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TOWNSHIP OF NORTH KAWARTHA 

 
 
 
To:   The Mayor and Members of Council 
 
From:   Darryl Tighe, Township Planning Consultant 
 
Meeting Date: March 1, 2016 
 
Subject: Proposed Plan of Subdivision  

(Haastown Holdings (Chandos) Inc.) – Chandos Lake. 
 
 
PURPOSE and EFFECT: 
 
The purpose and effect of this report is to provide a summary overview and 
otherwise seek direction from Council in terms of continuing with the processing 
of the subject applications. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 

• THAT Council direct Staff to circulate the Comments/Issues Summary to the 
Applicant and County in order to collectively address issues raised through the 
public consultation process; 
 

• THAT by resolution, Council confirm whether a second statutory public meeting 
is or is not required; and  
 

• THAT the balance of this report be received. 
 
BACKGROUND OVERVIEW: 
 
The Township of North Kawartha is in receipt of an application for a zoning by-law 
amendment from Haastown Holdings (Chandos) Inc. in respect of the proposed 7 unit 
recreational residential development of land located in Part of Lot 25, Concession 9, in 
the Geographic Township of Chandos, in the Township of North Kawartha. 

The applicant has also submitted to the County of Peterborough applications for 
approval of a plan of Condominium (15CD-12001) and plan of Subdivision (15T-12002), 
as well as an application to amend the County of Peterborough Official Plan (15OP-
12007).   
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Submission materials received by the Township comprise the following: 
 

• completed application form for an amendment to the Official Plan of the County 
of Peterborough; 

• completed application form for an amendment to Township of Chandos Zoning 
By-law No. 524-76; 

• completed application form for a residential plan of subdivision; 
• completed application form for a plan of common elements condominium; 
• the draft plan of subdivision; 
• the draft plan of condominium; 

 
Copies of the accompanying technical reports received are as follows: 
 

• Planning Report, Peter A. Josephs & Associates, July 2012 
• Stage l-II Archaeological Assessment, Archeoworks Inc., October 2008 
• Hydrogeology and Terrain Analysis, Exp. Services Inc., Revised May 2012 
• Environmental Impact Study, Niblett Environmental Associates Inc., August 

2012. 
• Functional Stormwater Management Report, D.M, Wills Associates Limited, 

August 2012. 
 

Insofar as the rezoning application originally submitted sought an amendment to the 
previous Township Zoning By-law (Chandos), the developer’s planner has since 
submitted an amended application now seeking an amendment to the Township of 
North Kawartha Comprehensive Zoning By-law No. 26-2013 (Letter dated August 4, 
2015 – EcoVue Consulting Services Inc.). 
 
Site Characteristics: 
 
The property is located in Winters Bay on the east shoreline of Chandos Lake. 
 
The property provides for 140 metres of frontage, and otherwise is accessed from the 
north side of Winters Bay Road.  
 
Refer to Figure 1. 
 
The subject property comprises a total land area of 29.39 hectares (72.6 acres).  Of the 
total land holdings, the area comprising the seven residential lots is approximately 9.08 
hectares (22.44 acres) and the area covered by the common elements plan of 
condominium is approximately 4.148 hectares (9.794 acres).  The balance of the 
property, which represents the retained lands at the north end of the property, has an 
overall lot area of approximately 16.16 hectares (40.7 acres). 
 
Topographically, the site is characterized as being undulating with bedrock outcrops at 
the higher elevations.   
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With the exception of the two wetland areas located near the north and south portions of 
the property, the vacant lands are densely forested with mixed deciduous and 
evergreen trees.  
 
Development Overview: 
 
According to the submitted materials, the proposed development will comprise the 
following: 
 
 

Lot/Block Type 
Area 

Hectares 
(Acres) 

Frontage Metres (Feet) 

Straight Line Shoreline 

1 Recreational 
Vacation Dwelling 0.74± (1.82±) 59.2± (194±) 26.1± (86±) 

2 Recreational 
Vacation Dwelling 0.78± (1.93±) 45.0± (148±) 45.1± (148±) 

3 Recreational 
Vacation Dwelling 1.02± (2.52±) 45.0± (148±) 45.1± (148±) 

4 Recreational 
Vacation Dwelling 1.59± (3.93±) 73.1± (240±) 59.6± (196±) 

5 Recreational 
Vacation Dwelling 0.76± (1.87±) 88.6± (291±) 137.8± (452±) 

6 Recreational 
Vacation Dwelling 0.62± (1.53±) 90.3± (296±) 93.4± (306±) 

7 Recreational 
Vacation Dwelling 3.57± (8.82±) 117.2± (385±) 252.9± (830±) 

8 

Roadways within a 
Common 
Elements  
Condominium Plan 

4.148 (9.794) - - 

Total 
Development 

Area 

 13.23± 
(32.69±) - - 

 Retained Lands 16.16± 
(40.7±) - - 

Total Land 
Holding 

 29.39 ± (72.6 
±) - - 

 
  



 
 

4 
 

The proposed plan of subdivision is intended to create seven shoreline lots for seasonal 
residential uses.  The residential lots range in area from 0.62 hectares (1.53 acres) to 
3.57 hectares (8.82 acres), with an average lot area of approximately 1.297 hectares 
(3.2 acres).  Lots 2 to 7 have a shoreline frontage that range from 45.1 metres (148 
feet) to 252.9 metres (830 feet).  Lot 1, however, has a split frontage between the 
shoreline (26.1 metres – 86 feet) and the shoreline road allowance which extends into 
the lot, for a total frontage of 61.4 metres (201.4 feet). 
 
Refer to Figure 2. 
 
The proposed common elements, or Block 8 on the plan of subdivision, will be 
registered as a common element condominium.  Components of the common element 
include an exclusive use portion (E1, E2, E3, E4, and E5), which is intended to be used 
for private open space purposes; and an internal roadway.   
 
Refer to Figure 3. 
 
Access 
 
Vehicular access to the property is from Winters Bay Road. 
 
The interior street pattern proposes one main nine metre wide north-south road that 
extends from Winters Bay Road and terminates in a turning circle. This road will provide 
access to Lots 1, 2, 3 and the retained lands (Lot 25).   
 
A secondary road measuring nine metre wide will extend west from the principle road 
and terminate in a turning circle.  This secondary road will provide access to building 
sites on Lots 4, 5, 6 and 7. 
 
The private access roads will be owned and maintained by the condominium 
corporation.  
 
Servicing: 
 
Servicing of the proposed seven (7) Lot development will include individual surface 
water intakes from Winter’s Bay on Chandos Lake.  Each private residence will have 
intakes extending into the lake at a water depth of 2 to 3 metres at the water taking 
location.  The individual lines will utilize a stainless steel submersible pump with fish 
screens and freeze protected polyethylene pipe system.   
 
Water quality will be maintained by individual private in-house water treatment systems 
suitable for the surface water source.  More specifically, a Point of Entry (POE) 
treatment system, with UV as the primary disinfection step, and associated filtration is 
proposed. 
 





FIGURE 3
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It will be the responsibility of the individual home-owners to install and maintain the 
water supply and treatment systems.  Additionally, the intake system will meet the 
regulatory requirements of the Ministry of Environment and Climate Change (MOECC) 
and the Ministry of Health and Long-Term Care (MOHLTC), although the system is not 
officially regulated by either agency. 
 
As a result of the peer reviewed technical analysis, it was determined that the proposed 
surface water services can be accommodated on the site with no negative impacts.  
Additionally, Niblett Environmental Ltd. has provided confirmation that the proposed 
water intake will not pose a detrimental impact on the local fisheries.  
 
A tertiary sewage treatment system with raised beds has been recommended for all 
residential lots.  The Hydrogeology and Terrain analysis, which has undergone review 
by the County’s peer review consultants, has determined that individual private septic 
systems could be supported by each new lot.  Additionally, each septic system shall be 
set back a minimum of 30 metres from the shoreline. 
 
Stormwater Management: 
 
Surface water drainage is controlled by the topography and underlying bedrock, and is 
limited to small drainage channels.   
 
According to the Stormwater Management Report, the proposed development will not 
have a significant impact on the surrounding lands or watercourses.  Therefore, 
stormwater quantity controls are not required.   
 
It is recommended however, that the proposed development employ quality controls to 
enhance protection.   
 
Through the review process, it was determined that the proposed development will 
satisfactorily incorporate a stormwater management plan that will minimize impacts to 
water quality and quantity on the site and on adjacent lands. 
 
Moreover, Otonabee Region Conservation Authority (ORCA), on behalf of Crowe Valley 
Conservation Authority (CVCA), provided final sign-off on the Stormwater Management 
plan along with a series of conditions to be imposed on any draft approval of the 
proposed development. 
 
Peer Review: 
 
Technical reports submitted in support of the proposed development have been the 
subject  a peer review process.  In this instance, the Township has relied on the peer 
review services available through the County.   
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The following summarizes those studies that have undergone review by Stantec 
Consulting Ltd. and/or the Otonabee Region Conservation Authority (on behalf of the 
Crowe Valley Conservation Authority); and for which clearances have now been 
received: 
 

• Hydrogeology and Terrain Analysis, Exp. Services Inc., Revised May 2012; 
• Water Supply System – Individual Surface Water lntakes, D.M. Wills Associates 

Limited, July 13,2015; 
• Environmental Impact Study, Niblett Environmental Associates Inc., August 

2012; 
• Functional Stormwater Management Report, D.M, Wills Associates Limited, 

August 2012. 
 

LAND USE PLANNING POLICY REVIEW: 
  
Provincial Policy Statement: 
 
A detailed supplementary letter dated August 4, 2015, which assesses the application 
within the context of the 2014 Provincial Policy Statement (PPS), has been provided by 
the developer’s planner and is included herein (Appendix A). 
 
The following highlights the relevant provisions of the 2014 PPS: 
 

• Section 1.1.4 – Rural Areas in Municipalities: 
 

o 1.1.4.1 a) – “Healthy, integrated and viable rural areas should be 
supported by building upon rural character, and leveraging rural amenities 
and assets” 
 

• Section 1.1.5 – Rural Lands in Municipalities: 
 

o 1.1.5.2 – “On rural lands located in municipalities, permitted uses are: 
a) the management or use of resources; 
b) resource-based recreational uses(including recreational 

dwellings); 
c) limited residential development; 
d) home occupations and home industries;  
e) cemeteries; and 
f) other rural land uses.” 

 
• Section1.6.6 – Sewage, Water and Stormwater: 

 
o 1.6.6.4 – “Where municipal sewage services and municipal water services 

or private communal sewage services and private communal water 
services are not provided, individual on-site sewage services and 
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individual on-site water services may be used provided that site conditions 
are suitable for the long-term provision of such services with no negative 
impacts. In settlement areas, these services may only be used for infilling 
and minor rounding out of existing development.” 
 

o 1.6.6.7 – “Planning for stormwater management shall: 
a) minimize, or, where possible, prevent increases in 

contaminant loads; 
b) minimize changes in water balance and erosion;  
c) not increase risks to human health and safety and property 

damage;  
d) maximize the extent and function of vegetative and pervious 

surfaces; and 
e) promote stormwater management best practices, including 

stormwater attenuation and re-use, and low impact 
development.” 
 

• Section 2.1 – Natural Heritage 
 

• Section 2.6 – Cultural Heritage and Archaeology 
 

• Section 3.1 – Natural Hazards 
 

• Section 3.2 – Human-Made Hazards. 
 
We concur with the policy analysis and planning opinions submitted by Mr. Peter 
Josephs in that these applications are consistent with the 2014 PPS; and also conform 
to the Growth Plan. 
 
Local Component of County of Peterborough Official Plan: 
 
The subject property, being within the Township of North Kawartha, is governed by the 
County of Peterborough Official Plan, and more specifically the provisions of Section 6 
of the County Official Plan, "Local Plan Policies - Land Use." 
 
According to the Schedule ‘A3’ of the County Official Plan, the subject property is 
currently designated “Seasonal Residential”, “Rural” and “Environmental Constraint”.   
 
Refer to Figure 4. 
 
The Seasonal Residential designation policies as contained in Section 6.2.5 of the 
Official Plan, states that this designation is intended predominantly for seasonal 
cottages.  Uses permitted and regulations for such uses shall be defined in the 
implementing Zoning By-law. 
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The Rural land use designation policies, as contained in Section 6.2.2 of the Official 
Plan, would not appear to permit the proposed plan of subdivision.  Additionally, this 
designation does not permit access from a privately owned and maintain road. 
 
The Environmental Constraint Areas land use designation on the subject lands applies 
to the inland wetland areas.  Section 6.2.1.5 of the Official Plan (policies for the 
Environmental Constraint designation) indicates that the predominant uses of land 
within this designation is the preservation and conservation of the natural environment.  
Uses such as outdoor recreation, forestry, conservation of soil or wildlife and passive 
agriculture outside of settlement areas shall be permitted where they do not aggravate 
an existing hazard or adversely affect the natural environment.   
 
In order to allow for the creation of new lots by plan of subdivision together with a 
common elements plan of condominium; and allow access from a privately owned and 
maintained road, an Official Plan Amendment is required. 
 
As such, the Official Plan Amendment being sought proposes to change the land use 
designation on part of the subject property from “Rural” to “Seasonal Residential” with a 
site specific policy to allow new lots and common element blocks to be created by plan 
of subdivision and plan of condominium.   
 
The amendment will also refine the boundaries of the “Environmental Constraint” 
designation on the property based on the findings of the Environmental Impact Study 
that was submitted in support of the development application.  
 
Lastly, a site specific policy will be added to the Rural designation on the remnant 
parcel, permitting it to be accessed by a private road.  
 
Township of North Kawartha Comprehensive Zoning By-law No. 26-2013: 
 
According to Schedule ‘A12’ of Zoning By-law No. 26-2013 for the Township of North 
Kawartha; the subject lands are predominantly zoned ‘Rural (RU)’.  
 
Identified wetland areas are zoned ‘Environmental Constraint (EC)’. 
 
Refer to Figure 5. 
 
In order for the proposed development to proceed, an application has been filed to 
amend By-law No. 26-2013.  
 
The draft by-law amendment which has been prepared for public viewing proposes the 
following: 
 

• 7 lots would be zoned ‘Seasonal Residential Sixty-Four (SR-64)’ in order to 
permit residential uses.  
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• Common elements block would be zoned ‘Seasonal Residential Sixty-Five (SR-
65)’; wherein uses would be limited to roadways and a private park.  No buildings 
or structures are permitted.  
 

• The retained lands be zoned ‘Rural Sixty-Six (RU-66). 
 
 
Furthermore, no buildings or structures would be permitted within 30 metres of either 
the highwater mark; or the boundary of any wetland.  
 
A holding symbol (H) would remain affixed to the zoning until such time as all 
agreements have been executed, final approval has been granted and site plan 
approval has been issued.  
 
PUBLIC CONSULTATION: 
 
A Joint Statutory Public Meeting of the Township of North Kawartha and the County of 
Peterborough was held on January 16, 2016.; during which the following individuals 
addressed the North Kawartha Council: 
 
 

• Wendy Marshall Fullan 
• Ed Marshall 
• Dave Hogg 
• Al Hasselfeldt 
• Janice Langlois 
• Ron Ellick 
• Townsend Haines, on behalf of 

Christine Haines 
• Heather Brooks-Hill 

• Don Roden 
• Karen Parkinson 
• Simon Branscombe 
• Mark Cathcart 
• Alf Tausey 
• Tim Powell 
• Christopher Cathcart 

 
 
According to the January 16, 2016 public meeting attendance sheet, 40 individuals were 
present.  
 
At the conclusion of the meeting, Township Council resolved; 
 
 “Moved by – Deputy Mayor Hutton 
 Seconded by – Councillor O’Shea 
 

That the submissions received at the meeting held on January 16th, 2016 along 
with future submissions be provided to the Municipal Planner for the review; and 
further that the Municipal Planner report to Council at the regular meeting of 
Council scheduled for Tuesday, March 1, 2016 at 1:00 p.m. Carried.”  
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Additionally, Council also invited written submissions until February 15th, 2016. 
 

Written submissions up until February 17, 2016 were received from: 
 

• Alan Hasselfeldt and Gale 
Conrad 

• Christine Haines 
• Sandra McEleney  
• Deborah Kerridge; David 

McVeigh; Joy and Art Parker 
• Heather Witt Knight 
• Ralph Moore 
• Greg and Lynn Young 
• David Oldfield 
• Harry Rollo 
• Anne and David Taylor 
• Lynn and Richard Jefferson; 

Marilyn and Don Pringle 
• Evan Rodgers 
• Bert Mitchell 

• Heather Brook-Hill 
• Jeremy Carver 
• Dawn Macklin 
• Maureen and Edwin Marshall 
• Paul and Gail Haynes 
• Majorie Ross 
• Peter Roberts 
• Wendy Marshall and Michael 

Fullan 
• Janice and Mark Langlois 
•  Ijeoma Ross and Mark Daprato 
• Mark Cathcart 
• Iain and Edith Gorman 
• Bill and Mary Frances Woods 

 

 
 
All public comments have been tabulated and are attached to this report as Appendix B.  
 
COMMENTS: 
 
The Planning Act authorizes Council to hold a second statutory public meeting where 
revisions have been made to the draft by-law.  Any such decision is final and not 
appealable to the Ontario Municipal Board.  

At this juncture, no revisions have yet been made to the draft by-law as presented at the 
statutory public meeting; primarily due to the array of issues/concerns raised through 
the public consultation process and which have not yet been addressed.  
 
Upon receipt of this report it would then be appropriate for Council to both direct Staff to 
circulate the Comments/Issues Summary (Appendix B) to the Applicant and County; 
and also to determine the necessity of a second public meeting.  
 
 
All of which is provided for Council’s consideration and direction.  
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Respectfully Submitted by: 
 
 
 
 
Darryl J. Tighe, M.Sc., MCIP, RPP,  
Landmark Associates Limited. 
 
Appendix A: Ecovue Letter of August 4, 2015 
Appendix B: Issues  
 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX A 



August 4, 2015 

County of Peterborough 
370 George Street North 
Peterborough, ON K9H 3M3 

Attn: Keziah Holden, B.A. 
Planner 

Re: Haastown Holdings (Chandos) Inc. 
OPAFIIeNo.150P-12007 
Subdivision File No. 15T-12002 
Condominium File No. 15CD-12001 
EcoVue Reference 14-1462 

Dear Ms. Holden: 

--- ~---· ~·~-·-- k -------- ---.---~-·--·--·---.~-

311 George St. N. Suite 200 
Peterborough, ON K91 3H3 

T 705.876.8340 j F 705.742.8343 

wwvv.ecovueconsulting.com 

This letter is intended to supplement the Planning Report by Peter A. Josephs & Associates (PAJA), 

dated July 2012, submitted rn support of the above planning applications to the County of Peterborough 

and _Township of North Kawartha. Included within the Report was a detailed review of the applicable 

provisions of the 2005 Provincial Policy Statement (PPS). The PAJA Report concluded that the 

planning applications were consistent wtth the provisions of the 2005 PPS. 

As you are aware, the new 2014 PPS was issued by the Province under Section 3 of the Pfanning Act 

and came into effect on April 30, 2014. Section 4.1 of the new PPS, under the provisions lor 

"Implementation and Interpretation," indicates that the new PPS applies to all decisions in respect of 

the exercise of any authority that affects a planning matter made on or after April 30, 2014. Such 

decisions "shalf be consistent witlt' the 2014 PPS. 

Based on the interpretation of the 2014 PPS, it is understood that, notwithstanding that the original 

applications for the draft plan of subdivision, condominium and official plan and zoning by-law 

amendments were made in 2012, the provisions of the 2014 PPS must be considered since the 

approval authorities have not yet made decisions with respect to these applications. 

Based on our review of the 2014 PPS, it is our opinion that the proposed official plan amendment, plan 

of subcfJVision, plan of condominium, and zoning by-Jaw amendment are consistent with the 2014 PPS. 

The following is a summary of the applicable provisions of the 2014 PPS. 



Haastown Holdings (Chandos) Inc. 

Planning Addendum ~2014 PPS 

.4ugust 4, 2015 

Page2 

Section 1.1 of the PP$- Managing and Directing Land Use to Achieve Efficient and Resilient 

Development and Land Use Patterns 

• The revised proVISions of the 2014 PPS do not change llle general analysis of the 20i2 Planning 

Report. Within the 2014 PPS, some changes were made to Section 1.1.4 (Rural Areas in 

Municipalities) and a new section (Section 1. 1.5 Rural Lands) was added Notwithstanding these 

changes, our review of the proposed development in the context of the 2014 PPS is based on 

policies that are generally unchanged from the 2005 PPS. 

• The subject lands are not located within a designated settlement area and are therefore subject 

to Section 1.1.4 and 1.1.5 of the 2014 PPS. Section 1.1.4 speaks to Rural Areas in 

Municipalities. This Section describes the overall characteristics of rural Ontario and provides 

context for interpreting the sections that follow. Further, in Section 1.1.4.1 it is stated that 

"hea!Uly, integrated and viable rural areas should be supported by ... building upon rural 

character and levc;raging rural amenities and assetS'. 

The proposed shoreline development will be adjacent to Chandos Lake- an important asset to 

the rural area of the Township of North Kawartha. The development will also be in keeping with 

the rural and watertront character of existing development in the area. 

• More specifically, Section 1.1.5.2 states that "on rural lands located in municipalities, permitted 

uses are: 

a) The management or use of resources; 

b) Resource-based recreational uses (Including recreational dwellings); 

c) Umited residenilal development; 

d) Home occupations and home industries; 

e) Cemeteries; and 

f) Other rural/and uses.~ 

The proposed residential development on the subject lands is considered a resource-based 

recreational use and will include recreational dwelllng units. Thereiore, the proposed 

development is consistent with Section i .1.4 and 1.1.5 of the 2014 PPS. 



" - - --- ---- -~-~~--~. -------. . ·---~- ----~~ ·--~···~--. -.---

Section 1.6 of the PPS -Infrastructure and Public Service utilities 

Haastown Holdings (Chandos) Inc. 

Planning Addendum -2014 PPS 

August4,2015 

Page3 

• The revised provisions of the 2014 PPS do not change the general analysis as outlined in the 

.2012 Planning Report. Under Section 1.6.6, ~sewage, Water and Stormwater, ll Section 1.6.6.4 

indicates that indMduaf on-site S8wage services and individual on·site water services may be 

used provided that the site conditions are suilable for the long term provision of such services 

with no negative impacts. As noted in the Planning Report and demonstrated in the peer 

reviewed technical analysis, the proposed private sewage and surface water services can be 

accommodated on site, with no negative impacts. 

• The surface water system will provide separate individual water intakes for each proposed 

private dwelling. Each intake pipe will utilize freeze protected polyethylene and extend into the 

lake to provide 2 to 3 metres of water depth at the water taking location. Each residence will 

contain an In-house water treatment system that will be installed and maintained by the 

individual landowner. The surface water intake system will meet the regulatory requirements of 

the Ministry of Environment and Climate Change {MOECC) and the Ministry of Health and 

Long-Teffil Care {MOHL TC), although the system is not officially regulated by either agency. 

• In accordance with Section 1.6.6.7, the proposed development vvill incorporate a stormwater 

management plan that will minimize impacts to water quality and quantity on the site and on 

adjacent lands. A stormwa1er management plan {SWM plan) was completed by D.M. Wills 

Associates Ltd. and was peer-reviewed by both Stantec (on behalf of the County of 

Peterborough) and by the Otonabee Region Conservation Authority (on behalf of Crowe Valley 

Conservation Authority). The Otonabee Region Conservation Authority provided final sign·off 

on the SWM plan on February 15,2013, while Stantec provided final sign-off on the SWM plan 

on March 6, 2013. 

• Therefore, the proposed plan of condominium on the subject lands is consistent with the 

policies-of Section 1.6 of the 2014 PPS. 



Section 2.1 of the PP$- Natural Heritage 

Haastown Holdings {Chandos) Inc. 

Planning Addendum - 2014 PPS 

August 4, 2015 

Page4 

• There have not been any significant changes to Section 2.1 (Natural Heritage) within the 2014 

PPS. However, these changes do not impact the proposed residential development on the 

subject lands. Therefore, the general analysis of Section 2.1 noted in the Planning Report is still 

applicable. 

• The surface water system that will be utllized will not impact {and will avoid "serious harm" to) 

existing fish habitat (Section 2.1.6), as Indicated in the water intake investigation provided by 

D.M. Wills (July 12, 2015). 

Section 2.6 of the PPS- Cultural Heritage and Archaeology 

• The clearance letter issued by the Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport, dated March 30, 

2009, is still applicable. 

Section 3.1 of the PPS- Natural Hazards 

• The revised provisions of the 2014 PPS do not change the general analysis as outlined in the 

2012 Planning Report 

Section 3.2 of the PPS- Human-Made Hazards 

• The revised provisions of the 2014 PPS do not change the general analysis as outlined in the 

2012 Planning Report. 

As noted above, it is my opinion that the proposed planning applications for Haastown Holdings 

(Chandos) Inc. are consistent with the 2014 PPS. 

Please contact me if you would like to discuss any of the above. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX B 



PROPOSED HAASTOWN HOLDING DEVELOPMENT SUMMARY OF PUBLIC COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

SUMMARY OF ISSUE/COMMENT COUNTY RESPONSE TOWNSHIP RESPONSE APPLICANT RESPONSE

Inadequate notice given for the public 
meeting (Notice dated December 21st for 
the January 16th meeting)
Notices ought to have been mailed out to 
all  Chandos Lake owners
Information provided on the notice is vague 
in regards to how many units are being 
proposed  (i.e. the term "Blocks" is 
confusing and not defined)
Unsatisfied with the timing of the public 
meeting, as many of the affected residents 
reside within the area seasonally (i.e. 
during the summer months)
A more modern approach to participation in 
public meetings should be taken.  
Conference call arrangements or video 
conferencing for example would allow 
seasonal residents to participate in the 
proceedings 
Unsatisfied with the period allotted to 
receive comments.  It is recommended that 
the comment period be held open until 
September 2016

Development threatens the current rural 
aspect of Chandos
Concerned that the applicant may attempt 
to develop other revenue-generating 
operations on Chandos
The increase in population density will 
result in an increase in waste and garbage, 
which in effect will challenge the 
Municipality's infrastructure and support 
system
The proponent should reduce the number 
of cottage lots from seven (7) to three (3) or 
less.
Confusion regarding how many lots are 
proposed.  A promotional video released by 
the developer indicates 'Lot 9' and 'Lot 10', 
which is contrary to the Application for 
Condominium and Subdivision. 

Public Involvement - Public Meeting/Notice

Planning 
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PROPOSED HAASTOWN HOLDING DEVELOPMENT SUMMARY OF PUBLIC COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

SUMMARY OF ISSUE/COMMENT COUNTY RESPONSE TOWNSHIP RESPONSE APPLICANT RESPONSE
General opposition to the possible future 
development of Lot 25.
The Township should consider entering into 
an agreement with Haastown Holding 
group whereby the undeveloped part of Lot 
25 would be deeded to the Township and 
recognized as a natural preserve or 
dedicated as parkland.  
It is not appropriate or necessary to request 
Approval of a Plan of Condominium just to 
have a road, as most cottagers on 
Chandos have private roads which are 
maintained by the owners.  Therefore, the 
proponents should be requesting Site Plan 
Approval instead of Approval of a Plan of 
Condominium.  
Is there an option for the Haastown 
development to create and share a private 
road without establishing a condominium?
Concerned with the term "Condominium" as 
it will establish a precedent that could set 
the stage for much larger scale 
development (e.g. multi-storey 
condominium like the Haastown Group's 
Grand Condominium at Waterscape)
Are there currently other condominiums on 
Chandos Lake?
Concerned that if the property is re-zoned 
in its entirety, it opens up the possibility that 
the area outside the development area for 
the 7 cottages could be further developed 
in the future.

Will the developer need to request a 
change to the by-law or apply for variances 
in order to permit this development? 

Other than the opinion of Mr. Tighe and Mr. 
Mudd, has the Township sought an 
independent opinion (e.g. the Province) 
regarding compliance with the Growth 
Plan?
It is essential that the development be 
subject to the zoning and environmental 
restrictions which apply to new 
development, as opposed to those which 
are applied to redevelopment .
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PROPOSED HAASTOWN HOLDING DEVELOPMENT SUMMARY OF PUBLIC COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

SUMMARY OF ISSUE/COMMENT COUNTY RESPONSE TOWNSHIP RESPONSE APPLICANT RESPONSE
Concerned that the amendment seeks to 
refine the boundary of the "Environmental 
Constraint Zone" which ultimately reduces 
the protection of wildlife habitat 
To more appropriately protect nature and 
the environment, more analysis should be 
made prior to the passing of a rezoning 
amendment.   Such analysis should 
examine view obstruction, sound 
disruptions, aesthetics and water 
navigability/traffic.
Provisions should be made in the 
subdivision/condominium agreement to 
provide for reasonable tree removal for a 
view corridor and dock access but not to 
permit front lawns within the setback area 
and major shoreline alterations.
A 9 metre wide road which terminates at 
Lot 25 appears to be unnecessary.  
Suspects that this road has been designed 
for future heavy use.  What is the intended 
use of this road?
Section 2.2.2(i) of the Growth Plan requires 
that development be directed to settlement 
areas, except where necessary for 
development related to ….. resource-
based recreational activities .... ".  For 
this reason the developer has requested a 
zoning designation which allows "a 
recreational vacation dwelling".  The 
concern here is that the Township cannot 
guarantee that seasonal dwellings will not 
become year round permanent dwellings. 
 Since municipalities in Peterborough 
County do not enforce the requirement for 
"vacation and recreational purposes" in a 
zone that excludes any other uses, how is 
the Growth Plan maintained in this 
situation?
How far will the docks extend into the bay 
and will they restrict boat traffic?
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PROPOSED HAASTOWN HOLDING DEVELOPMENT SUMMARY OF PUBLIC COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

SUMMARY OF ISSUE/COMMENT COUNTY RESPONSE TOWNSHIP RESPONSE APPLICANT RESPONSE

Concern with the possible negative impact 
of this development on the habitat of 
species found within both the wetlands (e.g. 
loons) and uplands.
Disruption of the very silty lake bottom by 
boat wakes is of concern, as this might 
have a negative impact on the marsh 
(erosion) and fauna habitat.  
How is it possible for Haastown Developers 
to ensure that the shoreline vegetation will 
be maintained by the 30 metre setback, or 
that the wildlife/fish habitat will not be 
compromised once the properties are 
sold/developed.
What Species at Risk were found by Niblett 
Environmental Associates?
The loon and its nesting area (island) was 
not included in the EIS.
Although MNR has designated Chandos 
Lake as a "lake trout lake", the County Plan 
only mentions Gilmour Bay.  The lack of 
sufficient protection will result in further 
risks to loons and other bird species who 
depend on the lake's fish.
Concerned that the amendment seeks to 
refine the boundary of the "Environmental 
Constraint Zone" which ultimately reduces 
the protection of wildlife habitat 

An Environmental Assessment Report must 
be completed and consultation must take 
place with the Ministry of Natural 
Resources prior to the approval of this 
development.
Request that the Township consult with 
Crowe Valley Conservation Authority 
regarding environmental concerns (i.e. lake 
stability, wetlands, bird population).
Residents of proposed development will not 
exercise the same care and concern for the 
environment as those who currently own 
property in the vicinity of the property.

Natural Environment - Wetland and Wildlife

Natural Environment - General 
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PROPOSED HAASTOWN HOLDING DEVELOPMENT SUMMARY OF PUBLIC COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

SUMMARY OF ISSUE/COMMENT COUNTY RESPONSE TOWNSHIP RESPONSE APPLICANT RESPONSE

An independent Lake Capacity Study 
completed for the Chandos Lake Property 
Owners' Association indicates that the lake 
is currently at capacity.  Should the 
Township not wait for the MOE to review 
this study prior to considering the proposed 
development?
Is the existing Lake Capacity Study still 
considered valid given recent development 
activities on the lake?  Does it need to be 
updated and if so, will Council be allocating 
related funding in its 2016 budget?
Was this a single lot of record at the time of 
the Lake Capacity Study?

What levels of uranium have been 
recorded?  How deep were the test wells?

Inadequacies of the proposed individual 
surface water intake lines.  More 
specifically, concerns raised over the safety 
(i.e. lines becoming intertwined, boat 
motors and fishing equipment tangled), 
length and depth of the lines, potential to 
close off the bay from boat traffic, impede 
access to adjacent properties and the lack 
of a collective maintenance plan.

What, if anything, could stop anyone from 
extending their water lines out further into 
any water body to access more favourable 
water conditions?  In other words, what 
regulations are in place for water intake 
lines?
Against any communal water line and 
would request that restrictions be 
considered for where individual lines could 
run.
Recommend that any specific design or 
installation requirements for the design 
concept (intake and treatment system) be 
documented as part of individual 
homeowner permitting process or related 
agreements.

Lake Capacity Assessment

Hydrogeology and Terrain
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PROPOSED HAASTOWN HOLDING DEVELOPMENT SUMMARY OF PUBLIC COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

SUMMARY OF ISSUE/COMMENT COUNTY RESPONSE TOWNSHIP RESPONSE APPLICANT RESPONSE
Report gives rise to several concerns which 
should be addressed.  These include 
inconclusive or non-existent information on 
water depth and lake contouring, silt levels, 
water quality at the precise intake site and 
quality during peak seasonal times.

Those who purchase these properties will 
be disappointed as activities such as 
swimming, boating and docking and use of 
water intake lines will be severely hindered 
by the extensive silt deposit that abuts the 
proposed lots.

Concern regarding road access during 
construction.
The traffic congestion may be quite 
dangerous on such a hilly road at that 
corner.
Will Winter's Bay Road have improvements 
made as a result?
Has the Township explored the question of 
what liability might be created by approving 
a development where the home-owners will 
be relying on taking water from the Lake to 
meet their needs?  For example, in the 
event that a toxic algae bloom were to 
occur in the shallow bay, would the 
Township be liable?

The addition of seven cottages will only 
increase the already congested boat traffic 
in the bay.  The result of which will cause 
damage to our docks and small crafts by 
motor boat waves.
The increase in boat traffic will threaten the 
relatively pristine lake ecosystem

Traffic

Boat Traffic
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PROPOSED HAASTOWN HOLDING DEVELOPMENT SUMMARY OF PUBLIC COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

SUMMARY OF ISSUE/COMMENT COUNTY RESPONSE TOWNSHIP RESPONSE APPLICANT RESPONSE

Discussions of radon exposure are 
narrowly focused on its effect on drinking 
water.  Of concern is the carcinogenic 
effect of radon via the inhalation route.  As 
such, and given that there is an increase 
likelihood of high radon in the soil and 
bedrock, it is important that measures be 
taken to reduce the levels of radon in the 
air.  Additionally, an air quality report 
should be carried out post-construction of 
the seven dwellings and the findings 
shared with the appropriate authorities, 
property owners and the public.

Describe the extent of consultation with 
First Nations for this development project.

Why is the archaeological report not 
accessible to the public?

Cottage property values near the proposed 
site will decrease in value and desirability.

What is the long range vision for the 
Township of North Kawartha in regards to 
condominium developments? 

Mayor Richard B. Woodcock, Deputy 
Mayor Doug Hutton and Councillor Jim 
O'Shea should make a Declaration of 
Conflict of Interest and remove themselves 
from any involvement with this proposed 
development.  The reason for this request 
is that as property owners on the Lake, they 
could benefit from such a development 
raising the value of their property.

Air Quality

General

Duty to Consult - First Nations

Archaeology

Property Values
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PROPOSED HAASTOWN HOLDING DEVELOPMENT SUMMARY OF PUBLIC COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

SUMMARY OF ISSUE/COMMENT COUNTY RESPONSE TOWNSHIP RESPONSE APPLICANT RESPONSE
To permit a condominium corporation to 
maintain and set rules particularly over 
external areas is of concern. 
If this area is not suitable for swimming, 
concerned that people will bring in sand to 
improve their shoreline.
Will dredging be allowed to accommodate 
boat docking and the waterlines?

Opposed development based on concerns 
with loss of green space, the size of the 
cottages and the impact to view.  Request 
to preserve the natural look of the property.

If approved, when would the development 
begin?
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