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PUBLIC MEETING 
ZONING BY-LAW AMENDMENT 

MINUTES 
 
 
Tuesday, April 8th, 2025 
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 Greg Hallam 
Councillor Korrine Jordan 
Councillor Angela Pierman 
Councillor Marilyn Thomas 

 
Staff Present:  Noelle Reeve, Planner 

Amanda Mabo, Chief Administrative Officer/Clerk 
Aaron Watt, Deputy Clerk 
Ashley Liznick, Treasurer  

 
Public Present:  Jo Minnie 
    Penny Nault 
    Danny Nault 
    Ian Sherman 
    Randi Sherman 
    John Wasylyk 
    Helen Korzewicz 
    David Cope 
    Manuela Cope 
    Penny Flowers 
    Thies Schacht 
    Kevin Cornell 
    Richard Hepton 
    Dianne Quinn 
    Rosemary Tayler 
    Kevin Cornell  
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1. CALL TO ORDER 
 

 

 

 

 

 

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

2. INTRODUCTION 
 
The Chair 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 Chair asked if anyone had any questions regarding the meeting and the process 
to be followed.  Given that there were no questions, the meeting proceeded. 
 

3. APPLICATION 
 

i) FILE #ZA24-12: Thies Schacht  
3129 Narrows Lock Road 
Part Lot 17, Concession 6 
Geographic Township of North Burgess 
 

a) PLANNER FILE REVIEW & PROPOSED BY-LAW 

The Planner reviewed the PowerPoint Presentation that was attached to 
the agenda.  
 
The Planner reminded the attendees that zoning is about use of the 
lands, not the design of the structures. 

b) APPLICANT COMMENTS 

The applicant was present.  

c) PUBLIC COMMENTS 

David Cope, neighbour 
- questioned where the 30-meter water setback would be and the 

location of a path 
 
The Planner explained the 30m would be from the stream along the front 
of the property and indicated where the buildings are proposed to be built 

mailto:planningassistant@tayvalleytwp.ca
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on maps included in the presentation. The path would likely be the 
driveway. 
 
Richard Hepton gave an explanation of where the water flows, across 
and along the road. 
 
Helen Korzewicz , neighbour 
- questioned the impact of drilling a well for such a large dwelling 
- what if she loses water pressure from the new well 

 
The Planner explained the 6-Hour Pump Test and how it is used to 
assess the performance of a well and a way of monitoring water level in 
nearby wells. If the pump test indicates the new well could affect nearby 
wells, a water storage component of the new well would be required for 
the applicant’s property to hold water in storage.  She indicated that the 
Ministry of Environment has D-5-4 and D-5-5 guidelines that must be 
followed for individual septic systems and wells. Because the amount of 
septic waste would be 4,500 l/day no hydrogeological study is required. 
Both water quality and water quantity must be demonstrated to be 
adequate according to Ontario Drinking Water Objectives. 
 
The Planner explained that to qualify for a building permit, the septic 
system must be approved by the Mississippi Rideau Septic System 
Office (MRSSO) and the well must meet Ontario Regulation 903 
requirements of the Ontario Water Resources Act. 
 
Dianne Quinn 
- questioned plans for garbage management regarding the five (5) 

units 
- expressed concern regarding keeping residential garbage in small 

residential units, and the risk of leaving garbage outside to attract 
wildlife 

- expressed concern regarding greenhouse gas emissions, how five (5) 
units mean at least five (5) driving to and from work 

 

 

The Planner explained that those are Site Plan Control Agreement 
issues. 
 
Members discussed: 
- well depths  
- how the rent will be determined to be within the requirements of 

affordable housing for next twenty-five (25) years  
- the size of the units  
- the need for single versus double bedroom units within the Township 
- the concern that the units could be turned into motel rental style units 

rather than long term housing 
- that parking was not included in the Site Plan 
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Thies Schacht explained that according to his research, 840 people in 
Lanark County were looking for either single- or double-bedroom 
affordable housing. He explained that the cost of rent is based on square 
footage and when the unit size goes up the rent goes up. 
 
The neighbours also confirmed that the creek is only there in the Spring. 
 
The Planner explained that the property is not zoned for use as a motel, 
and lease terms under one (1) year would not qualify as affordable 
housing.  She also clarified that there is no commercial zone for housing 
in the Zoning By-law, but there may be a portion of the property zoned 
commercial, for example if there was a store with housing above it. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

d) RECOMMENDATION 

The Planner proposed that the amendments to Zoning By-Law No. 02-
121 be approved and Members requested that the Site Plan Control 
Agreement for this file come to Council for review and approval. 

ii) FILE #ZA24-13 &: Rosemary Tayler  
ZA25-02 160, 1, 2,and Vacant Land MacKay Line Road 
  109, 141, 155 and Vacant Land MacKay Line Road 

Part Lot 25&26 Concession 11 
Geographic Township of Bathurst 
 

a) PLANNER FILE REVIEW & PROPOSED BY-LAW 

The Planner reviewed the PowerPoint Presentation that was attached to 
the agenda.  

b) APPLICANT COMMENTS 

The applicant was present. The applicant clarified that the southern end 
of the property is on Fall River and is part of the Algonquin to Adirondack 
corridor.  

c) PUBLIC COMMENTS 

Jo Minnie, adjacent neighbour, expressed concern regarding:  
- impact to her property if this rezoning is approved 
- impact to her animals on her property 
- impact to the ability to operate a farm on her property 
- impact to her ability to use farm equipment and all terrain vehicles 

(ATV) on her property 
- not being able to carry on with future plans of building on the property 
- limitations being imposed on her property because of the closeness 

to a conservation area 
- traffic and noise caused by visitors to conservation area 
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- the impact of easements or restrictions potentially applied to her 
property as result of the applicant property rezoning 

- the effect of increased vehicle and foot traffic on her land and animals 
- the safety of her animals and public visitors 
 
The Planner explained that:  
- the application is to rezone the property as open space to ensure a 

dwelling, golf course or park is not built on it 
- conservation areas and easements have nothing to do with zoning 
- the rezoning will maintain the property as it is without development 
- Jo Minnie’s property will remain zoned as Rural 
- the zoning changes do not change setbacks or the ability to build in 

the future on Jo Minnie’s property 
- rezoning as a conservation area and for conservation use are 

different things 
- the property is currently zoned as Rural, not Agricultural 
- a Conservation Authority is not purchasing the land, 
-  much of the Algonquin to Adirondack corridor is owned by private 

individuals 
- if the property were sold or transferred to a Conservation Authority in 

the future, the land would have to be rezoned again if a Conservation 
Area with buildings, etc. was proposed 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

A Member noted that should a Conservation Authority own land, it does 
not necessarily become publicly accessible. 

d) RECOMMENDATION 

The Planner proposed that the amendments to Zoning By-Law No. 02-
121 be approved. 

iii) FILE #ZA24-12: We the Shermans Inc. 
750/761 Christie Lake Lane 32D 
Part Lot 20-22, Concession 3, 
Geographic Township of South Sherbrooke 
 

a) PLANNER FILE REVIEW & PROPOSED BY-LAW 

The Planner reviewed the PowerPoint Presentation that was attached to 
the agenda.  

b) APPLICANT COMMENTS 

The applicant was present.  
 
Ian Sherman read a statement explaining reasons for design choices, 
and clarifying the intended use of the house – attached, page 10,  
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c) PUBLIC COMMENTS 
 

Received email from Penny Nault – attached page 11. 
 
The Planner reminded Members that the decision to be made is for an 
exception for the building height and west side yard, not design.  
 
The Planner reminded Members that the property is required to have a 
septic permit and well permit before construction, and that Mississippi 
Rideau Septic System Office (MRSSO) reviews the septic permit. 
 
Penny Nault expressed concern that: 
- the size of the proposed building will block sunlight, leaving her home 

in shade 
- that the original site drawings do not identify previous building 

additions to the property that may have been made without permit by 
previous owners 

- the design does not fit into the surroundings  
- this has been a family home for over 50 years 
 
The Planner suggested that it is not unreasonable to ask for an analysis 
of her property regarding the effect to sunlight and shadow. 
 
Members requested that an additional staff report come to the next 
Council meeting. 
 
Received email from Kevin Cornell – attached page 14. 
 
Kevin Cornell: 
- submitted an email to the Planner prior to the meeting 
- cannot see structure from his property 
- questioned the Township’s 9-meter height limit as too short 
- expressed concern over impact to neighbouring properties due to 

traffic 
- expressed concern over impact to neighbouring properties from 

actions such as snowplowing 
- expressed concern over changes of future ownership and property 

use 
- questioned measurements as submitted on the site sketch for the 

detached deck  
- not opposed to development on the lake 
- concerned that a tactic of lot consolidation is being used to by-pass 

Township By-Law intent 
- suggested a better design could be submitted that respected the 

original lot size 
- concerned about a lack of clarity surrounding Township building and 

zoning rules and whether part of the dwelling must remain in place 
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- if someone is coming in and buying a property with an old cottage, 
tearing it down and building new, the Township should make it clear 
that people understand those (building) rules 

- was previously told if a cottage was torn down, it was required that a 
new building had to be on the same footprint 

 

 

 
 

The Planner explained that:  
- The TDL decision removed the requirement for part of a dwelling to 

remain when renovations or a new dwelling is built and the Zoning 
By-law clearly reflects this decision 

- the Zoning By-Law was written in 2002 and has not been amended 
since then with respect to height of a dwelling 

- the height limit was consistent with other municipal Zoning By-Laws 
and building practices of the time but can be looked at in the update 
to the Zoning By-law this Summer and Fall 

Randi Sherman, adjacent property owner: 
- referred to a house on Patterson Road that appears to be 3 or 4 

stories 
- no other drivers would go by the front of the structure where the 

porch is proposed as it abuts her property, not the road  
- snowplowing would only impact her property 
- an engineering firm had been hired to review the property and due to 

awkward shape of the property the structure could not go further back 
- the design of the proposed building was done with neighbours in 

mind as there are no windows on the wall facing neighbouring homes 
- the area of the base of the structure was the size of the footprint there 

now, that is why the design was to build up and not out 
- the properties have been owned by her family since 1989, been on 

the land for 35 years 
- the intention is to have the property for family in the future 
- have made significant investments to the property 
- there other similar developments on the lake 
- behind the structure is a garage, no blockage of view of the lake to 

other properties 
 
Members discussed:  
- aesthetics of the build 
- how the build will fit in with the surrounding area 
- how the area, and designs, are becoming modernized 
- the concern of the structure becoming an 8 bedroom, 8 bathroom 

AirBnB 
- building height and design effect on sunlight to neighbouring property 
- concern of visual impact from the lake, and from neighbouring 

properties 
- the need for additional time to review emails received regarding the 

application 
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d) RECOMMENDATION 
 

 

  

The Planner bring a report with a final recommendation, which could 
include obtaining a rendering regarding sunlight and shadow affect due 
to height of proposed building to the April Council meeting. 

4. ADJOURNMENT 
 
The public meeting adjourned at 7:28 p.m. 
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APPLICATION 
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IAN SHERMAN REMARKS 
Tay Valley Township - April 8, 2025 Public Meeting Concerning Application for Proposed 
Zoning By-Law Amendment for 761 & 750 Christie Lake Lane 32D 
  
Good evening. I don’t want to take up too much time as I believe that Ms. Reeve and her 
colleagues have done an excellent job highlighting the considerations associated with our 
project. However, I did want to take a moment to highlight that we have attempted, as much 
as possible, to design our project in compliance with all of the Township’s zoning 
requirements and we have made every effort to minimize environmental and visual impact. 
We do acknowledge that we are asking for an allowance on the maximum height of the 
building. 
  
Choosing to build taller rather than wider was a well-considered, site-specific and 
environmentally sensitive design solution. It significantly reduces our overall footprint and 
avoids excessive excavation. This helps preserve more green space and natural vegetation, 
while maintaining the integrity of the hillside. By contrast, a wider structure would have 
required heavy excavation and filling to create a broader base. These are precisely the kinds 
of adverse environmental impacts that the current design avoids by relying on vertical 
efficiency. 
  
The compact vertical design was intended to preserve privacy for all neighbours, minimize 
land disturbance, blend with the natural contours of the lot, and ensure that the line of sight to 
the lake and the character of the landscape remains intact. The proposed height is softened 
by a greater setback from Christie Lake and supported by a large vegetative buffer. From the 
road, existing mature trees offer additional visual screening, and the structure is visually 
appropriate and consistent with the surrounding area. 
  
Without the additional height, we would be forced to rework the design, dig deeper into the 
slope and expand the structure outward, causing more environmental disruption and reducing 
the effectiveness of setbacks and natural screening. Accordingly, we respectfully submit that 
the Township should approve this design as it meets or exceeds all other zoning standards, 
preserves the character of the shoreline and results in a more environmentally sensitive and 
visually appropriate outcome for this unique lot. 
  
In addition, I want to point out that We the Shermans Inc. is NOT a business. It is a numbered 
company with the sole purpose of holding recreational real estate at Christie Lake. The 
company is owned by one of my family trusts, specifically the Ian Sherman Family Trust 
(2020) and the sole beneficiaries of this trust are my wife, Randi Goldstein Sherman and our 
three sons. The property is held in this manner for purposes of real estate planning, as well 
as family tax and succession planning. 
  
We the Shermans Inc. owns both the property situated at 761 Christie Lake Lane 32D and at 
750 Christie Lake Lane 32D. In the aggregate, these merged properties consist of more than 
20 acres of land and almost 100 feet of waterfront, more than sufficient to support this 
project.  
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