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PUBLIC MEETING 
ZONING BY-LAW AMENDMENT 

MINUTES 
 
 

Tuesday, March 21st, 2023 
5:30 p.m. 
Tay Valley Municipal Office – 217 Harper Road, Perth, Ontario 
Council Chambers 
 

 
ATTENDANCE: 
 
Members Present:  Chair, Reeve Rob Rainer 
    Deputy Reeve Fred Dobbie 

Councillor Wayne Baker 
Councillor Korrine Affleck 
Councillor Andrew Kendrick 
Councillor Angela Pierman 
Councillor Greg Hallam 
 

Staff Present: Amanda Mabo, Chief Administrative Officer/Clerk 
Janie Laidlaw, Deputy Clerk 
Noelle Reeve, Planner 
Ashley Liznick, Treasurer 
 

Public Present:  52 
 
 
1. CALL TO ORDER 

The public meeting was called to order at 5:30 p.m. 

2. INTRODUCTION 
 
The Reeve gave the following welcome and explanation of the Public Meeting: 
 
Good evening, welcome to the official onset of spring, and thank you for being on hand 
for this Public Meeting of Tay Valley Township. In a moment I will express formal 
preliminary remarks required for this meeting, but prior to doing that I wish to say the 
following.  
 
This is a Public Meeting as legislated under provincial law. It is not a meeting of 
Council or the Committee of the Whole. This is the time for members of the public who 
wish to speak tonight to indeed speak, within time limits which are reasonable for the 
completion of the meeting and with respect to a Council meeting which will 



Page 2 of 29 

immediately follow the Public Meeting. After our Planner, Noelle Reeve, gives her 
presentation on the subject matter at hand, I will ask for a show of hands to indicate 
how many people will wish to speak. In anticipation that there could be many 
speakers, we are asking people who wish to speak to limit the time of their comments 
and questions to about three minutes. Exceptions are for people who will speak on 
behalf of applicable groups of people, in which case such representatives will have up 
to 10 minutes to speak. As Chair, I will signal when these respective time limits are 
approaching and when they have been reached. The expectation is that speakers will 
adhere to those limits, respecting that there are more people yet to be heard.  

Our Deputy Clerk, Janie Laidlaw, will be taking copious notes including the names of 
speakers so that such names are documented in the minutes. Members of Council 
may pose questions of clarification, if and when necessary. However, as this is not a 
Council meeting, neither Council or staff will engage in discussion or debate. As well, 
questions posed tonight by the public will not be answered on the spot, but rather can 
and would be answered in the coming days or into early next week, if such questions 
have not already been answered by the Township, such as are available on the 
Township website. 

As the meeting unfolds, we ask that decorum be observed and respected at all times. 
It will be part of my job to ensure that that occurs. In the event that a short recess may 
be needed, I will not hesitate to call for that. We also anticipate a bathroom and stretch 
break at about 7:00 PM or so, in anticipation that the Public Meeting may run two to 
three hours if not a little longer. 

And with that, I shall move to the official preliminary remarks prior to turning the 
microphone over to Noelle. 

The Chairman provided an overview of the Zoning By-Law application review process 
to be followed, including: 

 

  

· the purpose of the meeting 
· the process of the meeting 
· all persons attending were encouraged to make comments in order to preserve 

their right to comment should the application(s) be referred to the Ontario Land 
Tribunal (OLT) 

· the flow and timing of documentation and the process that follows this meeting 
· any person wanting a copy of the decision regarding the applications on the 

agenda was advised to email planningassistant@tayvalleytwp.ca  
 
The Chairman asked if anyone had any questions regarding the meeting and the 
process to be followed.  Given that there were no questions, the meeting proceeded. 

mailto:planningassistant@tayvalleytwp.ca
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3. APPLICATIONS 
 

    

i) FILE #ZA23-02: Tay Valley Township  

a) PLANNER FILE REVIEW & PROPOSED BY-LAW 

The Planner gave a PowerPoint Presentation - attached page 9. 

b) PUBLIC COMMENTS 

Frank Johnson, Little Silver and Rainbow Lakes Property Owners 
Association gave a PowerPoint presentation – attached, page 17. 
 
Gordan Hill, Christie Lake Association  
Provided written comments of his presentation – attached, page 23. 
 
Cathy Anderson, Little Silver Lake Road – attached, page 27. 
 
Margo Ayers, Little Silver Lake Road 
 
- echoes Frank Johnson and Gordon Hill’s comments 
- the proposed amendment will restrict them making any changes to 

their homes or cottages 
- building permits have been being issued for the last 20 years without 

Road Access Agreements, to now add that requirement will 
negatively affect the value of their properties and increase expenses 
before getting a building permit 

- asking Council to vote against the amendment 
 

M.J. Barrett, Rainbow Lane– attached, page 28. 

Tom Ellis, Rainbow Lane – attached, page 29. 
 
Carol Morgan, Silvery Lane 

- their deed did not say they were responsible for the road, received a 
nice welcome package from Township, but no mention of being 
responsible for the road, would not have bought had they known 

- building permits have been given and property owners expect to be 
able to improve their properties, have been told the permits issued 
was a mistake 

- permits have been issued without Road Access Agreement which 
has set a precedent and owners should not have to pay for a mistake 
and now the Township is re-wording the By-Law to fix the mistakes 
that were made 

- asking Council to take close look at this, there is about 500 people 
affected, they share her opinion. they do not want Road Access 
Agreements or to fight this, want to know it will be revisited by Council 
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- asking Council to reconsider the vote and the impact on their 
constituents. 
 

Brad Morrison, Silvery Lane 

- was assured not to worry as the amendment does not change that 
the Road Access Agreements are required 

- concerns that Council has put forth clarification without language for a 
way forward 

- as outlined in the FAQ, the result is harm to taxpayers 
- even with getting individual roads set up with Road Associations, as 

mentioned in the FAQ, it is a multi year undertaking, he cannot wait 
for that process, he needs to do work on his home now and based on 
legal advice signing a Road Access Agreement is not an option 

- hope and expect if Council believes the options in the FAQ are 
appropriate that Road Access Agreements be set aside until they are 
engaged with groups to work through the options 
 

Richard Mosley, Little Silver Lake Road 

- has never felt Council was working against their best interests until 
now 

- has built and never had a problem, he is on the Private Road section 
of the road, so not in the subdivision 

- could not sit back and watch neighbours be coerced in this situation 
to help the Township fix their problem 

- if Council proceeds they are in for a fight and it will not end soon  
- does not understand the rational behind the materials provided 

 
Michael Poulin, Silvery Lane 

- agrees with previous comments so far, does not agree with the 
amendment 

- built his home in 2010, in 2019 built a carport never had a Road 
Access Agreement, does not believe the need for one 

- the Township needs to permanently resolve the issue on these roads, 
to transfer the liability or responsibility does not fix the problem  
 

Frank Sammut, Little Silver Lake Road 

- submitted letters to the Township, the Reeve explained the purpose 
of the meeting tonight was not for citizens to express their views of 
Private Unassumed Roads or Road Access Agreements 

- Staff and the Reeve should be congratulated for having stopped 
developed on Private Unassumed Roads, they no longer have to 
issue permits to those landowners if Council adheres to this 

- permits were issued without Road Access Agreements, many permits 
have been issued to date so not just a couple of mistakes 
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- forcing us to sign Road Access Agreements as individuals or as part 
of a group 

- if the amendment is passed as written all will be in violation and will 
not be able to use their properties for anything  

- a class action lawsuit will not be cheap 
- asked Council if they would sign one and if not, think about the 

decision  
- the Township is not a private corporation set out to make as much 

money as possible, but rather to work for and with the people 
 

Glenn McCue, Little Silver Lake Road 

- objecting to the amendment, it is a way for the Township to avoid 
dealing with their negligence of not enforcing the subdivision 
agreements with the developers, they did not use their authority to 
make the developers upgrade roads and now are changing the rules 
mid-problem since they do not want to deal with it 

- management will change the exemptions as a work around to 
accommodate the negligence of the Township 
 

Mick Wicklum 

- all comments extremely relevant, pertinent and well thought out 
- Council inherited the problem, the previous Council tried not to give 

this Council this problem. The previous Council voted to get rid of the 
Road Access Agreements and for whatever reason it was not 
implemented. The Resolution is still on the books but was not 
implemented. Have to ask yourself why it is back here? What is 
driving this? The last Council voted to be done with Road Access 
Agreements and the current Councillors have to ask themselves, 
what is driving this? Who is bringing it back and why?  

- This amendment should be voted down and Council should pass 
another motion to stop requiring Road Access Agreements 
 

Teresa Perna, Maberly Pines Subdivision 

- purchased their lot when it had a holding zone placed on it. The 
Planner has been excellent to help them. Thought they were ready 
and then the Road Access Agreement came and they did some 
digging about it, there are many reasons for the agreement not to 
exist and they are not signing it 

- the Township is responsible to maintain the road, they own it and you 
are responsible for what you own 

- referred to question and answers for No. 3 and 5 under Subdivision 
Agreement Questions in the FAQ’s on the Township website 

- not responsible for road maintenance did not consent to that and not 
liable or responsible in law even if it was not brought to their attention 
when purchasing. There was a contract between the Township and 
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the developer and landowners are not liable, cannot hold the 
landowners responsible 

- the Private Unassumed Roads Working Groups conclusion was that 
the Township was negligent as they did not hold the developer 
responsible.  Feels there is a clear indication that the Working Group 
conclusion is legally feasible and is the core of this issue 
 

Gordon Wallace, Little Silver Lake Road  

- responsibility and accountability are important, safety of the roads is a 
concern and the Township should be held accountable to maintain 
the roads 

- urged Council to defeat the amendment and get a sufficient legal 
opinion on where you stand 
 

Shannon Celeste, Maberly Pines Subdivision 

- just a general comment, the Maberly Pines Subdivision agreement 
had securities in the form of lots so that if the roads were not brought 
up to standards they could be sold and the money used to bring the 
roads up, the lots were declared surplus and sold with the funds 
going to general revenue, they should have been held onto until 2020 
and then would have netted a lot more money and could have 
brought the roads up 
 

Alex Bushell, Maple Lane 

- looked into insurance that is required under the Road Access 
Agreement and his broker told him it was the first she had every 
heard of a person insuring a road and that Municipalities are the ones 
that insure roads not people 
 

Michael Leering, Rainbow Lane  

- would not enter into a Road Access Agreement but would like to build 
a garage, looked for a resolution to the exemptions, would have been 
allowed before and would not be allowed under this new amendment 

- that the vote is next week is concerning 
- discussed the financial picture to upgrade the roads and assume 

them, 12 years pay back after the upgrade of roads. The values of 
the lots would double if the roads were brought up  

- can see it was the developer that was to do it and no one held them 
responsible  

- in the FAQ Subdivision Agreement Question read No. 6 and 
disagrees with that answer based on increased property values in 
those subdivision, the statement is disappointing, he was not aware 
until after purchasing 

- request that Council defeat this amendment 



Page 7 of 29 

- question about the number of permits issued and how many have 
been issued since 2002 without a Road Access Agreement 
 

John Lang, Little Silver Lake Road 

- point was not made that if the Road Association takes on the 
insurance, the Road Access Agreement requires 5 million and if there 
is an incident on the road resulting in a claim that is 7 million, who 
pays for that? Who would purchase on a road with that liability? 

- the amount the Township is offering to pay towards the cost of a 
Road Association is $105,000 

- wrote to Council in August last year, can send Council a copy of that 
letter 

- in 2019 the resolution of Council was approved but not implemented, 
it is the Clerk’s job to follow the orders of Council. Why did the Clerk 
disobey a direct order of Council?  

 

 
  

c) RECOMMENDATION 

That the proposed amendments to Zoning By-Law No. 02-021 be 
approved. 
 

4. ADJOURNMENT 
 
The public meeting adjourned at 7:06 p.m. 
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