road, shall be subject to the 

requirements of Section 8.0, Multiple Residential (R3) Zone and the following site 

specific provisions shall apply:    

 

- Despite Section 8.2 of By-law 2004-4653, as amended,  the maximum height shall be 

12.5 metres; 

- In addition to the maximum height, a structure for an elevator shall be permitted on the 

roof with a maximum projection of 0.8 metres from the roof and a maximum north-south 

dimension of 2.8 metres and a maximum east-west dimension of 3.3 metres.   

- Despite Section 4.23(e) of By-law 2004-4653, as amended, the front yard may be 

utilized for a combination of parking, snow storage and landscaped open space, and 

that a minimum of 29% of the front yard shall be devoted to the landscaped area. 

- Despite Section 4.30(e)(iv) of By-law 2004-4653, as amended, parking spaces in the 

front yard are permitted.  
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- Despite Section 4.30(g) of By-law 2004-4653, as amended, each indoor standard 

parking space shall have a minimum width of 2.7 metres and a minimum length of 6.0 

metres.   

The lands shall be limited to those uses existing on the date of the passage of this by-

law until the Holding Zone ("h" symbol) is lifted.  The "h" symbol shall not be lifted until 

such time as a Site Plan Agreement has been executed with the Town of Parry Sound.  

This agreement shall address onsite and offsite matters including, but not limited to: 

- the completion of required upgrades to municipal water and sewer servicing 

infrastructure, if upgrades are required 

- the provision of required stormwater management facilities, 

- design related matters such as roof colour,  

- restrictions on mechanical equipment on the roof, 

- the identification and provision of on-site plantings and vegetation retention; 

- the identification of trail connections,  

- the identification of offsite parking for trail users,  

- blasting plan if blasting is required, 

- implementation of any and all recommendations of the February 2019 Endangered 

and Threatened Species Assessment as prepared by RiverStone Environmental 

Solutions Inc. and revised in accordance with the peer review undertaken by Fri 

Ecological Services; and  

- implementation of any and all recommendations of the February 26, 2019 Traffic 

Impact Brief  prepared by Tatham Engineering Limited and revised in accordance with 

the peer review undertaken by Triton Engineering Services Limited. 

 

Except as noted above, all other provisions of By-law 2004-4653, as amended, shall 

continue to apply." 

 

 

3. This By-law shall come into force and take effect upon the final passing thereof 

pursuant to Section 34 (21) and (30) of The Planning Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. P.13, as 

amended. 

 

READ a FIRST time this 19th day of November, 2019 

 

____________________________ _____________________________ 

Mayor      Clerk 
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READ a SECOND and THIRD time, PASSED, SIGNED and SEALED 

 

this 19th day of November,  2019. 

 

____________________________ _____________________________ 

Mayor      Clerk 

 

Schedule "I" 
 

 

 

 

 

Lands to be rezoned from Open 

Space (OS) Zone and 

Transportation and Utilities (T) 

Zone to Special Provision (S.P. 

26.118(h) Zone 
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Being a By-law to Adopt Official Plan Amendment No. 2 - Part of Block Q of Plan 
123 and a portion of Part 7 of 42R129  

Whereas Sections 17 and 22 of the Planning Act, R.S.O. 1990, c.P.13 as amended, 

authorize municipalities to adopt Official Plans and Amendments to Official Plans; and 

Whereas Section 17(9) of the Planning Act and O.Reg 525/97 exempt amendments to 

the Town of Parry Sound Official Plan from the Minister of Municipal Affairs and 

Housing's approval; 

Now Therefore the Council of The Corporation of the Town Of Parry Sound 
Enacts As Follows: 

1. Official Plan Amendment No. 2 for The Corporation of the Town of Parry Sound, in 

the format as generally attached in Schedule “I”, is hereby adopted. 

2. Schedule “I” attached hereto is hereby made part of this By-law. 

3. Official Plan Amendment No. 2 shall take effect on the final passing thereof, and 

shall come into force in accordance with the Planning Act, R.S.O. 1990, c.P.13 as 

amended. 

READ a FIRST time this 19th day of November, 2019. 

 

____________________________ _____________________________ 

Mayor      Clerk 

READ a SECOND and THIRD time, PASSED, SIGNED and SEALED 

 

this 19th day of November, 2019. 
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____________________________ _____________________________ 

Mayor      Clerk 
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Schedule “I” to By-law 

Amendment No. 2 to the Official Plan for the Town of 
Parry Sound 

 

- Being a site-specific amendment - Part of Block Q of Plan 123 and a portion of 

Part 7 of 42R129 

 

The attached document constitutes Amendment No. 2 to the Official Plan for the Town 

of Parry Sound 

 

 

 

 

Date:    November 19, 2019 
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Clerk:   ___________________________________  Corporate   

          Seal of Municipality  

  

Constitutional Statement 

The following Amendment to the Official Plan of the Town of Parry Sound Consists of 

two parts, being Part A and Part B. 

Part A - The Preamble, does not constitute part of this Amendment. 

Part B - The Amendment, consisting of the noted text and Schedule constitutes Official 

Plan Amendment No. 2 to the Town of Parry Sound Official Plan. 
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AMENDMENT NO. 2 TO THE OFFICIAL PLAN FOR THE TOWN 
OF PARRY SOUND 

Part A - The Preamble 

SECTION 1 - LANDS SUBJECT TO THE AMENDMENT 

1.1 This amendment is for the lands described as Part of Block Q of Plan 123 and a 

portion of Part 7 of 42R129, in the Town of Parry Sound. The lands are more 

specifically identified on Appendix A. 

SECTION 2 - PURPOSE OF THE AMENDMENT 

2.1 This Amendment has been prepared in response to an application submitted by 

MORGAN Planning & Development Inc., on behalf of 1793951 Ontario Inc. (Greystone) 

being the prospective purchasers of the subject lands from the Town of Parry Sound. 

2.2 The purpose of the Amendment is to redesignate the lands from Public Open 

Space to High Density Residential. 

SECTION 3 - BACKGROUND AND BASIS OF AMENDMENT 

3.1 The Subject Property is located at Salt Dock Road and legally described as Part 

of Block Q of Plan 123 and a portion of Part 7 of 42R129. 

3.2 The Subject Property was declared surplus by the Town on December 19, 2018 

and an Agreement of Purchase and Sale was subsequently entered into with 1793951 

Ontario Inc. (Greystone).    

3.3 The Subject Property is located in the Public Open Space Designation. The 

Official Plan of the Town of Parry Sound states that: 
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 3.4.2 Lands designated Open Space may not be redeveloped for a non-

 recreational or private use without an amendment to this Plan, except in 

 accordance with the policies contained herein. 

3.4 New residential development is proposed on a portion of the Subject Property.   

3.5 High density residential development is adjacent to the site.  The lands are not 

identified for park purposes within the Town of Parry Sound Culture, Parks and 

Recreation Master Plan.   The lands are not part of the linear trail system, as per the 

Town of Parry Sound Trails Master Plan, and development of the lands will not impact 

the adjacent trail system.  Use of the Subject property for residential purposes would be 

appropriate.  

3.6 An Endangered and Threatened Species Assessment, dated February 2019, 

was prepared by RiverStone Environmental Solutions Inc.  Development of the Subject 

Property must be carried out in keeping with the findings and recommendations of this 

Endangered and Threatened Species Assessment, including, but not limited to, the 

requirement that tree removal should not occur on the lands between April 15 and 

October 15 of any calendar year.  The Endangered and Threatened Special 

Assessment has verified that the proposal is consistent with the Provincial Policy 

Statement and the Endangered Species Act.   

3.7 The location of the Subject Property is identified on Appendix A. Appendix B, 

attached, is a copy of the Official Plan Schedule to be amended. 

3.8 The proposal has been reviewed in accordance with the Provincial Policy 

Statement and is consistent with the relevant policies and conforms to relevant sections 

of the Official Plan. 

3.9 A Zoning By-law amendment is being processed concurrently with the Official 

Plan Amendment. 
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Part B - The Amendment 

SECTION 4  

The Official Plan for the Town of Parry Sound and Schedule “A”, as modified and 

approved as modified April 29, 2014, be amended for the lands described as Part of 

Block Q of Plan 123 and a portion of Part 7 of 42R129 in the Town of Parry Sound, and 

more specifically identified on Appendix A as follows: 

4.1 Schedule “A” to the Town of Parry Sound Official Plan be modified to redesignate 

the properties to High Density Residential, as per Appendix B. 

SECTION 5 - IMPLEMENTATION AND INTERPRETATION 

5.1 The provisions of this Amendment shall be implemented by a Zoning By-law 

amendment to be enacted by the Town. 

5.2 The interpretation of the Official Plan for the Town of Parry Sound, as modified,  

shall govern the interpretation of this Amendment. 
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APPENDIX A - LOCATION MAP - Lands subject to Official Plan Amendment No. 2 

 

Lands Subject to 

Official Plan 

Amendment  
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APPENDIX B - Lands to be redesignated  from Public Open Space to High Density 

Residential 

 

 

Lands to be redesignated 

from Public Open Space to 

High Density Residential  
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Being a By-law to Adopt Official Plan Amendment No. 2 - Part of Block Q of Plan 
123 and a portion of Part 7 of 42R129  

Whereas Sections 17 and 22 of the Planning Act, R.S.O. 1990, c.P.13 as amended, 

authorize municipalities to adopt Official Plans and Amendments to Official Plans; and 

Whereas Section 17(9) of the Planning Act and O.Reg 525/97 exempt amendments to 

the Town of Parry Sound Official Plan from the Minister of Municipal Affairs and 

Housing's approval; 

Now Therefore the Council of The Corporation of the Town Of Parry Sound 
Enacts As Follows: 

1. Official Plan Amendment No. 2 for The Corporation of the Town of Parry Sound, in

the format as generally attached in Schedule “I”, is hereby adopted.

2. Schedule “I” attached hereto is hereby made part of this By-law.

3. Official Plan Amendment No. 2 shall take effect on the final passing thereof, and

shall come into force in accordance with the Planning Act, R.S.O. 1990, c.P.13 as

amended.

READ a FIRST time this 19th day of November, 2019. 

____________________________ _____________________________ 

Mayor  Deputy Clerk 

READ a SECOND and THIRD time, PASSED, SIGNED and SEALED 

this 19th day of November, 2019. 

1 . .
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____________________________ _____________________________ 

Mayor      Deputy Clerk 
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Schedule “I” to By-law 

Amendment No. 2 to the Official Plan for the Town of 
Parry Sound 

 

- Being a site-specific amendment - Part of Block Q of Plan 123 and a portion of 

Part 7 of 42R129 

 

The attached document constitutes Amendment No. 2 to the Official Plan for the Town 

of Parry Sound 

 

 

 

 

Date:    November 19, 2019 
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Deputy Clerk: ___________________________________  Corporate   

          Seal of Municipality  

  

Constitutional Statement 

The following Amendment to the Official Plan of the Town of Parry Sound Consists of 

two parts, being Part A and Part B. 

Part A - The Preamble, does not constitute part of this Amendment. 

Part B - The Amendment, consisting of the noted text and Schedule constitutes Official 

Plan Amendment No. 2 to the Town of Parry Sound Official Plan. 
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AMENDMENT NO. 2 TO THE OFFICIAL PLAN FOR THE TOWN 
OF PARRY SOUND 

Part A - The Preamble 

SECTION 1 - LANDS SUBJECT TO THE AMENDMENT 

1.1 This amendment is for the lands described as Part of Block Q of Plan 123 and a 

portion of Part 7 of 42R129, in the Town of Parry Sound. The lands are more 

specifically identified on Appendix A. 

SECTION 2 - PURPOSE OF THE AMENDMENT 

2.1 This Amendment has been prepared in response to an application submitted by 

MORGAN Planning & Development Inc., on behalf of 1793951 Ontario Inc. (Greystone) 

being the prospective purchasers of the subject lands from the Town of Parry Sound. 

2.2 The purpose of the Amendment is to redesignate the lands from Public Open 

Space to High Density Residential. 

SECTION 3 - BACKGROUND AND BASIS OF AMENDMENT 

3.1 The Subject Property is located at Salt Dock Road and legally described as Part 

of Block Q of Plan 123 and a portion of Part 7 of 42R129. 

3.2 The Subject Property was declared surplus by the Town on December 19, 2018 

and an Agreement of Purchase and Sale was subsequently entered into with 1793951 

Ontario Inc. (Greystone).    

3.3 The Subject Property is located in the Public Open Space Designation. The 

Official Plan of the Town of Parry Sound states that: 
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 3.4.2 Lands designated Open Space may not be redeveloped for a non-

 recreational or private use without an amendment to this Plan, except in 

 accordance with the policies contained herein. 

3.4 New residential development is proposed on a portion of the Subject Property.   

3.5 High density residential development is adjacent to the site.  The lands are not 

identified for park purposes within the Town of Parry Sound Culture, Parks and 

Recreation Master Plan.   The lands are not part of the linear trail system, as per the 

Town of Parry Sound Trails Master Plan, and development of the lands will not impact 

the adjacent trail system.  Use of the Subject property for residential purposes would be 

appropriate.  

3.6 An Endangered and Threatened Species Assessment, dated February 2019, 

was prepared by RiverStone Environmental Solutions Inc.  Development of the Subject 

Property must be carried out in keeping with the findings and recommendations of this 

Endangered and Threatened Species Assessment, including, but not limited to, the 

requirement that tree removal should not occur on the lands between April 15 and 

October 15 of any calendar year.  The Endangered and Threatened Special 

Assessment has verified that the proposal is consistent with the Provincial Policy 

Statement and the Endangered Species Act.   

3.7 The location of the Subject Property is identified on Appendix A. Appendix B, 

attached, is a copy of the Official Plan Schedule to be amended. 

3.8 The proposal has been reviewed in accordance with the Provincial Policy 

Statement and is consistent with the relevant policies and conforms to relevant sections 

of the Official Plan. 

3.9 A Zoning By-law amendment is being processed concurrently with the Official 

Plan Amendment. 
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Part B - The Amendment 

SECTION 4  

The Official Plan for the Town of Parry Sound and Schedule “A”, as modified and 

approved as modified April 29, 2014, be amended for the lands described as Part of 

Block Q of Plan 123 and a portion of Part 7 of 42R129 in the Town of Parry Sound, and 

more specifically identified on Appendix A as follows: 

4.1 Schedule “A” to the Town of Parry Sound Official Plan be modified to redesignate 

the properties to High Density Residential, as per Appendix B. 

SECTION 5 - IMPLEMENTATION AND INTERPRETATION 

5.1 The provisions of this Amendment shall be implemented by a Zoning By-law 

amendment to be enacted by the Town. 

5.2 The interpretation of the Official Plan for the Town of Parry Sound, as modified, 

shall govern the interpretation of this Amendment. 
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APPENDIX A - LOCATION MAP - Lands subject to Official Plan Amendment No. 2 
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APPENDIX B - Lands to be redesignated from Public Open Space to High Density 

Residential 

 

 

Lands to be redesignated 

from Public Open Space to 

High Density Residential  
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Being a By-law to amend By-law No. 2004-4653 (The Zoning By-law), as amended, 
for Part of Block Q of Plan 123 and a portion of Part 7 of 42R129  

Whereas the authority to pass this by-law is provided by Section 34 of the Planning Act, 

R.S.O. 1990, c P.13 and amendments hereto; 

Whereas By-law 2004-4653 was enacted by the Corporation of the Town of Parry 

Sound to regulate land use within the Municipality; 

And Whereas pursuant to Section 34(17) of the Planning Act, upon due consideration of 

the proposed By-law and amendments thereto, Council determines that no further 

notice is required in respect to the proposed By-law; 

And Whereas the Council of the Corporation of the Town of Parry Sound deems it 

advisable to further amend By-law 2004-4653: 

Now Therefore The Council Of The Corporation Of The Town Of Parry Sound 
Enacts As Follows: 

1. That Schedule “A” of Zoning By-law 2004-4653, as amended, is hereby further

amended by changing the zoning of the property described as Part of Block Q, on

Plan 123 and part of Part 7 on Plan 42R129, from Open Space (OS) Zone and

Transportation and Utilities (T) Zone to Special Provision (S.P. 26.118(h) Zone, as

shown on Schedule "I" attached hereto, and forming part of this By-law.

2. That Section 26 “Special Provisions” of Zoning By-law No. 2004-4653, as amended,

is hereby further amended by adding the following immediately after S.P. 26.117:

“S.P. 26.118(h) The lands described as Part of Block Q on Plan 123 and part of Part 7 

on 42R129, located on the south side of Salt Dock Road, shall be subject to the 

requirements of Section 8.0, Multiple Residential (R3) Zone and the following site 

specific provisions shall apply:    

- Despite Section 8.2 of By-law 2004-4653, as amended, the maximum height shall be

12.5 metres;

- In addition to the maximum height, a structure for an elevator shall be permitted on the

roof with a maximum projection of 0.8 metres from the roof and a maximum north-south

dimension of 2.8 metres and a maximum east-west dimension of 3.3 metres.

- Despite Section 4.23(e) of By-law 2004-4653, as amended, the front yard may be

utilized for a combination of parking, snow storage and landscaped open space, and

that a minimum of 29% of the front yard shall be devoted to the landscaped area.

- Despite Section 4.30(e)(iv) of By-law 2004-4653, as amended, parking spaces in the

front yard are permitted.

1 . .
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- Despite Section 4.30(g) of By-law 2004-4653, as amended, each indoor standard 

parking space shall have a minimum width of 2.7 metres and a minimum length of 6.0 

metres.   

The lands shall be limited to those uses existing on the date of the passage of this by-

law until the Holding Zone ("h" symbol) is lifted.  The "h" symbol shall not be lifted until 

such time as a Site Plan Agreement has been executed with the Town of Parry Sound.  

This agreement shall address onsite and offsite matters including, but not limited to: 

- the completion of required upgrades to municipal water and sewer servicing 

infrastructure, if upgrades are required 

- the provision of required stormwater management facilities, 

- design related matters such as roof colour,  

- restrictions on mechanical equipment on the roof, 

- the identification and provision of on-site plantings and vegetation retention; 

- the identification of trail connections,  

- the identification of offsite parking for trail users,  

- blasting plan if blasting is required, 

- implementation of any and all recommendations of the February 2019 Endangered 

and Threatened Species Assessment as prepared by RiverStone Environmental 

Solutions Inc. and revised in accordance with the peer review undertaken by Fri 

Ecological Services; and  

- implementation of any and all recommendations of the February 26, 2019 Traffic 

Impact Brief prepared by Tatham Engineering Limited and revised in accordance with 

the peer review undertaken by Triton Engineering Services Limited. 

 

Except as noted above, all other provisions of By-law 2004-4653, as amended, shall 

continue to apply." 

 

 

3. This By-law shall come into force and take effect upon the final passing thereof 

pursuant to Section 34 (21) and (30) of The Planning Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. P.13, as 

amended. 

 

READ a FIRST time this 19th day of November 2019 

 

____________________________ _____________________________ 

Mayor      Deputy Clerk 
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READ a SECOND and THIRD time, PASSED, SIGNED and SEALED 

 

this 19th day of November 2019. 

 

____________________________ _____________________________ 

Mayor      Deputy Clerk 

 

Schedule "I" 
 

 

 

 

 

Lands to be rezoned from Open 

Space (OS) Zone and 

Transportation and Utilities (T) 

Zone to Special Provision (S.P. 

26.118(h) Zone 


