
May 12, 2017 

 

Mr. John Daly, County Clerk 
County of Simcoe Administration Centre 
1110 Hishgway 26 
Midhurst, ON 
L9N 1X6 
 
Dear Mr. Daly, 
 
RE: Part Lot 2, Concession 1 
 2976 Horseshoe Valley Road West 
 Township of Springwater 
 Environmental Resource Recovery Centre 
 County File:  SC-OPA-1602 
 
I attended the Statutory Public Meeting for the above noted County Official Plan Amendment before 
County Council on May 9th, 2017.  At that time we were encouraged to provide written comments on 
the proposed project and wish to make it public record of concerns that myself and others in our 
community have. 
 
To start, these facilities are infamous for fires.  During the near neighbours tour which was facilitated by 
the Council, questions were asked at all of the stops about fire and it was confirmed that fires are a 
regular occurrence in these facilities.  All these visited facilities are located on Industrial Land, not in a 
forest. 
 
This should not be a surprise to anyone familiar with Springwater Township and Material Handling 
Facilities.  On May 13, 2014 a smaller facility than proposed for Freele Forest, in the Bertram Industrial 
Park burnt to the ground and took 16 hours to extinguish it. It required more than 150,000 gallons of 
water, 19 apparatuses and 75 fire fighters from neighouring communities to extinguish. The damage for 
property and contents exceeded 1.5 million dollars.  This was in an Industrial site, where precautions are 
made to ensure separations from buildings, hard topped with easy access onto the site. 
 
My past experience with building and development for the type of facility that you are are proposing 
and the life safety measures that would be required, make me seriously question your logic.  When 
asked at an open house about the risk of placing it in a forest, your consultant indicated that it was not 
problem, that the buildings would be sprinklered.  May I note that the building fire in Bertram Industrial 
Park  mentioned above was also sprinklered.  The difference was that there was not fire load on site that 
could have spread the fire to neighbouring properties and households in the form of trees, forest floors, 
shrubs, etc.  Fires in Canada last year seriously showed the ability of a spark in a forest to spread 
destruction and financial loss to all surrounding it. 
 
Taking the worse case scenario, if a fire were to occur, please note that this facility location is 
surrounded by “dead end” roads.  To the north is Rainbow Valley Road, Base Line Road and Flos Road 3 
East.  These roads are all under 1 mile of the Freele Tract and most certainly make evacuation of the 
roads north and east of the property almost impossible if a fire were to occur placing homeowners and 



livestock at risk.  There does not appear to be any evacuation routes discussed in your plans, nor are 
there any upgrades to roads for access to the neighbouring properties who would be at risk.  Since the 
entire properties to the north and easterly direction are heavily wooded, it would be suggested that 
upgrading the roads to provide an evacuation route be implemented. 
 
It is with disbelief that the County is considering placing a potentially dangerous facility in an area that is 
not suited to this type of industrial use.  Please consider the appropriate location, one of an industrial 
zoning, not a forest with the potential to destroying not only the forest, but the safety of the 
homeowners of Simcoe County. 
 
The County is placing its taxpayers at risk by proposing this use in a forested area.  I would ask that the 
County not approve the Official Plan Amendment. 
 
I request that I be notified of the adoption or refusal of the proposed Official Plan Amendment. 
 
Yours truly 
 
 
Heather J. Rutherford, C.B.C.O., C.E.T. 
1484 Flos Road 3 East 
Phelpston, ON 
L0L 2K0 
 

 



May 18,2017 

Mr. John Daly, County Clerk 
County of Simcoe Administration Centre 
111 0 Highway 26 
Midhurst, ON 
L9N 1X6 

Dear Mr. Daly, 

This letter is in reference to the ERRC project that the County of Simcoe is planning for 
the Freele Tract at 2976 Horseshoe Valley Road in Springwater Township. 

We are a homeowner whose home is located adjacent and east of Site C-136, otherwise 
known as the Freele Tract. 

As the County continues with its plans we must prepare for the safety of our home which 
is not just a physical house. It was built by ourselves in 2001 on family land we 
purchased. I used due diligence and spoke with the township and county staff to 
determine what plans were in consideration for this area. Looking at the County of 
Simcoe Forest Management Plan and track record for acquiring forest for what I believed 
was going to be recreation and conservation, my husband and I paid significant cost to 
build our home deep in the interior of the 50 acres of forest on our property. Our property 
lines and home are contiguous with the Friele Forest. The Dunlop 100 acre forest forms 
our northern property line. We have one road into our house approximately 500 m long 
through forest. 

In case of emergency, this is the only way for our families to reach our homes and it's the 
only way for our family to leave the area from our home. Should this road become 
impassable due to fire our family, horses, dogs and cats will become trapped in this dense 
forested area. 

During a tour of the Guelph facility for near neighbours arranged through County staff, it 
was confirmed that fires are a common occurrence. In 2014, a facility smaller than the 
ERRC proposed for the Freele forest, located in Springwater Township, burned to the 
ground after a 16-hour battle that required the assistance of75 fire fighters from 
neighbouring communities. This facility had safety precautions in place, including anti
fire devices, and as we understand, so will the ERRC. You should also note that not only 
was this facility located on an industrial site which was better suited to contain and 
control emergency situations such as this fire, but so too did it offer easier access to the 
facility when emergencies arose. 



To date, we have been unable to locate any type of Emergency Response Plan that 
addresses evacuation routes for residents . Nor have we been able to locate anywhere in 
the County's plans any intentions to upgrade roads for better access to the neighbouring 
properties at risk. 

Should a worst-case scenario occur with no proper emergency evacuation routes in place, 
the fate of our family, livestock and home will be needlessly placed at great risk. 

We implore County Council to reconsider this project for a site that is properly suited and 
set up for industrial use . We ask that Council NOT approve this Official Plan 
Amendment. 

Should you have any questions for our families concerning the above, please do not 
hesitate to contact us. 

Sincerely, 

Mary and Robert Wagner 

Cc: council@springwater.ca 
bill.french@springwater.ca 
don. all en@springwater. ca 

mailto:council@springwater.ca

mailto:bill.french@springwater.ca

mailto:don.allen@springwater.ca
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Brianna Belcourt

From: Renee Chaperon
Sent: June 16, 2017 8:56 AM
To: Karen Jamieson
Cc: Brianna Belcourt
Subject: FW: Proposed ERRC (Freele Forest) Emergency Response Plan

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Again, just making sure 
 

 
 

From: Karen Jamieson  
Sent: May 25, 2017 8:55 AM 
To: Renee Chaperon <Renee.Chaperon@springwater.ca> 
Subject: FW: Proposed ERRC (Freele Forest) Emergency 
Response Plan 

 
Hi Renee,  
Please see email below. 
Thanks 
Karen  
 

 
 

From: The Mercers 
[mailto:mercercr@rogers.com]  
Sent: May 24, 2017 1:37 PM 
To: CouncilMail <council@springwater.ca> 
Cc: Bill French <Bill.French@springwater.ca>; 

Don Allen <Don.Allen@springwater.ca>; alex.nuttall@parl.gc.ca; patrick.brownco@pc.ola.org; 
minister.mma@ontario.ca; ross.nichols@ontario.ca 
Subject: Proposed ERRC (Freele Forest) Emergency Response Plan 

 
 
Good day,  
Our families are providing you with a copy of our letter submitted to the County of Simcoe. We kindly
ask for you to review our letter addressing our serious safety concerns.  
Thank you,  
The Mercers 
 
May 16, 2017 
  
Mr. John Daly, County Clerk 
County of Simcoe Administration Centre 
1110 Highway 26 

 

       Renée Chaperon 
       Clerk 
       Township of Springwater 
       2231 Nursery Road 
       Minesing, ON  L9X 1A8 
       P: 705-728-4784 ext.2026 
       F. 705-728-6957 

 

Karen Jamieson 
Clerk’s Assistant 
Township of Springwater 
2231 Nursery Road 
Minesing, ON  L0L 1Y2 
P. 705-728-4784 ext 2013
F. 705-728-6957 
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Midhurst, ON 
L9N 1X6 
  
Dear Mr. Daly, 
  
This letter is in reference to the ERRC project that the County of Simcoe is planning for the Freele
Tract at 2976 Horseshoe Valley Road in Springwater Township.  
  
We are a group of citizens whose homes are located past the proposed site on Rainbow Valley Road
East and the adjoining Baseline Road, located at the north side of Site C-136, otherwise known as the 
Freele Tract.  
  
As the County continues with its plans – something many of us never truly imagined would actually 
come to be, since none of us could fathom locating such a volatile facility within a forest – we must 
prepare for the safety of our families should this high risk facility become a reality in this vulnerable 
forest.  
  
During a tour of the Guelph facility for near neighbours arranged through County staff, it was 
confirmed that fires are a common occurrence. In 2014 a facility smaller than the ERRC proposed for 
the Freele forest, located in Springwater Township burned to the ground after a 16 hour battle that 
required the assistance of 75 fire fighters from neighbouring communities. This facility had safety 
precautions in place including anti-fire devices as we understand so will the ERRC. You should also 
note that this facility was located on an industrial site which was better suited to contain and control 
emergency situations such as fire plus offer easier access to the facility when emergencies arise. The 
proposed ERRC is slated to be placed in a natural corridor, fully surrounded by dense forest and 
shrubs. An emergency access road from the facility is intended to enter from one of Springwater’s 
many dead end roads, Rainbow Valley Road East.  
  
Rainbow Valley Road and Baseline Road are narrow, dirt and gravel roads that lead to a dead end. 
These roads are in poor condition most of the year. In case of emergency, this is the only way for our 
families to reach our homes and it’s the only way for our families to leave the area from our homes. In 
addition, our families must travel past the proposed ERRC site and its entrance onto Rainbow Valley 
Road if ever it became necessary to evacuate the area. The facility footprint is slated to be in closer 
proximity to Rainbow Valley Road than to Horseshoe Valley Road. A fire would only have to travel a 
very short distance North or North East to reach Rainbow Valley Road. Should this road become 
unpassable due to fire, emergency vehicles, poor road conditions, etc. our families will become 
trapped in this dense forested area.  
  
We have been unable to locate any type of Emergency Response Plan that addresses evacuation 
routes for residents on neighbouring dead end roads. Nor have we been able to locate anywhere in 
the County’s plans any intentions to upgrade roads for better access to the neighbouring properties 
at risk.  
  
Should a worst case scenario occur with no proper emergency evacuation routes in place, the fate of 
our families and homes will be needlessly placed at great risk.  
  
We implore County Council to reconsider this project for a site that is properly suited and set up for 
industrial use. We ask that Council NOT approve this Official Plan Amendment.  
  
Should you have any questions for our families concerning the above, please do not hesitate to 
contact us.  
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Sincerely, 
  
Randy, Cindy, Brayden & Jordan Mercer 
1601 Rainbow Valley Road E 
Phelpston, On. L0L 2K0 
  
Cc:       council@springwater.ca 
            bill.french@springwater.ca 
            don.allen@springwater.ca 
            Alex.Nuttall@parl.gc.ca 
            Ministermma.ontario.ca 
            ross.nichols@ontario.ca 
            patrick.brown@pc.ola.org 
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Brianna Belcourt

From: Renee Chaperon
Sent: June 16, 2017 8:55 AM
To: Karen Jamieson
Cc: Brianna Belcourt
Subject: FW: Proposed ERRC - Emergency Evacuation Procedures

Importance: High

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Just wanted to make sure that this one got into the ERRC folder  
 

 
 

From: Karen Jamieson  
Sent: May 25, 2017 2:23 PM 
To: Renee Chaperon <Renee.Chaperon@springwater.ca> 
Subject: FW: Proposed ERRC ‐ Emergency Evacuation 
Procedures 

Importance: High 
 
Hi Renee, 
Here is another. 
Thanks 
Karen   
 

 
 

From: Cindy Mercer 
[mailto:cmercer@dunloplifttruck.ca] On 
Behalf Of admin@dunloplifttruck.ca 
Sent: May 25, 2017 11:35 AM 
To: CouncilMail <council@springwater.ca> 

Cc: Bill French <Bill.French@springwater.ca>; Don Allen <Don.Allen@springwater.ca>; Alex.Nuttall@parl.gc.ca; 
ross.nichols@ontario.ca; patrick.brown@pc.ola.org; ministermma@ontario.ca; Jennifer Coughlin 
<Jennifer.Coughlin@springwater.ca>; Jack Hanna <Jack.Hanna@springwater.ca>; Katy Austin 
<Katy.Austin@springwater.ca>; Perry Ritchie <Perry.Ritchie@springwater.ca> 
Subject: Proposed ERRC ‐ Emergency Evacuation Procedures 
Importance: High 
 
Good day,  
 
I send this email to you for your consideration at a very crucial time.  
 
A total of 68 fire trucks plus a fire boat pumping water directly from Lake Ontario worked tirelessly through the night to 
try to gain control of a fire at Green For Life Recycling Facility on Cherry Street.  The County of Simcoe plans to place a 

 

       Renée Chaperon 
       Clerk 
       Township of Springwater 
       2231 Nursery Road 
       Minesing, ON  L9X 1A8 
       P: 705-728-4784 ext.2026 
       F. 705-728-6957 

 

Karen Jamieson 
Clerk’s Assistant 
Township of Springwater 
2231 Nursery Road 
Minesing, ON  L0L 1Y2 
P. 705-728-4784 ext 2013
F. 705-728-6957 
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similar facility (ERRC) in the Freele forest which is part of a natural corridor that sprawls amongst local area resident’s 
homes.   
 
Please take a few moments of your time to review and consider our letter submitted to the County of Simcoe.  Thank 
you,   Jerry Dunlop  
 
May 16, 2017 
 
Mr. John Daly, County Clerk 
County of Simcoe Administration Centre 
1110 Highway 26 
Midhurst, ON 
L9N 1X6 
 
Dear Mr. Daly, 
 
This letter is in reference to the ERRC project that the County of Simcoe is planning for the Freele Tract at 2976 Horseshoe
Valley Road in Springwater Township.  
 
We are a group of citizens whose homes are located past the proposed site on Rainbow Valley Road East and the adjoining 
Baseline Road, located at the north side of Site C‐136, otherwise known as the Freele Tract.  

 
As the County continues with its plans – something many of us never truly imagined would actually come to be, since 
none of us could fathom locating such a volatile facility within a forest – we must prepare for the safety of our families 
should this high risk facility become a reality in this vulnerable forest.  
 
During a tour of the Guelph facility for near neighbours arranged through County staff, it was confirmed that fires are a 
common occurrence. In 2014, a facility smaller than the ERRC proposed for the Freele forest, located in Springwater 
Township, burned to the ground after a 16‐hour battle that required the assistance of 75 fire fighters from neighbouring 
communities. This facility had safety precautions in place, including anti‐fire devices, and as we understand, so will the 
ERRC. You should also note that not only was this facility located on an industrial site which was better suited to contain 
and control emergency situations such as this fire, but so too did it offer easier access to the facility when emergencies 
arose.  
 
The proposed ERRC is slated for a natural corridor, fully surrounded by dense woodlands and nearby homes. An 
emergency access road from the facility is intended to enter from one of Springwater’s many dead‐end roads, Rainbow 
Valley Road East. Rainbow Valley Road and Baseline Road are narrow dirt and gravel roads that lead to a dead end, and 
that are in poor condition most of the year. In case of emergency, this is the only way for our families to reach our 
homes and it’s the only way for our families to leave the area from our homes. In addition, our families must travel past 
the proposed ERRC site and its entrance onto Rainbow Valley Road if ever it became necessary to evacuate the area. 
The facility footprint is slated to be in closer proximity to Rainbow Valley Road than to Horseshoe Valley Road. A fire 
would only have to travel a very short distance north or northeast to reach Rainbow Valley Road. Should this road 
become unpassable due to fire, emergency vehicles, poor road conditions, or other related impediments, our families 
will become trapped in this dense forested area.  
To date, we have been unable to locate any type of Emergency Response Plan that addresses evacuation routes for 
residents on neighbouring dead‐end roads. Nor have we been able to locate anywhere in the County’s plans any 
intentions to upgrade roads for better access to the neighbouring properties at risk.  
 
Should a worst‐case scenario occur with no proper emergency evacuation routes in place, the fate of our families and 
homes will be needlessly placed at great risk.  
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We implore County Council to reconsider this project for a site that is properly suited and set up for industrial use. We 
ask that Council NOT approve this Official Plan Amendment.  
 
Should you have any questions for our families concerning the above, please do not hesitate to contact us.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Mr. Jerry Dunlop and Mrs. Sandra Dunlop 
1601 Rainbow Valley Road E. 
Phelpston, On. L0L 2K0 
jerrydunlop@msn.com 
 
JERRY DUNLOP 

 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE 
NOTICE: This message is intended for the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed and may contain information that is confidential, privileged and 
exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any printing, copying, 
dissemination, distribution, disclosure or forwarding of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please contact 
the sender immediately and delete it from your system. Thank You. 

 



david. wlrite@devrylo:w. ca 
416-446-3330 

DEVR Y SMITH FRANK LLP 
Lawyers & Mediators 

May 31,2017 Our File No.: NICFA850 

BY E-MAIL 

Township of Springwater 
Springwater Administration Centre 
2231 Nursery Road 
Minesing, ON L9X 1A8 

Attention: Ms. Renee Chaperon, Town Clerk 
By E-maiJ: reoee.cbaperon@springwater.ca 

Dear Ms. Chaperon: 

Re: Nicbolyn Farms Inc. 
Applications OP-2016-001 and ZB-2016-002 

We represent Mr. and Mrs. Van Casteren and their company, Nicholyn Farms Inc., the owners of 
the property immediately to the west of the proposed Waste Management Facility at 2976 
Horseshoe Valley West. 

Our clients object to both the proposed Official Plan Amendment and the Zoning By-law on the 
grounds that the proposed Waste Management Facility is clearly a large scale Class 2 Industrial 
Use that should be located within an Industrial Area on lands designated for Industrial Uses. 

In addition, it is our client's position that the environmental impact of the proposed facility on 
this Significant Woodlot within the Greenlands Designation has been grossly underestimated. 
Similarly, our clients are of the opinion that the environmental, social, cultural and economic 
impacts on themselves, their property and the neighbourhood at large has also been 
underestimated. 

Toronto I Barrie I Whitby 
95 Barber Greene Rd., Suite 100, Toronto, ON, M3C 3E9, 
Tel: 416.449. 1400 I Fax: 416.449.7071 I www.dettrylaw.ca 

<.f.> 
G~i 

INDEPENDENT 
MEMBER 



DEVRY SMITH FRANK LLP Page 2 

My clients urge Township Council not to support this application and we ask that this matter be 
sent back to the County with recommendations that it find more suitable industrial site. 

Yours truly, 

DEVRY SMITH FRAN K UP 

DavidS. White, Q.C. 
DSW/jrg 

c. c. Nicholyn Farms (by e-mail) 

c. c. Township of Springwater -Planning Department 
by e-mail: planning@springwater.ca 



June 5, 2017 

Springwater Township Administration Centre 
2231 Nursery Road 
Minesing, Ont. 
L9X 1A8 

i-\tt; Towr1ship Clerk, Mayor French and Members of Council 

Dear. Sirs/Madmn.es: 

JUN 0 9 2017 

I wish to 1.nake a verbal presentation before Honourable Mayor French and Members of Council at the 
June 191

h meeting regarding the rezoning of the property known as Part Lot 2, Concession 1, 2976 
Horsevalley Road West, Township of Springwater. 

The attention given to this matter by Mayor French, !Deputy Mayor Allen, Council and staff is greatly 
appreciated. It is of great concern to me, my friends and family as it will negatively affect us alL 

Thank you for the opportunity to be heard. 

K.aren L. Smith 
29 Lm:-vrenceAve. 
IVIinesing~ Ont. 
LYX: OV./4 

• ~ ~ • • t • • ~ • 
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Brianna Belcourt

From: Karen Jamieson
Sent: June 12, 2017 3:51 PM
To: Brianna Belcourt
Subject: FW: Proposed Official Plan Amendment and Rezoning bylaw on the property located 

at 2976 Horseshoe Valley Road W

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Hi Bri, 
Please see email below for response. 
Thanks 
Karen    
 

 
 

From: The Mercers 
[mailto:mercercr@rogers.com]  
Sent: June 12, 2017 3:48 PM 
To: Karen Jamieson 
<Karen.Jamieson@springwater.ca> 

Subject: Proposed Official Plan Amendment and Rezoning bylaw on the property located at 2976 Horseshoe Valley Road 
W 

 
 
 

June 12, 2017 
  
Springwater Township 
2231 Nursery Road 
Minesing, On. L0L 1Y2 
  
Attention: Township Clerk, Mayor French and Members of Council 
  
I am opposed to both the proposed Official Plan Amendment and the Rezoning bylaw on the property 
located at 2976 Horseshoe Valley Road West, Township of Springwater.  
  
I wish to make a verbal presentation at the June 19th meeting.  
  
Thank you for this opportunity to be heard.  
  
Cindy Mercer 
1601 Rainbow Valley Road E.  
Phelpston, On. L0L 2K0 
 

 

Karen Jamieson 
Clerk’s Assistant 
Township of Springwater 
2231 Nursery Road 
Minesing, ON  L0L 1Y2 
P. 705-728-4784 ext 2013
F. 705-728-6957 



June 13, 2017 

Planning Department, Township of 
Springwater Administration Center 
2231 Nursery Road 
Minesing, Ontario L9X lAB 

Dear Sirs: 

The area concerned is, an environmentally very sensitive and valuable area to be 
preserved for the future generation, closed to ever growing city of Barrie only 10 
km away. Also, there is not too much acreage left for the future purposeful usage 
except farm lands. The Canadian population has been rapidly growing in the past 
50 years as well. 

In our humble opinion, the followings should be to be considered such as a growing 
old age population, increasing migration from urban area and ever increasing price of 
residential housing, to facilitate needed recreational facilities and public buildings. 
Therefore, the present Proposed Amendment should be reconsidered. 

The majority of present residents should very much apprec iate for your 
reconsideration on your Proposed Zoning Change. 

We are strongly opposing to the present proposal. 

Very truly yours, 

Harry and Yong Park (905-883-349 

Attachment: May 8, 2017 dated petition 



Date: 1n~y s. :2. o 1:; 
Mr. John Daly, County Clerk 

County of Simcoe Administration Centre 

1110 Highway 26 

Midhurst, ON 

L9N 1X6 ., 

Dear Mr. D.aly, 

Re: Part Lot 2, Concession 1 

2976 Horseshoe Valley Road West 

Township of Springwater 

Environmental Resource Recovery Centre 

County File: SC-OPA-1602 

.. ,. 

I am in receiJ:t of the notice of a Statutory Public Meeting for the above noted County Official Plan Amendment. 

I am opposed to the proposed amendment for the following reasons: 

1. The County's expressed desire to locate the facility, if possible, on lands already owned by the County 
resulted in the inclusion of County-owned forests in the candidate waste disposal facility sites; 

2. Given that the vast majority of County landholdings are County Forests, th is resulted in 50% of the 
candidate sites for a waste disposal fac1lity being within woodlands; 

3. If you consider just the County-owned sites that were under consideration, 82% of the sites were woodland 

areas. This is an overwhelming proportion of candidate sites within areas that most residents of the 
County would consider to be protected from development; 

4. County Forests should not be considered as a viable option for t he construction of infrastructure and 
should have been excluded from the s1te selection process based on both natural heritage as well as social 
and cultural impacts to the broader commun1ty; and, 

5. The decision-making matrix that was used during the Part 1 - 3 process was not consistent with the 
requ.rements of the Provincial Policy Statement. In addit ion, the Environmental Impact Study has not 
demonstrated that there will be no negative impact to areas of provincial interest, such as woodlands, 
wetlands and wildlife habitat, as required by the Planning Act. 

Based on the above, I would ask that the County not approve the Official Plan Amendment. I would like to be 
notified of tht' adoption or refusal of the proposed Official Plan Amendment. 



June 13, 2017 

Planning & Development Department 
Township of Springwater 
2231 Nursery Road 
Minesing, ON L9X 1 A8 

Re: Part Lot 2, Concession 1 
2976 Horseshoe Valley Road West 
Township of Springwater 
Environmental Resource Recovery Centre 
County File: SC-OPA-1602 
Township Files: OP-2016-005 and ZB-2016-021 

I am in receipt of the notice of a Statutory Public Meeting for the above noted Official Plan and 
Zoning By-Law Amendments. 
I am opposed to the proposed amendments for the following reasons: 

1. The County of Simcoe's expressed desire to locate the facility, if possible, on lands 
already owned by the County resulted in the inclusion of County-owned forests in the 
candidate waste disposal facility sites; 

2. Given that the vast majority of County landholdings are County Forests, this resulted in 
50% of the candidate sites for a waste disposal facility being within woodlands; 

3. If you consider just the County-owned sites that were under consideration, 82% of the 
sites were woodland areas. This is an overwhelming proportion of candidate sites within 
areas that most residents of the County would consider to be protected from 
development; 

4. County Forests should not be considered as a viable option for the construction of 
infrastructure and should have been excluded from the site selection process based on 
both natural heritage as well as social and cultural impacts to the broader community; 
and, 

5. The decision-making matrix that was used during the Part 1 - 3 site se lection process 
was not consistent with the requirements of the Provincial Policy Statement. In addition, 
the Scoped Environmental Impact Study has not demonstrated that there will be no 
negative impact to areas of provincial interest, such as woodlands, wetlands, wildlife 
habitat and habitat of endangered and threatened spec1es, as required by the Planning 
Act as well as the Simcoe and Springwater Official Plans. 

I support the Township's request that the County provide a Business Case in support of the 
proposed use, as outlined in the Township's March 2, 2016 resolution however, regardless of 
the outcome of that report, the underlying site selection process and site-specific environmental 
investigations are not, in my opinion, consistent with the requirements of the Planning Act, the 
Provincial Policy Statement, the Simcoe County Official Plan or the Township of Springwater 
Official Plan. As a result, I would ask that the Township not approve the Official Plan or Zoning 
By-Law Amendments. 
I would like to be notified of the adoption or refusal of the proposed Official Plan and Zoning By
Law Amendments. 

Yours truly, 



June 13, 2017 

Planning & Development Department 
Township of Springwater 
2231 Nursery Road 
Minesing, ON L9X 1A8 

Re: Part Lot 2, Concession 1 
2976 Horseshoe Valley Road West 
Township of Springwater 
Environmental Resource Recovery Centre 
County File: SC-OPA-1602 
Township Files: OP-2016-005 and ZB-2016-021 

I am in receipt of the notice of a Statutory Public Meeting for the above noted Official Plan and 
Zoning By-Law Amendments. 
I am opposed to the proposed amendments for the following reasons: 

1. The County of Simcoe's expressed desire to locate the facility, if possible, on lands 
already owned by the County resulted in the inclusion of County-owned forests in the 
candidate waste disposal facility sites; 

2. Given that the vast majority of County landholdings are County Forests, this resulted in 
50% of the candidate sites for a waste disposal facility being within woodlands; 

3. If you consider just the County-owned sites that were under consideration, 82% of the 
sites were woodland areas. This is an overwhelming proportion of candidate sites with in 
areas that most residents of the County would consider to be protected from 
development; 

4. County Forests should not be considered as a viable option for the construction of 
infrastructure and should have been excluded from the site selection process based on 
both natural heritage as well as social and cultural impacts to the broader community; 
and, 

5. The decision-making matrix that was used during the Part 1 - 3 site selection process 
was not consistent with the requirements of the Provincial Policy Statement. In addition, 
the Seeped Environmental Impact Study has not demonstrated that there will be no 
negative impact to areas of provincial interest, such as woodlands, wetlands, wildlife 
habitat and habitat of endangered and threatened species, as required by the Planning 
Act as well as the Simcoe and Springwater Official Plans. 

I support the Township's request that the County provide a Business Case in support of the 
proposed use, as outlined in the Township's March 2, 2016 resolution however, regardless of 
the outcome of that report, the underlying site selection process and site-specific environmental 
investigations are not, in my opinion, consistent with the requirements of the Planning Act, the 
Provincial Policy Statement, the Simcoe County Official Plan or the Township of Springwater 
Official Plan. As a result, I would ask that the Township not approve the Official Plan or Zoning 
By-Law Amendments. 
I would like to be notified of the adoption or refusal of the proposed Official Plan and Zoning By
Law Amendments. 

Yours truly, 
~ .C/)1~ / /}1£ ~. 

It_~ I l~<t , ....... f..?.:.,L.....J (/..-, {It?..._, Kc.f!; 

(:l""' e I,., s -f-.::. 1 a"' L c... L ~ /C. o 



June 13, 2017 

Planning & Development Department 
Township of Springwater 
2231 Nursery Road 
Minesing, ON L9X 1A8 

Re: Part Lot 2, Concession 1 
2976 Horseshoe Valley Road West 
Township of Springwater 
Environmental Resource Recovery Centre 
County File: SC-OPA-1602 
Township Files: OP-2016-005 and ZB-2016-021 

I am in receipt of the notice of a Statutory Public Meeting for the above noted Official Plan and 
Zoning By-Law Amendments. 
I am opposed to the proposed amendments for the following reasons: 

1. The County of Simcoe's expressed desire to locate the facility, if possible, on lands 
already owned by the County resulted in the inclusion of County-owned forests in the 
candidate waste disposal facility sites; 

2. Given that the vast majority of County landholdings are County Forests, this resulted in 
50% of the candidate sites for a waste disposal facil ity being within woodlands; 

3. If you consider just the County-owned sites that were under consideration, 82% of the 
sites were woodland areas. This is an overwhelming proportion of candidate sites within 
areas that most residents of the County would consider to be protected from 
development; 

4. County Forests should not be considered as a viable option for the construction of 
infrastructure and should have been excluded from the site selection process based on 
both natural heritage as well as social and cultural impacts to the broader community; 
and, 

5. The decision-making matrix that was used during the Part 1 - 3 site selection process 
was not consistent with the requirements of the Provincial Policy Statement. In addition, 
the Seeped Environmental Impact Study has not demonstrated that there will be no 
negative impact to areas of provincial interest, such as woodlands, wetlands, wildlife 
habitat and habitat of endangered and threatened species, as required by the Planning 
Act as well as the Simcoe and Springwater Official Plans. 

I support the Township's request that the County provide a Business Case in support of the 
proposed use, as outlined in the Township's March 2, 2016 resolution however, regardless of 
the outcome of that report, the underlying site selection process and site-specific environmental 
investigations are not, in my opinion, consistent with the requirements of the Planning Act, the 
Provincial Policy Statement, the Simcoe County Official Plan or the Township of Springwater 
Official Plan. As a result, I would ask that the Township not approve the Official Plan or Zoning 
By-Law Amendments. 
I would like to be notified of the adoption or refusal of the proposed Official Plan and Zoning By
Law Amendments. 

Yours truly, 

R f1NIO''/ H~CL.--1< 
I t..~, ~q ,r- bo '-J Ua-/ ~ ~ t; 
~oh..e-[[JS~"' co" LC)'- .:itc..= 



June 13, 2017 

Planning & Development Department 
Township of Springwater 
2231 Nursery Road 
Minesing, ON L9X 1A8 

Re: Part Lot 2, Concession 1 
2976 Horseshoe Valley Road West 
Township of Springwater 
Environmental Resource Recovery Centre 
County File: SC-OPA-1 602 
Township Files: OP-2016-005 and ZB-2016-021 

I am in receipt of the notice of a Statutory Public Meeting for the above noted Official Plan and 
Zoning By-Law Amendments. 
I am opposed to the proposed amendments for the following reasons: 

1. The County of Simcoe's expressed desire to locate the facility, if possible, on lands 
already owned by the County resulted in the inclusion of County-owned forests in the 
candidate waste disposal facility sites; 

2. Given that the vast majority of County landholdings are County Forests , this resulted in 
50% of the candidate sites for a waste disposal facility being within woodlands; 

3. If you consider just the County-owned sites that were under consideration, 82% of the 
sites were woodland areas. This is an overwhelming proportion of candidate sites within 
areas that most residents of the County would consider to be protected from 
development; 

4. County Forests should not be considered as a viable option for the construction of 
infrastructure and should have been excluded from the site selection process based on 
both natural heritage as well as social and cultural impacts to the broader community; 
and, 

5. The decision-making matrix that was used during the Part 1 - 3 site selection process 
was not consistent with the requirements of the Provincial Policy Statement. In addition, 
the Seeped Environmental Impact Study has not demonstrated that there will be no 
negative impact to areas of provincial interest, such as woodlands, wetlands, wildl ife 
habitat and habitat of endangered and threatened species, as required by the Planning 
Act as well as the Simcoe and Springwater Official Plans. 

I support the Township's request that the County provide a Business Case in support of the 
proposed use, as outlined in the Township's March 2, 2016 resolution however, regardless of 
the outcome of that report, the underlying site selection process and site-specific environmental 
investigations are not, in my opinion, consistent with the requirements of the Planning Act, the 
Provincial Policy Statement, the Simcoe County Official Plan or the Township of Springwater 
Official Plan. As a result, I would ask that the Township not approve the Official Plan or Zoning 
By-Law Amendments. 
I would like to be notified of the adoption or refusal of the proposed Official Plan and Zoning By
Law Amendments. 

Yours truly, 

~\the\~~~ 



June 13, 2017 

Planning & Development Department 
Township of Springwater 
2231 Nursery Road 
Minesing, ON L9X 1A8 

Re: Part Lot 2, Concession 1 
2976 Horseshoe Valley Road West 
Township of Springwater 
Environmental Resource Recovery Centre 
County File: SC-OPA-1602 
Township Files: OP-2016-005 and ZB-2016-021 

I am in receipt of the notice of a Statutory Public Meeting for the above noted Official Plan and 
Zoning By-Law Amendments. 
I am opposed to the proposed amendments for the following reasons: 

1. The County of Simcoe's expressed desire to locate the facility, if possible, on lands 
already owned by the County resulted in the inclusion of County-owned forests in the 
candidate waste disposal facility sites; 

2. Given that the vast majority of County landholdings are County Forests, this resulted in 
50% of the candidate sites for a waste disposal facility being within woodlands; 

3. If you consider just the County-owned sites that were under consideration, 82% of the 
sites were woodland areas. This is an overwhelming proportion of candidate sites within 
areas that most residents of the County would consider to be protected from 
development; 

4. County Forests should not be considered as a viable option for the construction of 
infrastructure and should have been excluded from the site selection process based on 
both natural heritage as well as social and cultural impacts to the broader community; 
and, 

5. The decision-making matrix that was used during the Part 1 - 3 site selection process 
was not consistent with the requirements of the Provincial Policy Statement. In addition, 
the Seeped Environmental Impact Study has not demonstrated that there will be no 
negative impact to areas of provincial interest, such as woodlands, wetlands, wildlife 
habitat and habitat of endangered and threatened species, as required by the Planning 
Act as well as the Simcoe and Springwater Official Plans. 

I support the Township's request that the County provide a Business Case in support of the 
proposed use, as outlined in the Township's March 2, 2016 resolution however, regardless of 
the outcome of that report, the underlying site selection process and site-specific environmental 
investigations are not, in my opinion, consistent with the requirements of the Planning Act, the 
Provincial Policy Statement, the Simcoe County Official Plan or the Township of Springwater 
Official Plan. As a result, I would ask that the Township not approve the Official Plan or Zoning 
By-Law Amendments. 
I would like to be notified of the adoption or refusal of the proposed Official Plan and Zoning By
Law Amendments. 

Yours truly, 
M 11-121 o v Uvnlu ~ 

ltfY $1/J'?C.oe JtP 
73va..dfbrJ . tO;t.,; 

L3z_ 'Yd-
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June 13, 2017 

Planning & Development Department 
Township of Springwater 
2231 Nursery Road 
Minesing, ON L9X 1A8 

Re: Part Lot 2, Concession 1 
2976 Horseshoe Valley Road West 
Township of Springwater 
Environmental Resource Recovery Centre 
County File: SC-OPA-1602 
Township Fi les: OP-2016-005 and ZB-2016-021 

I am in receipt of the notice of a Statutory Public Meeting for the above noted Official Plan and 
Zoning By-Law Amendments. 
I am opposed to the proposed amendments for the following reasons: 

1. The County of Simcoe's expressed desire to locate the facility, if possible, on lands 
already owned by the County resulted in the inclusion of County-owned forests in the 
candidate waste disposal faci lity sites; 

2. Given that the vast majority of County landholdings are County Forests, this resulted in 
50% of the candidate sites for a waste disposal facility being within woodlands; 

3. If you consider just the County-owned sites that were under consideration, 82% of the 
sites were woodland areas. This is an overwhelming proportion of candidate sites within 
areas that most residents of the County would consider to be protected from 
development; 

4. County Forests should not be considered as a viable option for the construction of 
infrastructure and should have been excluded from the site selection process based on 
both natural heritage as well as social and cultural impacts to the broader community; 
and, 

5. The decision-making matrix that was used during the Part 1 - 3 site selection process 
was not consistent with the requirements of the Provincial Policy Statement. In addition, 
the Seeped Environmental Impact Study has not demonstrated that there will be no 
negative impact to areas of provincial interest, such as woodlands, wetlands, wildlife 
habitat and habitat of endangered and threatened species, as required by the Planning 
Act as well as the Simcoe and Springwater Official Plans. 

I support the Township's request that the County provide a Business Case in support of the 
proposed use, as outlined in the Township's March 2, 2016 resolution however. regardless of 
the outcome of that report, the underlying site selection process and site-specific environmental 
investigations are not, in my opinion. consistent with the requirements of the Planning Act, the 
Provincial Policy Statement, the Simcoe County Official Plan or the Township of Springwater 
Official Plan. As a result, I would ask that the Township not approve the Official Plan or Zoning 
By-Law Amendments. 
I would like to be notified of the adoption or refusal of the proposed Official Plan and Zoning By
Law Amendments. 

Yours truly, 



June 13, 2017 

Planning & Development Department 
Township of Springwater 
2231 Nursery Road 
Minesing, ON L9X 1A8 

Re: Part Lot 2, Concession 1 
2976 Horseshoe Valley Road West 
Township of Springwater 
Environmental Resource Recovery Centre 
County File: SC-OPA-1602 
Township Files: OP-2016-005 and ZB-2016-021 

I am in receipt of the notice of a Statutory Public Meeting for the above noted Official Plan and 
Zoning By-Law Amendments. 
I am opposed to the proposed amendments for the following reasons: 

1. The County of Simcoe's expressed desire to locate the facility, if possible, on lands 
already owned by the County resulted in the inclusion of County-owned forests in the 
candidate waste disposal facility sites; 

2. Given that the vast majority of County landholdings are County Forests, this resulted in 
50% of the candidate sites for a waste disposal facility being within woodlands; 

3. If you consider just the County-owned sites that were under consideration, 82% of the 
sites were woodland areas. This is an overwhelming proportion of candidate sites within 
areas that most residents of the County would consider to be protected from 
development; 

4. County Forests should not be considered as a viable option for the construction of 
infrastructure and should have been excluded from the site selection process based on 
both natural heritage as well as social and cultural impacts to the broader community; 
and, 

5. The decision-making matrix that was used during the Part 1 - 3 site selection process 
was not consistent with the requirements of the Provincial Policy Statement. In addition, 
the Scoped Environmental Impact Study has not demonstrated that there will be no 
negative impact to areas of provincial interest, such as woodlands, wetlands, wildlife 
habitat and habitat of endangered and threatened species, as required by the Planning 
Act as well as the Simcoe and Springwater Official Plans. 

I support the Township's request that the County provide a Business Case in support of the 
proposed use, as outlined in the Township's March 2, 2016 resolution however, regardless of 
the outcome of that report, the underlying site selection process and site-specific environmental 
investigations are not, in my opinion, consistent with the requirements of the Planning Act, the 
Provincial Policy Statement, the Simcoe County Official Plan or the Township of Springwater 
Official Plan. As a result, I would ask that the Township not approve the Official Plan or Zoning 
By-Law Amendments. 
I would like to be notified of the adoption or refusal of the proposed Official Plan and Zoning By
Law Amendments. 



June 13, 2017 

Planning & Development Department 
Township of Springwater 
2231 Nursery Road 
Minesing, ON L9X 1A8 

Re: Part Lot 2, Concession 1 
2976 Horseshoe Valley Road West 
Township of Springwater 
Environmental Resource Recovery Centre 
County File: SC-OPA-1602 
Township Files: OP-2016-005 and ZB-2016-021 

I am in receipt of the notice of a Statutory Public Meeting for the above noted Official Plan and 
Zoning By-Law Amendments. 
I am opposed to the proposed amendments for the following reasons: 

1. The County of Simcoe's expressed desire to locate the facility, if possible, on lands 
already owned by the County resulted in the inclusion of County-owned forests in the 
candidate waste disposal facility sites; 

2. Given that the vast majority of County landholdings are County Forests, this resulted in 
50% of the candidate sites for a waste disposal facility being within woodlands; 

3. If you consider just the County-owned sites that were under consideration, 82% of the 
sites were woodland areas. This is an overwhelming proportion of candidate sites within 
areas that most residents of the County would consider to be protected from 
development; 

4. County Forests should not be considered as a viable option for the construction of 
infrastructure and should have been excluded from the site selection process based on 
both natural heritage as well as social and cultural impacts to the broader community; 
and, 

5. The decision-making matrix that was used during the Part 1 - 3 site selection process 
was not consistent with the requirements of the Provincial Policy Statement. In addition, 
the Seeped Environmental Impact Study has not demonstrated that there will be no 
negative impact to areas of provincial interest, such as woodlands, wetlands, wildlife 
habitat and habitat of endangered and threatened species, as required by the Planning 
Act as well as the Simcoe and Springwater Official Plans. 

I support the Township's request that the County provide a Business Case in support of the 
proposed use, as outlined in the Township's March 2, 2016 resolution however, regardless of 
the outcome of that report, the underlying site selection process and site-specific environmental 
investigations are not, in my opinion, consistent with the requ irements of the Planning Act, the 
Provincial Policy Statement, the Simcoe County Official Plan or the Township of Springwater 
Official Plan. As a result, I would ask that the Township not approve the Official Plan or Zoning 
By-Law Amendments. 
I would like to be notified of the adoption or refusal of the proposed Official Plan and Zoning By
Law Amendments. 



June 13, 2017 

Planning & Development Department 
Township of Springwater 
2231 Nursery Road 
Minesing, ON L9X 1 A8 

Re: Part Lot 2, Concession 1 
2976 Horseshoe Valley Road West 
Township of Springwater 
Environmental Resource Recovery Centre 
County File: SC-OPA-1602 
Township Files: OP-2016-005 and ZB-2016-021 

I am in receipt of the notice of a Statutory Public Meeting for the above noted Official Plan and 
Zoning By-Law Amendments. 
I am opposed to the proposed amendments for the following reasons: 

1. The County of Simcoe's expressed desire to locate the facility, if possible, on lands 
already owned by the County resulted in the inclusion of County-owned forests in the 
candidate waste disposal facility sites; 

2. Given that the vast majority of County landholdings are County Forests, this resulted in 
50% of the candidate sites for a waste disposal facility being within woodlands; 

3. If you consider just the County-owned sites that were under consideration, 82% of the 
sites were woodland areas. This is an overwhelming proportion of candidate sites within 
areas that most residents of the County would consider to be protected from 
development; 

4. County Forests should not be considered as a viable option for the construction of 
infrastructure and should have been excluded from the site selection process based on 
both natural heritage as well as social and cultural impacts to the broader community; 
and, 

5. The decision-making matrix that was used during the Part 1 - 3 site selection process 
was not consistent with the requirements of the Provincial Policy Statement. In addition, 
the Seeped Environmental Impact Study has not demonstrated that there will be no 
negative impact to areas of provincial interest, such as woodlands, wetlands, wildlife 
habitat and habitat of endangered and threatened species, as required by the Planning 
Act as well as the Simcoe and Springwater Official Plans. 

I support the Township's request that the County provide a Business Case in support of the 
proposed use, as outlined in the Township's March 2, 2016 resolution however, regardless of 
the outcome of that report, the underlying site selection process and site-specific environmental 
investigations are not, in my opinion. consistent with the requirements of the Planning Act, the 
Provincial Policy Statement, the Simcoe County Official Plan or the Township of Springwater 
Official Plan. As a result, I would ask that the Township not approve the Official Plan or Zoning 
By-Law Amendments. 
I would like to be notified of the adoption or refusal of the proposed Official Plan and Zoning By
Law Amendments. 

Yours truly, CJL 
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June 13, 2017 

Planning & Development Department 
Township of Springwater 
2231 Nursery Road 
Minesing, ON L9X 1A8 

Re: Part Lot 2, Concession 1 
2976 Horseshoe Valley Road West 
Township of Springwater 
Environmental Resource Recovery Centre 
County File: SC-OPA-1602 
Township Files: OP-2016-005 and ZB-2016-021 

I am in receipt of the notice of a Statutory Public Meeting for the above noted Official Plan and 
Zoning By-Law Amendments. 
I am opposed to the proposed amendments for the following reasons: 

1. The County of Simcoe's expressed desire to locate the facility, if possible, on lands 
already owned by the County resulted in the inclusion of County-owned forests in the 
candidate waste disposal facility sites; 

2. Given that the vast majority of County landholdings are County Forests, this resulted in 
50% of the candidate sites for a waste disposal facility being within woodlands; 

3. If you consider just the County-owned sites that were under consideration, 82% of the 
sites were woodland areas. This is an overwhelming proportion of candidate sites within 
areas that most residents of the County would consider to be protected from 
development; 

4. County Forests should not be considered as a viable option for the construction of 
infrastructure and should have been excluded from the site selection process based on 
both natural heritage as well as social and cultural impacts to the broader community; 
and, 

5. The decision-making matrix that was used during the Part 1 - 3 site selection process 
was not consistent with the requirements of the Provincial Policy Statement. In addition, 
the Seeped Environmental Impact Study has not demonstrated that there will be no 
negative impact to areas of provincial interest, such as woodlands, wetlands, wildlife 
habitat and habitat of endangered and threatened species, as required by the Planning 
Act as well as the Simcoe and Springwater Official Plans. 

I support the Township's request that the County provide a Business Case in support of the 
proposed use, as outlined in the Township's March 2, 2016 resolution however, regardless of 
the outcome of that report, the underlying site selection process and site-specific environmental 
investigations are not, in my opinion, consistent with the requirements of the Planning Act, the 
Provincial Policy Statement, the Simcoe County Official Plan or the Township of Springwater 
Official Plan. As a result, I would ask that the Township not approve the Official Plan or Zoning 
By-Law Amendments. 
I would like to be notified of the adoption or refusal of the proposed Official Plan and Zoning By
Law Amendments. 

Yours truly, 

ITLd~ 
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June 13, 2017 

Planning & Development Department 
Township of Springwater 
2231 Nursery Road 
Minesing, ON L9X 1A8 

Re: Part Lot 2, Concession 1 
2976 Horseshoe Valley Road West 
Township of Springwater 
Environmental Resource Recovery Centre 
County File: SC-OPA-1602 
Township Files: OP-2016-005 and ZB-2016-021 

I am in receipt of the notice of a Statutory Public Meeting for the above noted Official Plan and 
Zoning By-Law Amendments. 
I am opposed to the proposed amendments for the following reasons: 

1. The County of Simcoe's expressed desire to locate the facility, if possible, on lands 
already owned by the County resulted in the inclusion of County-owned forests in the 
candidate waste disposal facil ity sites; 

2. Given that the vast majority of County landholdings are County Forests, this resulted in 
50% of the candidate sites for a waste disposal facility being within woodlands; 

3. If you consider just the County-owned sites that were under consideration, 82% of the 
sites were woodland areas. This is an overwhelming proportion of candidate sites within 
areas that most residents of the County would consider to be protected from 
development; 

4. County Forests should not be considered as a viable option for the construction of 
infrastructure and should have been excluded from the site selection process based on 
both natural heritage as well as social and cultural impacts to the broader community; 
and, 

5. The decision-making matrix that was used during the Part 1 - 3 site selection process 
was not consistent with the requirements of the Provincial Policy Statement. In addition, 
the Scoped Environmental Impact Study has not demonstrated that there will be no 
negative impact to areas of provincial interest, such as woodlands, wetlands, wildlife 
habitat and habitat of endangered and threatened species, as required by the Planning 
Act as well as the Simcoe and Springwater Official Plans. 

I support the Township's request that the County provide a Business Case in support of the 
proposed use, as outlined in the Township's March 2, 2016 resolution however, regardless of 
the outcome of that report, the underlying site selection process and site-specific environmental 
investigations are not, in my opinion, consistent with the requirements of the Planning Act, the 
Provincial Policy Statement, the Simcoe County Official Plan or the Township of Springwater 
Official Plan. As a result, I would ask that the Township not approve the Official Plan or Zoning 
By-Law Amendments. 
I would like to be notified of the adoption or refusal of the proposed Official Plan and Zoning By
Law Amendments. 

Yours truly, 



June 13, 2017 

Planning & Development Department 
Township of Springwater 
2231 Nursery Road 
Minesing, ON L9X 1A8 

Re: Part Lot 2, Concession 1 
2976 Horseshoe Valley Road West 
Township of Springwater 
Environmental Resource Recovery Centre 
County File: SC-OPA-1602 
Township Files: OP-2016-005 and ZB-2016-021 

I am in receipt of the notice of a Statutory Public Meeting for the above noted Official Plan and 
Zoning By-Law Amendments. 
I am opposed to the proposed amendments for the following reasons: 

1. The County of Simcoe's expressed desire to locate the facil ity, if possible, on lands 
already owned by the County resulted in the inclusion of County-owned forests in the 
candidate waste disposal facility sites; 

2. Given that the vast majority of County landholdings are County Forests, this resulted in 
50% of the candidate sites for a waste disposal facility being within woodlands; 

3. If you consider just the County-owned sites that were under consideration, 82% of the 
sites were woodland areas. This is an overwhelming proportion of candidate sites within 
areas that most residents of the County would consider to be protected from 
development; 

4. County Forests should not be considered as a viable option for the construction of 
infrastructure and should have been excluded from the site selection process based on 
both natural heritage as well as social and cultural impacts to the broader community; 
and, 

5. The decision-making matrix that was used during the Part 1 - 3 site selection process 
was not consistent with the requirements of the Provincial Policy Statement. In addition, 
the Seeped Environmental Impact Study has not demonstrated that there will be no 
negative impact to areas of provincial interest, such as woodlands, wetlands, wildlife 
habitat and habitat of endangered and threatened species, as required by the Planning 
Act as well as the Simcoe and Springwater Official Plans. 

I support the Township's request that the County provide a Business Case in support of the 
proposed use, as outlined in the Township's March 2, 2016 resolution however, regardless of 
the outcome of that report, the underlying site selection process and site-specific environmental 
investigations are not, in my opinion, consistent with the requirements of the Planning Act, the 
Provincial Policy Statement, the Simcoe County Official Plan or the Township of Springwater 
Official Plan. As a result, I would ask that the Township not approve the Official Plan or Zoning 
By-Law Amendments. 
I would like to be notified of the adoption or refusal of the proposed Official Plan and Zoning By
Law Amendments. 

Yours truly, 
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June 13, 2017 

Planning & Development Department 
Township of Springwater 
2231 Nursery Road 
Minesing, ON L9X 1A8 

Re: Part Lot 2, Concession 1 
2976 Horseshoe Valley Road West 
Township of Springwater 
Environmental Resource Recovery Centre 
County File: SC-OPA-1602 
Township Files: OP-2016-005 and ZB-2016-021 

I am in receipt of the notice of a Statutory Public Meeting for the above noted Official Plan and 
Zoning By-Law Amendments. 
I am opposed to the proposed amendments for the following reasons: 

1. The County of Simcoe's expressed desire to locate the facility, if possible, on lands 
already owned by the County resulted in the inclusion of County-owned forests in the 
candidate waste disposal facility sites; 

2. Given that the vast majority of County landholdings are County Forests, this resulted in 
50% of the candidate sites for a waste disposal facility being within woodlands; 

3. If you consider just the County-owned sites that were under consideration, 82% of the 
sites were woodland areas. This is an overwhelming proportion of candidate sites within 
areas that most residents of the County would consider to be protected from 
development; 

4. County Forests should not be considered as a viable option for the construction of 
infrastructure and should have been excluded from the site selection process based on 
both natural heritage as well as social and cultural impacts to the broader community; 
and, 

5. The decision-making matrix that was used during the Part 1 - 3 site selection process 
was not consistent with the requirements of the Provincial Policy Statement. In addition, 
the Seeped Environmental Impact Study has not demonstrated that there will be no 
negative impact to areas of provincial interest, such as woodlands, wetlands, wildlife 
habitat and habitat of endangered and threatened species, as required by the Planning 
Act as well as the Simcoe and Springwater Official Plans. 

I support the Township's request that the County provide a Business Case in support of the 
proposed use, as outlined in the Township's March 2, 2016 resolution however, regardless of 
the outcome of that report, the underlying site selection process and site-specific environmental 
investigations are not, in my opinion, consistent with the requirements of the Planning Act, the 
Provincial Policy Statement, the Simcoe County Official Plan or the Township of Springwater 
Official Plan. As a result, I would ask that the Township not approve the Official Plan or Zoning 
By-Law Amendments. 
I would like to be notified of the adoption or refusal of the proposed Official Plan and Zoning By
Law Amendments. 



June 13, 2017 

Planning & Development Department 
Township of Springwater 
2231 Nursery Road 
Minesing, ON L9X 1A8 

Re: Part Lot 2, Concession 1 
2976 Horseshoe Valley Road West 
Township of Springwater 
Environmental Resource Recovery Centre 
County File: SC-OPA-1602 
Township Files: OP-2016-005 and ZB-2016-021 

I am in receipt of the notice of a Statutory Public Meeting for the above noted Official Plan and 
Zoning By-Law Amendments. 
I am opposed to the proposed amendments for the following reasons: 

1. The County of Simcoe's expressed desire to locate the facility, if possible, on lands 
already owned by the County resulted in the inclusion of County-owned forests in the 
cand idate waste disposal facility sites ; 

2. Given that the vast majority of County landholdings are County Forests, this resulted in 
50% of the candidate sites for a waste disposal facility being within woodlands; 

3. If you consider just the County-owned sites that were under consideration, 82% of the 
sites were woodland areas. This is an overwhelming proportion of candidate sites within 
areas that most residents of the County would consider to be protected from 
development; 

4. County Forests should not be considered as a viable option for the construction of 
infrastructure and should have been excluded from the site selection process based on 
both natural heritage as well as social and cultural impacts to the broader community; 
and, 

5. The decision-making matrix that was used during the Part 1 - 3 site selection process 
was not consistent with the requirements of the Provincial Policy Statement. In addition, 
the Scoped Environmental Impact Study has not demonstrated that there will be no 
.negative impact to areas of provincial interest, such as woodlands, wetlands, wildlife 
habitat and habitat of endangered and threatened species, as required by the Planning 
Act as well as the Simcoe and Springwater Official Plans. 

I support the Township's request that the County provide a Business Case in support of the 
proposed use, as outlined in the Township's March 2, 2016 resolution however, regardless of 
the outcome of that report, the underlying site selection process and site-specific environmental 
investigations are not, in my opinion, consistent with the requirements of the Planning Act, the 
Provincial Policy Statement, the Simcoe County Official Plan or the Township of Springwater 
Official Plan. As a result, I would ask that the Township not approve the Official Plan or Zoning 
By-Law Amendments. 
I would like to be notified of the adoption or refusal of the proposed Official Plan and Zoning By-

Law Amendments. / ~ j 0 Cf<6' Q p 1 .v 6 DcJ ·VA 1-Lc;Y 
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June 13, 2017 

Planning & Development Department 
Township of Springwater 
2231 Nursery Road 
Minesing, ON L9X 1A8 

Re: Part Lot 2, Concession 1 
2976 Horseshoe Valley Road West 
Township of Springwater 
Environmental Resource Recovery Centre 
County File: SC-OPA-1602 
Township Files: OP-2016-005 and ZB-2016-021 

I am in receipt of the notice of a Statutory Public Meeting for the above noted Official Plan and 
Zoning By-Law Amendments. 
I am opposed to the proposed amendments for the following reasons: 

1. The County of Simcoe's expressed desire to locate the facility, if possible, on lands 
already owned by the County resulted in the inclusion of County-owned forests in the 
candidate waste disposal facility sites; 

2. Given that the vast majority of County landholdings are County Forests, this resulted in 
50% of the candidate sites for a waste disposal facility being within woodlands; 

3. If you consider just the County-owned sites that were under consideration, 82% of the 
sites were woodland areas. This is an overwhelming proportion of candidate sites w ith in 
areas that most residents of the County would consider to be protected from 
development; 

4. County Forests should not be considered as a viable option for the construction of 
infrastructure and should have been excluded from the site selection process based on 
both natural heritage as well as social and cultural impacts to the broader community; 
and, 

5. The decision-making matrix that was used during the Part 1 - 3 site selection process 
was not consistent with the requirements of the Provincial Policy Statement. In addition, 
the Seeped Environmental Impact Study has not demonstrated that there will be no 
negative impact to areas of provincial interest, such as woodlands, wetlands, wildlife 
habitat and habitat of endangered and threatened species, as required by the Planning 
Act as well as the Simcoe and Springwater Official Plans. 

I support the Township's request that the County provide a Business Case in support of the 
proposed use, as outlined in the Township's March 2, 2016 resolution however, regardless of 
the outcome of that report, the underlying site selection process and site-specific environmental 
investigations are not, in my opinion, consistent with the requirements of the Planning Act, the 
Provincial Policy Statement, the Simcoe County Official Plan or the Township of Springwater 
Official Plan. As a result, I would ask that the Township not approve the Official Plan or Zoning 
By-Law Amendments. 
I would like to be notified of the adoption or refusal of the proposed Official Plan and Zoning By
Law Amendments. 



June 13, 2017 

Planning & Development Department 
Township of Springwater 
2231 Nursery Road 
Minesing, ON L9X 1A8 

Re: Part Lot 2, Concession 1 
2976 Horseshoe Valley Road West 
Township of Springwater 
Environmental Resource Recovery Centre 
County File: SC-OPA-1602 
Township Files: OP-2016-005 and ZB-2016-021 

I am in receipt of the notice of a Statutory Public Meeting for the above noted Official Plan and 
Zoning By-Law Amendments. 
I am opposed to the proposed amendments for the following reasons: 

1. The County of Simcoe's expressed desire to locate the facility, if possible, on lands 
already owned by the County resulted in the inclusion of County-owned forests in the 
candidate waste disposal facility sites; 

2. Given that the vast majority of County landholdings are County Forests, this resulted in 
50% of the candidate sites for a waste disposal facility being within woodlands; 

3. If you consider just the County-owned sites that were under consideration, 82% of the 
sites were woodland areas. This is an overwhelming proportion of candidate sites within 
areas that most residents of the County would consider to be protected from 
development; 

4. County Forests should not be considered as a viable option for the construction of 
infrastructure and should have been excluded from the site selection process based on 
both natural heritage as well as social and cultural impacts to the broader community; 
and, 

5. The decision-making matrix that was used during the Part 1 - 3 site selection process 
was not consistent with the requirements of the Provincial Policy Statement. In addition, 
the Scoped Environmental Impact Study has not demonstrated that there will be no 
negative impact to areas of provincial interest, such as woodlands, wetlands, wildlife 
habitat and habitat of endangered and threatened species, as required by the Planning 
Act as well as the Simcoe and Springwater Official Plans. 

I support the Township's request that the County provide a Business Case in support of the 
proposed use, as outlined in the Township's March 2, 2016 resolution however, regardless of 
the outcome of that report, the underlying site selection process and site-specific environmental 
investigations are not, in my opinion, consistent with the requirements of the Planning Act, the 
Provincial Policy Statement, the Simcoe County Official Plan or the Township of Springwater 
Official Plan. As a result, I would ask that the Township not approve the Official Plan or Zoning 
By-Law Amendments. 
I would like to be notified of the adoption or refusal of the proposed Official Plan and Zoning By
Law Amendments. 

Yours truly, 
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June 13, 2017 

Planning & Development Department 
Township of Springwater 
2231 Nursery Road 
Minesing, ON L9X 1A8 

Re: Part Lot 2, Concession 1 
2976 Horseshoe Valley Road West 
Township of Springwater 
Environmental Resource Recovery Centre 
County File: SC-OPA-1602 
Township Files: OP-2016-005 and ZB-2016-021 

I am in receipt of the notice of a Statutory Public Meeting for the above noted Official Plan and 
Zoning By-Law Amendments. 
I am opposed to the proposed amendments for the following reasons: 

1. The County of Simcoe's expressed desire to locate the facility, if possible, on lands 
already owned by the County resulted in the inclusion of County-owned forests in the 
candidate waste disposal facil ity sites; 

2. Given that the vast majority of County landholdings are County Forests, this resulted in 
50% of the candidate sites for a waste disposal facility being with in woodlands; 

3. If you consider just the County-owned sites that were under consideration, 82% of the 
sites were woodland areas. This is an overwhelming proportion of candidate sites within 
areas that most residents of the County would consider to be protected from 
development; 

4. County Forests should not be considered as a viable option for the construction of 
infrastructure and should have been excluded from the site selection process based on 
both natural heritage as well as social and cultural impacts to the broader community; 
and, 

5. The decision-making matrix that was used during the Part 1 - 3 site selection process 
was not consistent with the requirements of the Provincial Policy Statement. In addition, 
the Scoped Environmental Impact Study has not demonstrated that there will be no 
negative impact to areas of provincial interest, such as woodlands, wetlands, wildlife 
habitat and habitat of endangered and threatened species, as required by the Planning 
Act as well as the Simcoe and Springwater Official Plans. 

I support the Township's request that the County provide a Business Case in support of the 
proposed use, as outlined in the Township's March 2, 2016 resolution however, regardless of 
the outcome of that report, the underlying site selection process and site-specific environmental 
investigations are not, in my opinion, consistent with the requirements of the Planning Act, the 
Provincial Policy Statement, the Simcoe County Official Plan or the Township of Springwater 
Official Plan. As a result, I would ask that the Township not approve the Official Plan or Zoning 
By-Law Amendments. 
I would like to be notified of the adoption or refusal of the proposed Official Plan and Zoning By-
Law Amendments. -

Yours truly, 

Cka-wN-4Luf 
()/oo~~&u ~-~ LOL- /70· 

joJos-c!~lurlrJ-1?.-/ ~M 76?5 ~.5 -rdra0o 



June 13, 2017 

Planning & Development Department 
Township of Springwater 
2231 Nursery Road 
Minesing, ON L9X 1 A8 

Re: Part Lot 2, Concession 1 
2976 Horseshoe Valley Road West 
Township of Springwater 
Environmental Resource Recovery Centre 
County File: SC-OPA-1 602 
Township Files: OP-2016-005 and ZB-2016-021 

I am in receipt of the notice of a Statutory Public Meeting for the above noted Official Plan and 
Zoning By-Law Amendments. 
I am opposed to the proposed amendments for the following reasons: 

1. The County of Simcoe's expressed desire to locate the facility, if possible, on lands 
already owned by the County resulted in the inclusion of County-owned forests in the 
candidate waste disposal facility sites; 

2. Given that the vast majority of County landholdings are County Forests, this resulted in 
50% of the candidate sites for a waste disposal facility being within woodlands; 

3. If you consider just the County-owned sites that were under consideration, 82% of the 
sites were woodland areas. This is an overwhelming proportion of candidate sites within 
areas that most residents of the County would consider to be protected from 
development; 

4. County Forests should not be considered as a viable option for the construction of 
infrastructure and should have been excluded from the site selection process based on 
both natural heritage as well as social and cultural impacts to the broader community; 
and, 

5. The decision-making matrix that was used during the Part 1 - 3 site selection process 
was not consistent with the requirements of the Provincial Policy Statement. In addition, 
the Scoped Environmental Impact Study has not demonstrated that there will be no 
negative impact to areas of provincial interest, such as woodlands, wetlands, wildlife 
habitat and habitat of endangered and threatened species, as required by the Planning 
Act as well as the Simcoe and Springwater Official Plans. 

I support the Township's request that the County provide a Business Case in support of the 
proposed use, as outlined in the Township's March 2, 2016 resolution however, regardless of 
the outcome of that report, the underlying site selection process and site-specific environmental 
investigations are not, in my opinion, consistent with the requirements of the Planning Act, the 
Provincial Policy Statement, the Simcoe County Official Plan or the Township of Springwater 
Official Plan. As a result, I would ask that the Township not approve the Official Plan or Zoning 
By-Law Amendments. 
I would like to be notified of the adoption or refusal of the proposed Official Plan and Zoning By-
Law Amendments. /) 
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June 13, 2017 

Planning & Development Department 
Township of Springwater 
2231 Nursery Road 
Minesing, ON L9X 1A8 

Re: Part Lot 2, Concession 1 
2976 Horseshoe Valley Road West 
Township of Springwater 
Environmental Resource Recovery Centre 
County File: SC-OPA-1602 
Township Files: OP-2016-005 and ZB-2016-021 

I am in receipt of the notice of a Statutory Public Meeting for the above noted Official Plan and 
Zoning By-Law Amendments. 
I am opposed to the proposed amendments for the following reasons: 

1. The County of Simcoe's expressed desire to locate the facility, if possible, on lands 
already owned by the County resulted in the inclusion of County-owned forests in the 
candidate waste disposal facility sites; 

2. Given that the vast majority of County landholdings are County Forests, this resulted in 
50% of the candidate sites for a waste disposal facility being within woodlands; 

3. If you consider just the County-owned sites that were under consideration, 82% of the 
sites were woodland areas. This is an overwhelming proportion of candidate sites within 
areas that most residents of the County would consider to be protected from 
development; 

4. County Forests should not be considered as a viable option for the construction of 
infrastructure and should have been excluded from the site selection process based on 
both natural heritage as well as social and cultural impacts to the broader community; 
and, 

5. The decision-making matrix that was used during the Part 1 - 3 site selection process 
was not consistent with the requirements of the Provincial Policy Statement. In addition, 
the Scoped Environmental Impact Study has not demonstrated that there will be no 
negative impact to areas of provincial interest, such as woodlands, wetlands, wildlife 
habitat and habitat of endangered and threatened species, as required by the Planning 
Act as well as the Simcoe and Springwater Official Plans. 

I support the Township's request that the County provide a Business Case in support of the 
proposed use, as outlined in the Township's March 2, 2016 resolution however, regardless of 
the outcome of that report, the underlying site selection process and site-specific environmental 
investigations are not, in my opinion, consistent with the requirements of the Planning Act, the 
Provincial Policy Statement, the Simcoe County Official Plan or the Township of Springwater 
Official Plan. As a result, I would ask that the Township not approve the Official Plan or Zoning 
By-Law Amendments. 
I would like to be notified of the adoption or refusal of the proposed Official Plan and Zoning By
Law Amendments. 

Yours truly~~ .J~ 
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June 13, 2017 

Planning & Development Department 
Township of Springwater 
2231 Nursery Road 
Minesing, ON L9X 1A8 

Re: Part Lot 2, Concession 1 
2976 Horseshoe Valley Road West 
Township of Springwater 
Environmental Resource Recovery Centre 
County File: SC-OPA-1602 
Township Files: OP-2016-005 and ZB-2016-021 

I am in receipt of the notice of a Statutory Public Meeting for the above noted Official Plan and 
Zoning By-Law Amendments. 
I am opposed to the proposed amendments for the following reasons: 

1. The County of Simcoe's expressed desire to locate the facility, if possible, on lands 
already owned by the County resulted in the inclusion of County-owned forests in the 
candidate waste disposal facility sites; 

2. Given that the vast majority of County landholdings are County Forests, this resulted in 
50% of the candidate sites for a waste disposal facility being within woodlands; 

3. If you consider just the County-owned sites that were under consideration, 82% of the 
sites were woodland areas. This is an overwhelming proportion of candidate sites within 
areas that most residents of the County would consider to be protected from 
development; 

4. County Forests should not be considered as a viable option for the construction of 
infrastructure and should have been excluded from the site selection process based on 
both natural heritage as well as social and cultural impacts to the broader community; 
and, 

5. The decision-making matrix that was used during the Part 1 - 3 site selection process 
was not consistent with the requirements of the Provincial Policy Statement. In addition, 
the Scoped Environmental Impact Study has not demonstrated that there will be no 
negative impact to areas of provincial interest, such as woodlands, wetlands, wildlife 
habitat and habitat of endangered and threatened species, as required by the Planning 
Act as well as the Simcoe and Springwater Official Plans. 

I support the Township's request that the County provide a Business Case in support of the 
proposed use, as outlined in the Township's March 2, 2016 resolution however, regardless of 
the outcome of that report, the underlying site selection process and site-specific environmental 
investigations are not, in my opinion, consistent with the requirements of the Planning Act, the 
Provincial Policy Statement, the Simcoe County Official Plan or the Township of Springwater 
Official Plan. As a result, I would ask that the Township not approve the Official Plan or Zoning 
By-Law Amendments. 
I would like to be notified of the adoption or refusal of the proposed Official Plan and Zoning By
Law Amendments. 

Yours truly, 



June 13, 2017 

Planning & Development Department 
Township of Springwater 
2231 Nursery Road 
Minesing, ON L9X 1A8 

Re: Part Lot 2, Concession 1 
2976 Horseshoe Valley Road West 
Township of Springwater 
Environmental Resource Recovery Centre 
County File: SC-OPA-1602 
Township Files: OP-2016-005 and ZB-2016-021 

I am in receipt of the notice of a Statutory Public Meeting for the above noted Official Plan and 
Zoning By-Law Amendments. 
I am opposed to the proposed amendments for the following reasons: 

1. The County of Simcoe's expressed desire to locate the facility, if possible, on lands 
already owned by the County resulted in the inclusion of County-owned forests in the 
candidate waste disposal facility sites; 

2. Given that the vast majority of County landholdings are County Forests, this resulted in 
50% of the candidate sites for a waste disposal facility being within woodlands; 

3. If you consider just the County-owned sites that were under consideration, 82% of the 
sites were woodland areas. This is an overwhelming proportion of candidate sites within 
areas that most residents of the County would consider to be protected from 
development; 

4. County Forests should not be considered as a viable option for the construction of 
infrastructure and should have been excluded from the site selection process based on 
both natural heritage as well as social and cultural impacts to the broader community; 
and, 

5. The decision-making matrix that was used during the Part 1 - 3 site selection process 
was not consistent with the requirements of the Provincial Policy Statement. In addition, 
the Scoped Environmental Impact Study has not demonstrated that there will be no 
negative impact to areas of provincial interest, such as woodlands, wetlands, wildlife 
habitat and habitat of endangered and threatened species, as required by the Planning 
Act as well as the Simcoe and Springwater Official Plans. 

I support the Township's request that the County provide a Business Case in support of the 
proposed use, as outlined in the Township's March 2, 2016 resolution however, regardless of 
the outcome of that report, the underlying site selection process and site-specific environmental 
investigations are not, in my opinion, consistent with the requirements of the Planning Act, the 
Provincial Policy Statement, the Simcoe County Official Plan or the Township of Springwater 
Official Plan. As a result, I would ask that the Township not approve the Official Plan or Zoning 
By-Law Amendments. 
I would like to be notified o the adoption or refusal of the proposed Official Plan and Zoning By
Law Amendments. 

Yours truly, 

-::s~ s~~GWL too) wo~ Mr-. 
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June 13, 2017 

Planning & Development Department 
Township of Springwater 
2231 Nursery Road 
Minesing, ON L9X 1A8 

Re: Part Lot 2, Concession 1 
2976 Horseshoe Valley Road West 
Township of Springwater 
Environmental Resource Recovery Centre 
County File: SC-OPA-1602 
Township Files: OP-2016-005 and ZB-2016-021 

I am in receipt of the notice of a Statutory Public Meeting for the above noted Official Plan and 
Zoning By-Law Amendments. 
I am opposed to the proposed amendments for the following reasons: 

1. The County of Simcoe's expressed desire to locate the facility, if possible, on lands 
already owned by the County resulted in the inclusion of County-owned forests in the 
candidate waste disposal facility sites; 

2. Given that the vast majority of County landholdings are County Forests, this resulted in 
50% of the candidate sites for a waste disposal facility being within woodlands; 

3. If you consider just the County-owned sites that were under consideration, 82% of the 
sites were woodland areas. This is an overwhelming proportion of candidate sites within 
areas that most residents of the County would consider to be protected from 
development; 

4. County Forests should not be considered as a viable option for the construction of 
infrastructure and should have been excluded from the site selection process based on 
both natural heritage as well as social and cultural impacts to the broader community; 
and, 

5. The decision-making matrix that was used during the Part 1 - 3 site selection process 
was not consistent with the requirements of the Provincial Policy Statement. In addition, 
the Scoped Environmental Impact Study has not demonstrated that there will be no 
negative impact to areas of provincial interest, such as woodlands, wetlands, wildlife 
habitat and habitat of endangered and threatened species, as required by the Planning 
Act as well as the Simcoe and Springwater Official Plans. 

I support the Township's request that the County provide a Business Case in support of the 
proposed use, as outlined in the Township's March 2, 2016 resolution however, regardless of 
the outcome of that report, the underlying site selection process and site-specific environmental 
investigations are not, in my opinion, consistent with the requirements of the Planning Act, the 
Provincial Policy Statement, the Simcoe County Official Plan or the Township of Springwater 
Official Plan. As a result, I would ask that the Township not approve the Official Plan or Zoning 
By-Law Amendments. 
I would like to be notified of the adoption or refusal of the proposed Official Plan and Zoning By
Law Amendments. 

Yours truly, 

kar-rie ~s.on 
1326 R~~ 3 
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June 13, 2017 

Planning & Development Department 
Township of Springwater 
2231 Nursery Road 
Minesing, ON L9X 1A8 

Re: Part Lot 2, Concession 1 
2976 Horseshoe Valley Road West 
Township of Springwater 
Environmental Resource Recovery Centre 
County File: SC-OPA-1602 
Township Files: OP-2016-005 and ZB-2016-021 

I am in receipt of the notice of a Statutory Public Meeting for the above noted Official Plan and 
Zoning By-Law Amendments. 
I am opposed to the proposed amendments for the following reasons: 

1. The County of Simcoe's expressed desire to locate the facility, if possible, on lands 
already owned by the County resulted in the inclusion of County-owned forests in the 
candidate waste disposal facility sites; 

2. Given that the vast majority of County landholdings are County Forests, this resulted in 
50% of the candidate sites for a waste disposal facility being within woodlands; 

3. If you consider just the County-owned sites that were under consideration, 82% of the 
sites were woodland areas. This is an overwhelming proportion of candidate sites within 
areas that most residents of the County would consider to be protected from 
development; 

4. County Forests should not be considered as a viable option for the construction of 
infrastructure and should have been excluded from the site selection process based on 
both natural heritage as well as social and cultural impacts to the broader community; 
and, 

5. The decision-making matrix that was used during the Part 1 - 3 site selection process 
was not consistent with the requirements of the Provincial Policy Statement. In addition, 
the Seeped Environmental Impact Study has not demonstrated that there will be no 
negative impact to areas of provincial interest, such as woodlands, wetlands, wildlife 
habitat and habitat of endangered and threatened species, as required by the Planning 
Act as well as the Simcoe and Springwater Official Plans. 

I support the Township's request that the County provide a Business Case in support of the 
proposed use, as outlined in the Township's March 2, 2016 resolution however, regardless of 
the outcome of that report, the underlying site selection process and site-specific environmental 
investigations are not, in my opinion, consistent with the requirements of the Planning Act, the 
Provincial Policy Statement, the Simcoe County Official Plan or the Township of Springwater 
Official Plan. As a result, I would ask that the Township not approve the Official Plan or Zoning 
By-Law Amendments. 
I would like to be notified of the adoption or refusal of the proposed Official Plan and Zoning By
Law Amendments. 



June 13, 2017 

Planning & Development Department 
Township of Springwater 
2231 Nursery Road 
Minesing, ON L9X 1A8 

Re: Part Lot 2, Concession 1 
2976 Horseshoe Valley Road West 
Township of Springwater 
Environmental Resource Recovery Centre 
County File: SC-OPA-1602 
Township Files: OP-2016-005 and ZB-2016-021 

I am in receipt of the notice of a Statutory Public Meeting for the above noted Official Plan and 
Zoning By-Law Amendments. 
I am opposed to the proposed amendments for the following reasons: 

1. The County of Simcoe's expressed desire to locate the facility, if possible, on lands 
already owned by the County resulted in the inclusion of County-owned forests in the 
candidate waste disposal facility sites; 

2. Given that the vast majority of County landholdings are County Forests, this resulted in 
50% of the candidate sites for a waste disposal facility being within woodlands; 

3. If you consider just the County-owned sites that were under consideration, 82% of the 
sites were woodland areas. This is an overwhelming proportion of candidate sites within 
areas that most residents of the County would consider to be protected from 
development; 

4. County Forests should not be considered as a viable option for the construction of 
infrastructure and should have been excluded from the site selection process based on 
both natural heritage as well as social and cultural impacts to the broader community; 
and, 

5. The decision-making matrix that was used during the Part 1 - 3 site selection process 
was not consistent with the requirements of the Provincial Policy Statement. In addition, 
the Seeped Environmental Impact Study has not demonstrated that there will be no 
negative impact to areas of provincial interest, such as woodlands, wetlands. wildlife 
habitat and habitat of endangered and threatened species, as required by the Planning 
Act as well as the Simcoe and Springwater Official Plans. 

I support the Township's request that the County provide a Business Case in support of the 
proposed use, as outlined in the Township's March 2, 2016 resolution however, regardless of 
the outcome of that report, the underlying site selection process and site-specific environmental 
investigations are not, in my opinion, consistent with the requirements of the Planning Act, the 
Provincial Policy Statement, the Simcoe County Official Plan or the Township of Springwater 
Official Plan. As a result, I would ask that the Township not approve the Official Plan or Zoning 
By-Law Amendments. 
I would like to be notified of the adoption or refusal of the proposed Official Plan and Zoning By
Law Amendments. 

Yourstruly, ~~ 
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June 13, 2017 

Planning & Development Department 
Township of Springwater 
2231 Nursery Road 
Minesing, ON L9X 1 A8 

Re: Part Lot 2, Concession 1 
2976 Horseshoe Valley Road West 
Township of Springwater 
Environmental Resource Recovery Centre 
County File: SC-OPA-1602 
Township Files: OP-2016-005 and ZB-2016-021 

I am in receipt of the notice of a Statutory Public Meeting for the above noted Official Plan and 
Zoning By-Law Amendments. 
I am opposed to the proposed amendments for the following reasons: 

1. The County of Simcoe's expressed desire to locate the facility, if possible, on lands 
already owned by the County resulted in the inclusion of County-owned forests in the 
candidate waste disposal facility sites; 

2. Given that the vast majority of County landholdings are County Forests, this resulted in 
50% of the candidate sites for a waste disposal facility being within woodlands; 

3. If you consider just the County-owned sites that were under consideration, 82% of the 
sites were woodland areas. This is an overwhelming proportion of candidate sites within 
areas that most residents of the County would consider to be protected from 
development; 

4. County Forests should not be considered as a viable option for the construction of 
infrastructure and should have been excluded from the site selection process based on 
both natural heritage as well as social and cultural impacts to the broader community; 
and, 

5. The decision-making matrix that was used during the Part 1 - 3 site selection process 
was not consistent with the requirements of the Provincial Policy Statement. In addition, 
the Seeped Environmental Impact Study has not demonstrated that there will be no 
negative impact to areas of provincial interest, such as woodlands, wetlands, wildlife 
habitat and habitat of endangered and threatened species, as required by the Planning 
Act as well as the Simcoe and Springwater Official Plans. 

I support the Township's request that the County provide a Business Case in support of the 
proposed use, as outlined in the Township's March 2, 2016 resolution however, regardless of 
the outcome of that report, the underlying site selection process and site-specific environmental 
investigations are not, in my opinion, consistent with the requirements of the Planning Act, the 
Provincial Policy Statement, the Simcoe County Official Plan or the Township of Springwater 
Official Plan. As a result, I would ask that the Township not approve the Official Plan or Zoning 
By-Law Amendments. 
I would like to be notified of the adoption or refusal of the proposed Official Plan and Zoning By
Law Amendments. 



June 13, 2017 

Planning & Development Department 
Township of Springwater 
2231 Nursery Road 
Minesing, ON L9X 1A8 

Re: Part Lot 2, Concession 1 
2976 Horseshoe Valley Road West 
Township of Springwater 
Environmental Resource Recovery Centre 
County File: SC-OPA-1602 
Township Files: OP-2016-005 and ZB-2016-021 

I am in receipt of the notice of a Statutory Public Meeting for the above noted Official Plan and 
Zoning By-Law Amendments. 
I am opposed to the proposed amendments for the following reasons: 

1. The County of Simcoe's expressed desire to locate the facility, if possible, on lands 
already owned by the County resulted in the inclusion of County-owned forests in the 
candidate waste disposal facility sites; 

2. Given that the vast majority of County landholdings are County Forests, this resulted in 
50% of the candidate sites for a waste disposal facility being within woodlands; 

3. If you consider just the County-owned sites that were under consideration, 82% of the 
sites were woodland areas. This is an overwhelming proportion of candidate sites within 
areas that most residents of the County would consider to be protected from 
development; 

4. County Forests should not be considered as a viable option for the construction of 
infrastructure and should have been excluded from the site selection process based on 
both natural heritage as well as social and cultural impacts to the broader community; 
and, 

5. The decision-making matrix that was used during the Part 1 - 3 site selection process 
was not consistent with the requ irements of the Provincial Policy Statement. In addition, 
the Scoped Environmental Impact Study has not demonstrated that there will be no 
negative impact to areas of provincial interest, such as woodlands, wetlands, wildlife 
habitat and habitat of endangered and threatened species, as required by the Planning 
Act as well as the Simcoe and Springwater Official Plans. 

I support the Township's request that the County provide a Business Case in support of the 
proposed use, as outlined in the Township's March 2, 2016 resolution however, regardless of 
the outcome of that report, the underlying site selection process and site-specific environmental 
investigations are not, in my opinion, consistent with the requirements of the Planning Act, the 
Provincial Policy Statement, the Simcoe County Official Plan or the Township of Springwater 
Official Plan. As a result, I would ask that the Township not approve the Official Plan or Zoning 
By-Law Amendments. 
I would like to be notified of the adoption or refusal of the proposed Official Plan and Zoning By
Law Amendments. 



June 13, 2017 

Planning & Development Department 
Township of Springwater 
2231 Nursery Road 
Minesing, ON L9X 1A8 

Re: Part Lot 2, Concession 1 
2976 Horseshoe Valley Road West 
Township of Springwater 
Environmental Resource Recovery Centre 
County File: SC-OPA-1602 
Township Files: OP-2016-005 and ZB-2016-021 

I am in receipt of the notice of a Statutory Public Meeting for the above noted Official Plan and 
Zoning By-Law Amendments. 
I am opposed to the proposed amendments for the following reasons: 

1. The County of Simcoe's expressed desire to locate the facility, if possible, on lands 
already owned by the County resulted in the inclusion of County-owned forests in the 
candidate waste disposal facil ity sites; 

2. Given that the vast majority of County landholdings are County Forests, this resulted in 
50% of the candidate sites for a waste disposal facil ity being within woodlands; 

3. If you consider just the County-owned sites that were under consideration, 82% of the 
sites were woodland areas. This is an overwhelming proportion of candidate sites with in 
areas that most residents of the County would consider to be protected from 
development; 

4. County Forests should not be considered as a viable option for the construction of 
infrastructure and should have been excluded from the site selection process based on 
both natural heritage as well as social and cultural impacts to the broader community; 
and, 

5. The decision-making matrix that was used during the Part 1 - 3 site selection process 
was not consistent with the requirements of the Provincial Policy Statement. In addition, 
the Scoped Environmental Impact Study has not demonstrated that there will be no 
negative impact to areas of provincial interest, such as woodlands, wetlands, wildlife 
habitat and habitat of endangered and threatened species, as required by the Planning 
Act as well as the Simcoe and Springwater Official Plans. 

I support the Township's request that the County provide a Business Case in support of the 
proposed use, as outlined in the Township's March 2, 2016 resolution however, regardless of 
the outcome of that report, the underlying site selection process and site-specific environmental 
investigations are not, in my opinion, consistent with the requirements of the Planning Act, the 
Provincial Policy Statement, the Simcoe County Official Plan or the Township of Springwater 
Official Plan. As a result, I would ask that the Township not approve the Official Plan or Zoning 
By-Law Amendments. 
I would like to be notified of the adoption or refusal of the proposed Official Plan and Zoning By
Law Amendments. 

Yours truly.nJ.J ~~ 
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June 13, 2017 

Planning & Development Department 
Township of Springwater 
2231 Nursery Road 
Minesing, ON L9X 1A8 

Re: Part Lot 2, Concession 1 
2976 Horseshoe Valley Road West 
Township of Springwater 
Environmental Resource Recovery Centre 
County File: SC-OPA-1602 
Township Files: OP-2016-005 and ZB-2016-021 

I am in receipt of the notice of a Statutory Public Meeting for the above noted Official Plan and 
Zoning By-Law Amendments. 
I am opposed to the proposed amendments for the following reasons: 

1. The County of Simcoe's expressed desire to locate the facility, if possible, on lands 
already owned by the County resulted in the inclusion of County-owned forests in the 
candidate waste disposal facility sites; 

2. Given that the vast majority of County landholdings are County Forests, this resulted in 
50% of the candidate sites for a waste disposal facility being within woodlands; 

3. If you consider just the County-owned sites that were under consideration, 82% of the 
sites were woodland areas. This is an overwhelming proportion of candidate sites within 
areas that most residents of the County would consider to be protected from 
development; 

4. County Forests should not be considered as a viable option for the construction of 
infrastructure and should have been excluded from the site selection process based on 
both natural heritage as well as social and cultural impacts to the broader community; 
and, 

5. The decision-making matrix that was used during the Part 1 - 3 site selection process 
was not consistent with the requirements of the Provincial Policy Statement. In addition, 
the Seeped Environmental Impact Study has not demonstrated that there will be no 
negative impact to areas of provincial interest, such as woodlands, wetlands, wildlife 
habitat and habitat of endangered and threatened species, as required by the Planning 
Act as well as the Simcoe and Springwater Official Plans. 

I support the Township's request that the County provide a Business Case in support of the 
proposed use, as outlined in the Township's March 2, 2016 resolution however, regardless of 
the outcome of that report, the underlying site selection process and site-specific environmental 
investigations are not, in my opinion, consistent with the requirements of the Planning Act, the 
Provincial Policy Statement, the Simcoe County Official Plan or the Township of Springwater 
Official Plan. As a result, I would ask that the Township not approve the Official Plan or Zoning 
By-Law Amendments. 
I would like to be notified of the adoption or refusal of the proposed Official Plan and Zoning By-
Law Amendments. (£,-
Yours truly, ~ &J ~ 
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June 13, 2017 

Planning & Development Department 
Township of Springwater 
2231 Nursery Road 
Minesing, ON L9X 1A8 

Re: Part Lot 2, Concession 1 
2976 Horseshoe Valley Road West 
Township of Springwater 
Environmental Resource Recovery Centre 
County File: SC-OPA-1602 
Township Files: OP-2016-005 and ZB-2016-021 

I am in receipt of the notice of a Statutory Public Meeting for the above noted Official Plan and 
Zoning By-Law Amendments. 
I am opposed to the proposed amendments for the following reasons: 

1. The County of Simcoe's expressed desire to locate the facility, if possible, on lands 
already owned by the County resulted in the inclusion of County-owned forests in the 
candidate waste disposal facility sites; 

2. Given that the vast majority of County landholdings are County Forests, this resulted in 
50% of the candidate sites for a waste disposal facility being within woodlands; 

3. If you consider just the County-owned sites that were under consideration, 82% of the 
sites were woodland areas. This is an overwhelming proportion of candidate sites within 
areas that most residents of the County would consider to be protected from 
development; 

4. County Forests should not be considered as a viable option for the construction of 
infrastructure and should have been excluded from the site selection process based on 
both natural heritage as well as social and cultural impacts to the broader community; 
and, 

5. The decision-making matrix that was used during the Part 1 - 3 site selection process 
was not consistent with the requirements of the Provincial Policy Statement. In addition, 
the Seeped Environmental Impact Study has not demonstrated that there will be no 
negative impact to areas of provincial interest, such as woodlands, wetlands, wildlife 
habitat and habitat of endangered and threatened species, as required by the Planning 
Act as well as the Simcoe and Springwater Official Plans. 

I support the Township's request that the County provide a Business Case in support of the 
proposed use, as outlined in the Township's March 2, 2016 resolution however, regardless of 
the outcome of that report, the underlying site selection process and site-specific environmental 
investigations are not, in my opinion, consistent with the requirements of the Planning Act, the 
Provincial Policy Statement, the Simcoe County Official Plan or the Township of Springwater 
Official Plan. As a result, I would ask that the Township not approve the Official Plan or Zoning 
By-Law Amendments. 
I would like to be notified of the adoption or refusal of the proposed Official Plan and Zoning By
Law Amendments. 
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June 13, 2017 

Planning & Development Department 
Township of Springwater 
2231 Nursery Road 
Minesing, ON L9X 1A8 

Re: Part Lot 2, Concession 1 
2976 Horseshoe Valley Road West 
Township of Springwater 
Environmental Resource Recovery Centre 
County File: SC-OPA-1602 
Township Files: OP-2016-005 and ZB-2016-021 

I am in receipt of the notice of a Statutory Public Meeting for the above noted Official Plan and 
Zoning By-Law Amendments. 
I am opposed to the proposed amendments for the following reasons: 

1. The County of Simcoe's expressed desire to locate the faci lity, if possible, on lands 
already owned by the County resulted in the inclusion of County-owned forests in the 
candidate waste disposal facility sites; 

2. Given that the vast majority of County landholdings are County Forests, this resulted in 
50% of the candidate sites for a waste disposal facility being within woodlands; 

3. If you consider just the County-owned sites that were under consideration, 82% of the 
sites were woodland areas. This is an overwhelming proportion of candidate sites within 
areas that most residents of the County would consider to be protected from 
development; 

4. County Forests should not be considered as a viable option for the construction of 
infrastructure and should have been excluded from the site selection process based on 
both natural heritage as well as social and cultural impacts to the broader community; 
and, 

5. The decision-making matrix that was used during the Part 1 - 3 site selection process 
was not consistent with the requirements of the Provincial Policy Statement. In addition, 
the Seeped Environmental Impact Study has not demonstrated that there will be no 
negative impact to areas of provincial interest, such as woodlands, wetlands, wildlife 
habitat and habitat of endangered and threatened species, as required by the Planning 
Act as well as the Simcoe and Springwater Official Plans. 

I support the Township's request that the County provide a Business Case in support of the 
proposed use, as outlined in the Township's March 2, 2016 resolution however, regardless of 
the outcome of that report, the underlying site selection process and site-specific environmental 
investigations are not, in my opinion, consistent with the requirements of the Planning Act, the 
Provincial Policy Statement, the Simcoe County Official Plan or the Township of Springwater 
Official Plan. As a result, I would ask that the Township not approve the Official Plan or Zoning 
By-Law Amendments. 
I would like to be notified of the adoption or refusal of the proposed Official Plan and Zoning By
Law Amendments. 
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June 13, 2017 

Planning & Development Department 
Township of Springwater 
2231 Nursery Road 
Minesing, ON L9X 1A8 

Re: Part Lot 2, Concession 1 
2976 Horseshoe Valley Road West 
Township of Springwater 
Environmental Resource Recovery Centre 
County File: SC-OPA-1602 
Township Files: OP-2016-005 and ZB-2016-021 

I am in receipt of the notice of a Statutory Public Meeting for the above noted Official Plan and 
Zoning By-Law Amendments. 
I am opposed to the proposed amendments for the following reasons: 

1. The County of Simcoe's expressed desire to locate the facility, if possible, on lands 
already owned by the County resulted in the inclusion of County-owned forests in the 
candidate waste disposal facil ity sites; 

2. Given that the vast majority of County landholdings are County Forests, this resulted in 
50% of the candidate sites for a waste disposal facility being within woodlands; 

3. If you consider just the County-owned sites that were under consideration, 82% of the 
sites were woodland areas. This is an overwhelming proportion of candidate sites within 
areas that most residents of the County would consider to be protected from 
development; 

4. County Forests should not be considered as a viable option for the construction of 
infrastructure and should have been excluded from the site selection process based on 
both natural heritage as well as social and cultural impacts to the broader community; 
and, 

5. The decision-making matrix that was used during the Part 1 - 3 site selection process 
was not consistent with the requirements of the Provincial Policy Statement. In addition, 
the Seeped Environmental Impact Study has not demonstrated that there will be no 
negative impact to areas of provincial interest, such as woodlands, wetlands, wildlife 
habitat and habitat of endangered and threatened species, as required by the Planning 
Act as well as the Simcoe and Springwater Official Plans. 

I support the Township's request that the County provide a Business Case in support of the 
proposed use, as outlined in the Township's March 2, 2016 resolution however, regardless of 
the outcome of that report, the underlying site selection process and site-specific environmental 
investigations are not, in my opinion, consistent with the requirements of the Planning Act, the 
Provincial Policy Statement, the Simcoe County Official Plan or the Township of Springwater 
Official Plan. As a result, I would ask that the Township not approve the Official Plan or Zoning 
By-Law Amendments. 
I would like to be notified of the adoption or refusal of the proposed Official Plan and Zoning By
Law Amendments. 

Yours truly, ~ .} ~ {;)~ (\ 
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June 13, 2017 

Planning & Development Department 
Township of Springwater 
2231 Nursery Road 
Minesing, ON L9X 1A8 

Re: Part Lot 2, Concession 1 
2976 Horseshoe Valley Road West 
Township of Springwater 
Environmental Resource Recovery Centre 
County File: SC-OPA-1602 
Township Files: OP-2016-005 and ZB-2016-021 

I am in receipt of the notice of a Statutory Public Meeting for the above noted Official Plan and 
Zoning By-Law Amendments. 
I am opposed to the proposed amendments for the following reasons: 

1. The County of Simcoe's expressed desire to locate the facility, if possible, on lands 
already owned by the County resulted in the inclusion of County-owned forests in the 
candidate waste disposal facility sites; 

2. Given that the vast majority of County landholdings are County Forests, this resulted in 
50% of the candidate sites for a waste disposal facility being within woodlands; 

3. If you consider just the County-owned sites that were under consideration, 82% of the 
sites were woodland areas. This is an overwhelming proportion of candidate sites within 
areas that most residents of the County would consider to be protected from 
development; 

4. County Forests should not be considered as a viable option for the construction of 
infrastructure and should have been excluded from the site selection process based on 
both natural heritage as well as social and cu ltural impacts to the broader community; 
and, 

5. The decision-making matrix that was used during the Part 1 - 3 site selection process 
was not consistent with the requirements of the Provincial Policy Statement. In addition, 
the Seeped Environmental Impact Study has not demonstrated that there will be no 
negative impact to areas of provincial interest, such as woodlands, wetlands, wildlife 
habitat and habitat of endangered and threatened species, as required by the Planning 
Act as well as the Simcoe and Springwater Official Plans. 

I support the Township's request that the County provide a Business Case in support of the 
proposed use, as outlined in the Township's March 2, 2016 resolution however, regardless of 
the outcome of that report, the underlying site selection process and site-specific environmental 
investigations are not, in my opinion, consistent with the requirements of the Planning Act, the 
Provincial Policy Statement, the Simcoe County Official Plan or the Township of Springwater 
Official Plan. As a result, I would ask that the Township not approve the Official Plan or Zoning 
By-Law Amendments. 
I would like to be notified of the adoption or refusal of the proposed Official Plan and Zoning By
Law Amendments. 

Yours truly, 
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June 13, 2017 

Planning & Development Department 
Township of Springwater 
2231 Nursery Road 
Minesing, ON L9X 1A8 

Re: Part Lot 2, Concession 1 
2976 Horseshoe Valley Road West 
Township of Springwater 
Environmental Resource Recovery Centre 
County File: SC-OPA-1602 
Township Files: OP-2016-005 and ZB-2016-021 

I am in receipt of the notice of a Statutory Public Meeting for the above noted Official Plan and 
Zoning By-Law Amendments. 
I am opposed to the proposed amendments for the following reasons: 

1. The County of Simcoe's expressed desire to locate the faci lity, if possible, on lands 
already owned by the County resulted in the inclusion of County-owned forests in the 
candidate waste disposal facil ity sites; 

2. Given that the vast majority of County landholdings are County Forests, this resulted in 
50% of the candidate sites for a waste disposal facil ity being within woodlands; 

3. If you consider just the County-owned sites that were under consideration, 82% of the 
sites were woodland areas. This is an overwhelming proportion of candidate sites within 
areas that most residents of the County would consider to be protected from 
development; 

4. County Forests should not be considered as a viable option for the construction of 
infrastructure and should have been excluded from the site selection process based on 
both natural heritage as well as social and cultural impacts to the broader community; 
and, 

5. The decision-making matrix that was used during the Part 1 - 3 site selection process 
was not consistent with the requirements of the Provincial Policy Statement. In addition, 
the Seeped Environmental Impact Study has not demonstrated that there will be no 
negative impact to areas of provincial interest, such as woodlands, wetlands, wildl ife 
habitat and habitat of endangered and threatened species, as required by the Planning 
Act as well as the Simcoe and Springwater Official Plans. 

I support the Township's request that the County provide a Business Case in support of the 
proposed use, as outlined in the Township's March 2, 2016 resolution however, regardless of 
the outcome of that report, the underlying site selection process and site-specific environmental 
investigations are not, in my opinion, consistent with the requirements of the Planning Act, the 
Provincial Policy Statement, the Simcoe County Official Plan or the Township of Springwater 
Official Plan. As a result, I would ask that the Township not approve the Official Plan or Zoning 
By-Law Amendments. 
I would like to be notified of the adoption or refusal of the proposed Official Plan and Zoning By
Law Amendments. 

Yours truly, 

\heres().; tcP o· 1\Jetl/ 0>-
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June 13, 2017 

Planning & Development Department 
Township of Springwater 
2231 Nursery Road 
Minesing, ON L9X 1A8 

Re: Part Lot 2, Concession 1 
2976 Horseshoe Valley Road West 
Township of Springwater 
Environmental Resource Recovery Centre 
County File: SC-OPA-1602 
Township Files: OP-2016-005 and ZB-2016-021 

I am in receipt of the notice of a Statutory Public Meeting for the above noted Official Plan and 
Zoning By-Law Amendments. 
I am opposed to the proposed amendments for the following reasons: 

1. The County of Simcoe's expressed desire to locate the facility, if possible, on lands 
already owned by the County resulted in the inclusion of County-owned forests in the 
candidate waste disposal facility sites; 

2. Given that the vast majority of County landholdings are County Forests, this resulted in 
50% of the candidate sites for a waste disposal facility being within woodlands; 

3. If you consider just the County-owned sites that were under consideration, 82% of the 
sites were woodland areas. This is an overwhelming proportion of candidate sites within 
areas that most residents of the County would consider to be protected from 
development; 

4 . County Forests should not be considered as a viable option for the construction of 
infrastructure and should have been excluded from the site selection process based on 
both natural heritage as well as social and cultural impacts to the broader community; 
and, 

5. The decision-making matrix that was used during the Part 1 - 3 site selection process 
was not consistent with the requirements of the Provincial Policy Statement. In addition, 
the Seeped Environmental Impact Study has not demonstrated that there will be no 
negative impact to areas of provincial interest, such as woodlands, wetlands, wildlife 
habitat and habitat of endangered and threatened species, as required by the Planning 
Act as well as the Simcoe and Springwater Official Plans. 

I support the Township's request that the County provide a Business Case in support of the 
proposed use, as outlined in the Township's March 2, 2016 resolution however, regardless of 
the outcome of that report, the underlying site selection process and site-specific environmental 
investigations are not, in my opinion, consistent with the requirements of the Planning Act, the 
Provincial Policy Statement, the Simcoe County Official Plan or the Township of Springwater 
Official Plan. As a result, I would ask that the Township not approve the Official Plan or Zoning 
By-Law Amendments. 
I would like to be notified of the adoption or refusal of the proposed Official Plan and Zoning By
Law Amendments. 

Yours truly, 

8 1LL LAwsoN 
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June 13, 2017 

Planning & Development Department 
Township of Springwater 
2231 Nursery Road 
Minesing, ON L9X 1A8 

Re: Part Lot 2, Concession 1 
2976 Horseshoe Valley Road West 
Township of Springwater 
Environmental Resource Recovery Centre 
County File: SC-OPA-1602 
Township Files: OP-2016-005 and ZB-2016-021 

I am in receipt of the notice of a Statutory Public Meeting for the above noted Official Plan and 
Zoning By-Law Amendments. 
I am opposed to the proposed amendments for the following reasons: 

1. The County of Simcoe's expressed desire to locate the facility, if possible, on lands 
already owned by the County resulted in the inclusion of County-owned forests in the 
candidate waste disposal faci lity sites; 

2. Given that the vast majority of County landholdings are County Forests, this resulted in 
50% of the candidate sites for a waste disposal facility being within woodlands; 

3. If you consider just the County-owned sites that were under consideration. 82% of the 
sites were woodland areas. This is an overwhelming proportion of candidate sites within 
areas that most residents of the County would consider to be protected from 
development; 

4. County Forests should not be considered as a viable option for the construction of 
infrastructure and should have been excluded from the site selection process based on 
both natural heritage as well as social and cultural impacts to the broader community; 
and, 

5. The decision-making matrix that was used during the Part 1 - 3 site selection process 
was not consistent with the requirements. of the Provincial Policy Statement. In addition. 
the Scoped Environmental Impact Study has not demonstrated that there will be no 
negative impact to areas of provincial interest, such as woodlands, wetlands, wildlife 
habitat and habitat of endangered and threatened species, as required by the Planning 
Act as well as the Simcoe and Springwater Official Plans. 

I support the Township's request that the County provide a Business Case in support of the 
proposed use, as outlined in the Township's March 2, 2016 resolution however, regardless of 
the outcome of that report, the underlying site selection process and site-specific environmental 
investigations are not, in my opinion, consistent with the requirements of the Planning Act. the 
Provincial Policy Statement. the Simcoe County Official Plan or the Township of Springwater 
Official Plan. As a result, I would ask that the Township not approve the Official Plan or Zoning 
By-Law Amendments. 
I would like to be notified of the adoption or refusal of the proposed Official Plan and Zoning By
Law Amendments. 

Yours truly, 
fZ'L2 RP.,';,~ VCLI£; ted s-
1>1-.e/fs.ft,r, 6'N 
LoL~~o 



Date: ______________________ 

 

 

Attention: County Clerk Renee Chaperon (Email: renee.chaperon@springwater.ca) 

 

Planning & Development Department 

Township of Springwater 

2231 Nursery Road 

Minesing, ON  L9X 1A8 

 

 

Re: Part Lot 2, Concession 1 

 2976 Horseshoe Valley Road West 

 Township of Springwater 

 Environmental Resource Recovery Centre 

 County File: SC-OPA-1602 

 Township Files:  OP-2016-005 and ZB-2016-021 

  

I am in receipt of the notice of a Statutory Public Meeting for the above noted Official Plan and 

Zoning By-Law Amendments 

 

I am opposed to the proposed amendments for the following reasons: 

 

1. The County of Simcoe’s expressed desire to locate the facility, if possible, on lands 

already owned by the County resulted in the inclusion of County-owned forests in the 

candidate waste disposal facility sites; 

2. Given that the vast majority of County landholdings are County Forests, this resulted in 

50% of the candidate sites for a waste disposal facility being within woodlands; 

3. If you consider just the County-owned sites that were under consideration, 82% of the 

sites were woodland areas.  This is an overwhelming proportion of candidate sites within 

areas that most residents of the County would consider to be protected from 

development; 

4. County Forests should not be considered as a viable option for the construction of 

infrastructure and should have been excluded from the site selection process based on 

both natural heritage as well as social and cultural impacts to the broader community; 

and, 

5. The decision-making matrix that was used during the Part 1 – 3 site selection process 

was not consistent with the requirements of the Provincial Policy Statement.  In addition, 

the Scoped Environmental Impact Study has not demonstrated that there will be no 

negative impact to areas of provincial interest, such as woodlands, wetlands, wildlife 

habitat and habitat of endangered and threatened species, as required by the Planning 

Act as well as the Simcoe and Springwater Official Plans. 

 

I support the Township’s request that the County provide a Business Case in support of the 

proposed use, as outlined in the Township’s March 2, 2016 resolution however, the underlying 

site selection process and site-specific environmental investigations are not, in my opinion, 

June 14, 2017
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consistent with the requirements of the Planning Act, the Provincial Policy Statement, the 

Simcoe County Official Plan or the Township of Springwater Official Plan.   

 

Based on the above, I would ask that the Township not approve the Official Plan or Zoning By-

Law Amendments. 

 

I would like to be notified of the adoption or refusal of the proposed Official Plan and Zoning By-

Law Amendments. 

 

Yours truly, 

 

 

Name: ___________________ 

Address: ___________________ 

___________________________ 

 

 

 

 

 

Frank Gerrits
1038 Gill Rd.

Midhurst



Michael & Rosemary Shoreman 
1385 Baseline Road, R.R.#1 

Phelpston, ON 
L0L 2K0 

 
 
 
June 14, 2017 
 
Planning Department, Township of Springwater 
Administration Centre 
2231 Nursery Road 
Minesing, ON 
L7X 1A8 
 
E-mail planning@springwater.ca 
 
Dear Sirs, 
 
Re:  Official Plan Amendment re-designating a portion of the subject land 2976 
Horseshoe Valley Road West, Township of Springwater 
 
This letter is in reference to the re-designation of a portion of 2976 Horseshoe 
Valley Road, Township of Springwater from Rural and Agricultural to Waste 
Disposal to facilitate the proposed ERRC project that the County of Simcoe is 
planning for the Freele Tract at 2976 Horseshoe Valley Road in Springwater 
Township.  
 
We are concerned about the notice we have received about this proposed 
amendment to Springwater Official Plan and an amendment to Comprehensive 
Zoning By-law 5000.  This application does not stipulate the exact measurement of 
the ''portion of 2976 Horseshoe Valley Road'' that is being proposed for re-
designation.  The notice does have an erroneous Location Plan on the back of the 
notice showing outlined in red the ''site'' being 976 Horseshoe Valley Road with a 
filled in red area being the ''facility''.  We have no way of knowing if the ''site'' or the 
''facility'' is the land being re-designated as it is not stipulated in the application.  We 
have been led to believe by the County of Simcoe that the area being re-designated is 
just over 4 acres.  The ''site'' is a good deal more land than just over 4 acres. 
 
The Location Plan is erroneous as it shows the road along the north side of the 
property turning to another road which then meets up with Flos Road 4 East.  This 
road is Baseline Road and it dead ends well before Flos Road 3 East, where there is a 
swamp.  The erroneous Location Plan also shows a road going from Baseline Road 
through to Old Second North where it meets up with Matheson Road.  This is an 
unopened road allowance is not an existing road.  If the Location Plan was truthfuly 
presented, it would have been evident to anyone who is looking at the access in and 



out of Rainbow Valley Road East and Baseline Road past the proposed ERRC site  
that these lands are land locked when there is an emergency as Rainbow Valley 
Road East to the north of the site has been indicated as the emergency access into 
the ERRC.   
 
As the County continues with its plans – something many of us never truly imagined 
would actually come to be, since none of us could fathom locating such a volatile 
facility within a forest – we must prepare for the safety of our families should this 
high risk facility become a reality in this vulnerable forest.  
 
During a tour of the Guelph facility for near neighbours arranged through County 
staff, it was confirmed that fires are a common occurrence. In 2014, a facility smaller 
than the ERRC proposed for the Freele forest, located in Springwater Township, 
burned to the ground after a 16-hour battle that required the assistance of 75 fire 
fighters from neighbouring communities. This facility had safety precautions in 
place, including anti-fire devices, and as we understand, so will the ERRC. You 
should also note that not only was this facility located on an industrial site which 
was better suited to contain and control emergency situations such as this fire, but 
so too did it offer easier access to the facility when emergencies arose.  
 
The proposed ERRC is slated for a natural corridor, fully surrounded by dense 
woodlands and nearby homes. An emergency access road from the facility is 
intended to enter from one of Springwater’s many dead-end roads, Rainbow Valley 
Road East. Rainbow Valley Road and Baseline Road are narrow dirt and gravel roads 
that lead to a dead end, and that are in poor condition most of the year. In case of 
emergency, this is the only way for our families to reach our homes and it’s the only 
way for our families to leave the area from our homes. In addition, our families must 
travel past the proposed ERRC site and its entrance onto Rainbow Valley Road if 
ever it became necessary to evacuate the area. The facility footprint is slated to be in 
closer proximity to Rainbow Valley Road than to Horseshoe Valley Road. A fire 
would only have to travel a very short distance north or northeast to reach Rainbow 
Valley Road. Should this road become impassable due to fire, emergency vehicles, 
poor road conditions, or other related impediments, our families will become 
trapped in this dense forested area.  
 
To date, we have been unable to locate any type of Emergency Response Plan that 
addresses evacuation routes for residents on neighbouring dead-end roads. Nor 
have we been able to locate anywhere in the County’s plans any intentions to 
upgrade roads for better access to the neighbouring properties at risk.  
 
We have been increasingly concerned about the lack of an emergency plan and/or 
escape route as we are located at 1385 Baseline Road, one of the land locked 
properties past the ERRC.  The fire at the recycling plant in Toronto two weeks ago 
just heightened our concern even more.  
 



Should a worst-case scenario occur with no proper emergency evacuation routes in 
place, the fate of our families and homes will be needlessly placed at great risk.  
 
We are informing the Township of Springwater and by copy of this letter to the 
County of Simcoe that they are on notice if they proceed with this "Fort McMurray 
Disaster" waiting to happen, they are fully responsible.  This will be a clear case of 
negligence for which no insurance policy will protect the legislators.  We implore 
the Township of Springwater and the Simcoe County Council to reconsider this 
project for a site that is properly suited and set up for industrial use. We ask that 
Council NOT approve this Official Plan Amendment.  
 
Should you have any questions for our families concerning the above, please do not 
hesitate to contact us.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Michael Shoreman 
Rosemary Shoreman 
 
Cc: Councillors for the Township of Springwater, 
 John Daly, County Clerk, County of Simce Administration Centre  
 The Fire Marshall of Ontario, ,Ross Nichols, Fire Marshal of Ontario & Chief of 
 Emergency Management, 25 Morton Shulman Ave, Toronto, ON M3M 0B1, 
 ross.nichols@ontario.ca 

http://www.infogo.gov.on.ca/infogo/home.html#orgProfile/1452/en
http://www.infogo.gov.on.ca/infogo/home.html#orgProfile/1452/en
mailto:%20ross.nichols@ontario.ca
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Brianna Belcourt

From: Renee Chaperon
Sent: June 15, 2017 5:23 PM
To: Karen Jamieson
Cc: Brianna Belcourt
Subject: FW: Contact Us: Clerk 2017-06-14 04:31 PM(EST) Submission Notification

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

ERRC folder  
 

 
 
From: noreply@springwater.ca 
[mailto:noreply@springwater.ca]  
Sent: June 14, 2017 4:31 PM 
To: Renee Chaperon <Renee.Chaperon@springwater.ca> 
Subject: Contact Us: Clerk 2017‐06‐14 04:31 PM(EST) 

Submission Notification 

 

Contact Us: Clerk 2017-06-14 04:31 PM(EST) was submitted by Guest on 6/14/2017 4:31:18 PM (GMT-
05:00) US/Eastern 

Name Value 
Name Rosemary & Michael Shoreman 

Email 2shoreman@gmail.com 

phone (705) 322-7853 

Question 

Please forward the following letter to all Councillors of the Township of Springwater for their 
information.Michael & Rosemary Shoreman 1385 Baseline Road, R.R.#1 Phelpston, ON L0L 2K0 
June 14, 2017 Planning Department, Township of Springwater Administration Centre 2231 Nursery 
Road Minesing, ON L7X 1A8 E-mail planning@springwater.ca Dear Sirs, Re: Official Plan 
Amendment re-designating a portion of the subject land 2976 Horseshoe Valley Road West, 
Township of Springwater This letter is in reference to the re-designation of a portion of 2976 
Horseshoe Valley Road, Township of Springwater from Rural and Agricultural to Waste Disposal to 
facilitate the proposed ERRC project that the County of Simcoe is planning for the Freele Tract at 
2976 Horseshoe Valley Road in Springwater Township. We are concerned about the notice we have 
received about this proposed amendment to Springwater Official Plan and an amendment to 
Comprehensive Zoning By-law 5000. This application does not stipulate the exact measurement of 
the ''portion of 2976 Horseshoe Valley Road'' that is being proposed for re-designation. The notice 
does have an erroneous Location Plan on the back of the notice showing outlined in red the ''site'' 
being 976 Horseshoe Valley Road with a filled in red area being the ''facility''. We have no way of 
knowing if the ''site'' or the ''facility'' is the land being re-designated as it is not stipulated in the 
application. We have been led to believe by the County of Simcoe that the area being re-designated 
is just over 4 acres. The ''site'' is a good deal more land than just over 4 acres. The Location Plan is 
erroneous as it shows the road along the north side of the property turning to another road which 

 

       Renée Chaperon 
       Clerk 
       Township of Springwater 
       2231 Nursery Road 
       Minesing, ON  L9X 1A8 
       P: 705-728-4784 ext.2026 
       F. 705-728-6957 
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then meets up with Flos Road 4 East. This road is Baseline Road and it dead ends well before Flos 
Road 3 East, where there is a swamp. The erroneous Location Plan also shows a road going from 
Baseline Road through to Old Second North where it meets up with Matheson Road. This is an 
unopened road allowance is not an existing road. If the Location Plan was truthfuly presented, it 
would have been evident to anyone who is looking at the access in and out of Rainbow Valley Road 
East and Baseline Road past the proposed ERRC site that these lands are land locked when there is 
an emergency as Rainbow Valley Road East to the north of the site has been indicated as the 
emergency access into the ERRC. As the County continues with its plans – something many of us 
never truly imagined would actually come to be, since none of us could fathom locating such a 
volatile facility within a forest – we must prepare for the safety of our families should this high risk 
facility become a reality in this vulnerable forest. During a tour of the Guelph facility for near 
neighbours arranged through County staff, it was confirmed that fires are a common occurrence. In 
2014, a facility smaller than the ERRC proposed for the Freele forest, located in Springwater 
Township, burned to the ground after a 16-hour battle that required the assistance of 75 fire fighters 
from neighbouring communities. This facility had safety precautions in place, including anti-fire 
devices, and as we understand, so will the ERRC. You should also note that not only was this facility 
located on an industrial site which was better suited to contain and control emergency situations such 
as this fire, but so too did it offer easier access to the facility when emergencies arose. The proposed 
ERRC is slated for a natural corridor, fully surrounded by dense woodlands and nearby homes. An 
emergency access road from the facility is intended to enter from one of Springwater’s many dead-
end roads, Rainbow Valley Road East. Rainbow Valley Road and Baseline Road are narrow dirt and 
gravel roads that lead to a dead end, and that are in poor condition most of the year. In case of 
emergency, this is the only way for our families to reach our homes and it’s the only way for our 
families to leave the area from our homes. In addition, our families must travel past the proposed 
ERRC site and its entrance onto Rainbow Valley Road if ever it became necessary to evacuate the 
area. The facility footprint is slated to be in closer proximity to Rainbow Valley Road than to 
Horseshoe Valley Road. A fire would only have to travel a very short distance north or northeast to 
reach Rainbow Valley Road. Should this road become impassable due to fire, emergency vehicles, 
poor road conditions, or other related impediments, our families will become trapped in this dense 
forested area. To date, we have been unable to locate any type of Emergency Response Plan that 
addresses evacuation routes for residents on neighbouring dead-end roads. Nor have we been able to 
locate anywhere in the County’s plans any intentions to upgrade roads for better access to the 
neighbouring properties at risk. We have been increasingly concerned about the lack of an 
emergency plan and/or escape route as we are located at 1385 Baseline Road, one of the land locked 
properties past the ERRC. The fire at the recycling plant in Toronto two weeks ago just heightened 
our concern even more. Should a worst-case scenario occur with no proper emergency evacuation 
routes in place, the fate of our families and homes will be needlessly placed at great risk. We are 
informing the Township of Springwater and by copy of this letter to the County of Simcoe that they 
are on notice if they proceed with this "Fort McMurray Disaster" waiting to happen, they are fully 
responsible. This will be a clear case of negligence for which no insurance policy will protect the 
legislators. We implore the Township of Springwater and the Simcoe County Council to reconsider 
this project for a site that is properly suited and set up for industrial use. We ask that Council NOT 
approve this Official Plan Amendment. Should you have any questions for our families concerning 
the above, please do not hesitate to contact us. Sincerely, Michael Shoreman Rosemary Shoreman 
Cc: Councillors for the Township of Springwater, John Daly, County Clerk, County of Simce 
Administration Centre The Fire Marshall of Ontario, ,Ross Nichols, Fire Marshal of Ontario & Chief 
of Emergency Management, 25 Morton Shulman Ave, Toronto, ON M3M 0B1, 
ross.nichols@ontario.ca  

To view this form submission online, please follow the link below: 
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http://www.springwater.ca/workspaces/one.aspx?objectId=8510972&contextId=240 



1

Brianna Belcourt

From: Renee Chaperon
Sent: June 15, 2017 8:56 AM
To: Karen Jamieson
Cc: Brianna Belcourt
Subject: FW: Springwater Environmental Resource Recovery Centre

ERRC folder  
 

 
 

From: bevandkev@xplornet.ca 
[mailto:bevandkev@xplornet.ca]  
Sent: June 15, 2017 8:46 AM 
To: Renee Chaperon <Renee.Chaperon@springwater.ca> 
Subject: Springwater Environmental Resource Recovery Centre

 

June 15, 2017 

Attention: County Clerk Renee Chaperon 

Planning & Development Department Township of Springwater 

2231 Nursery Road 

Minesing, 

ON 

L9X 1A8 

Re: Part Lot 2, Concession 1 2976 Horseshoe Valley Road West Township of Springwater Environmental 
Resource Recovery Centre County 

File: SC-OPA-1602 Township Files: OP-2016-005 and ZB-2016-021 

I am in receipt of the notice of a Statutory Public Meeting for the above noted Official Plan and Zoning By-
Law Amendments.  

I am opposed to the proposed amendments for the following reasons:  

1. The County of Simcoe’s expressed desire to locate the facility, if possible, on lands already owned by 
the County resulted in the inclusion of County-owned forests in the candidate waste disposal facility sites; 
2. Given that the vast majority of County landholdings are County Forests, this resulted in 50% of the 
candidate sites for a waste disposal facility being within woodlands; 3. If you consider just the County-
owned sites that were under consideration, 82% of the sites were woodland areas. This is an 
overwhelming proportion of candidate sites within areas that most residents of the County would consider 
to be protected from development; 4. County Forests should not be considered as a viable option for the 
construction of infrastructure and should have been excluded from the site selection process based on 

 

       Renée Chaperon 
       Clerk 
       Township of Springwater 
       2231 Nursery Road 
       Minesing, ON  L9X 1A8 
       P: 705-728-4784 ext.2026 
       F. 705-728-6957 
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both natural heritage as well as social and cultural impacts to the broader community; and, 5. The 
decision-making matrix that was used during the Part 1 – 3 site selection process was not consistent with 
the requirements of the Provincial Policy Statement. In addition, the Scoped Environmental Impact Study 
has not demonstrated that there will be no negative impact to areas of provincial interest, such as 
woodlands, wetlands, wildlife habitat and habitat of endangered and threatened species, as required by 
the Planning Act as well as the Simcoe and Springwater Official Plans. I support the Township’s request 
that the County provide a Business Case in support of the proposed use, as outlined in the Township’s 
March 2, 2016 

2. Given that the vast majority of County landholdings are County Forests, this resulted in 50% of the 
candidate sites for a waste disposal facility being within woodlands; 3. If you consider just the County-
owned sites that were under consideration, 82% of the sites were woodland areas. This is an 
overwhelming proportion of candidate sites within areas that most residents of the County would consider 
to be protected from development; 4. County Forests should not be considered as a viable option for the 
construction of infrastructure and should have been excluded from the site selection process based on 
both natural heritage as well as social and cultural impacts to the broader community; and, 5. The 
decision-making matrix that was used during the Part 1 – 3 site selection process was not consistent with 
the requirements of the Provincial Policy Statement. In addition, the Scoped Environmental Impact Study 
has not demonstrated that there will be no negative impact to areas of provincial interest, such as 
woodlands, wetlands, wildlife habitat and habitat of endangered and threatened species, as required by 
the Planning Act as well as the Simcoe and Springwater Official Plans. I support the Township’s request 
that the County provide a Business Case in support of the proposed use, as outlined in the Township’s 
March 2, 2016 

3. If you consider just the County-owned sites that were under consideration, 82% of the sites were 
woodland areas. This is an overwhelming proportion of candidate sites within areas that most residents of 
the County would consider to be protected from development; 4. County Forests should not be considered 
as a viable option for the construction of infrastructure and should have been excluded from the site 
selection process based on both natural heritage as well as social and cultural impacts to the broader 
community; and, 5. The decision-making matrix that was used during the Part 1 – 3 site selection process 
was not consistent with the requirements of the Provincial Policy Statement. In addition, the Scoped 
Environmental Impact Study has not demonstrated that there will be no negative impact to areas of 
provincial interest, such as woodlands, wetlands, wildlife habitat and habitat of endangered and 
threatened species, as required by the Planning Act as well as the Simcoe and Springwater Official Plans. I 
support the Township’s request that the County provide a Business Case in support of the proposed use, 
as outlined in the Township’s March 2, 2016 

4. County Forests should not be considered as a viable option for the construction of infrastructure and 
should have been excluded from the site selection process based on both natural heritage as well as social 
and cultural impacts to the broader community; and, 5. The decision-making matrix that was used during 
the Part 1 – 3 site selection process was not consistent with the requirements of the Provincial Policy 
Statement. In addition, the Scoped Environmental Impact Study has not demonstrated that there will be 
no negative impact to areas of provincial interest, such as woodlands, wetlands, wildlife habitat and 
habitat of endangered and threatened species, as required by the Planning Act as well as the Simcoe and 
Springwater Official Plans. I support the Township’s request that the County provide a Business Case in 
support of the proposed use, as outlined in the Township’s March 2, 2016 

5. The decision-making matrix that was used during the Part 1 – 3 site selection process was not 
consistent with the requirements of the Provincial Policy Statement. In addition, the Scoped 
Environmental Impact Study has not demonstrated that there will be no negative impact to areas of 
provincial interest, such as woodlands, wetlands, wildlife habitat and habitat of endangered and 
threatened species, as required by the Planning Act as well as the Simcoe and Springwater Official Plans. I 
support the Township’s request that the County provide a Business Case in support of the proposed use, 
as outlined in the Township’s March 2, 2016 

In addition, the Scoped Environmental Impact Study has not demonstrated that there will be no negative 
impact to areas of provincial interest, such as woodlands, wetlands, wildlife habitat and habitat of 
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endangered and threatened species, as required by the Planning Act as well as the Simcoe and 
Springwater Official Plans. I support the Township’s request that the County provide a Business Case in 
support of the proposed use, as outlined in the Township’s March 2, 2016 

I support the Township’s request that the County provide a Business Case in support of the proposed use, 
as outlined in the Township’s March 2, 2016 resolution, however, the underlying site selection process and 
site-specific environmental investigations are not, in my opinion, consistent with the requirements of the 
Planning Act, the Provincial Policy Statement, the Simcoe County Official Plan or the Township of 
Springwater Official Plan.  

Based on the above, I would ask that the Township not approve the Official Plan or Zoning ByLaw 
Amendments. 

I would like to be notified of the adoption or refusal of the proposed Official Plan and Zoning ByLaw 
Amendments. 

Yours truly, 

Beverley King 

1275 Baseline Road, Phelpston, Ontario, L0L2K0 
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Brianna Belcourt

From: Renee Chaperon
Sent: June 15, 2017 8:56 AM
To: Karen Jamieson
Cc: Brianna Belcourt
Subject: FW: Springwater Environmental Resource Recovery Centre

ERRC folder  
 

 
 
From: Kevin Graham [mailto:troutbum021@gmail.com]  
Sent: June 15, 2017 8:42 AM 
To: Renee Chaperon <Renee.Chaperon@springwater.ca> 
Subject: Springwater Environmental Resource Recovery Centre

 

June 15, 2017 

Attention: County Clerk Renee Chaperon 

Planning & Development Department Township of Springwater 

2231 Nursery Road 

Minesing, 

ON 

L9X 1A8 

Re: Part Lot 2, Concession 1 2976 Horseshoe Valley Road West Township of Springwater Environmental 
Resource Recovery Centre County 

File: SC-OPA-1602 Township Files: OP-2016-005 and ZB-2016-021 

I am in receipt of the notice of a Statutory Public Meeting for the above noted Official Plan and Zoning By-
Law Amendments.  

I am opposed to the proposed amendments for the following reasons:  

1. The County of Simcoe’s expressed desire to locate the facility, if possible, on lands already owned by 
the County resulted in the inclusion of County-owned forests in the candidate waste disposal facility sites; 
2. Given that the vast majority of County landholdings are County Forests, this resulted in 50% of the 
candidate sites for a waste disposal facility being within woodlands; 3. If you consider just the County-
owned sites that were under consideration, 82% of the sites were woodland areas. This is an 
overwhelming proportion of candidate sites within areas that most residents of the County would consider 
to be protected from development; 4. County Forests should not be considered as a viable option for the 
construction of infrastructure and should have been excluded from the site selection process based on 
both natural heritage as well as social and cultural impacts to the broader community; and, 5. The 
decision-making matrix that was used during the Part 1 – 3 site selection process was not consistent with 

 

       Renée Chaperon 
       Clerk 
       Township of Springwater 
       2231 Nursery Road 
       Minesing, ON  L9X 1A8 
       P: 705-728-4784 ext.2026 
       F. 705-728-6957 
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the requirements of the Provincial Policy Statement. In addition, the Scoped Environmental Impact Study 
has not demonstrated that there will be no negative impact to areas of provincial interest, such as 
woodlands, wetlands, wildlife habitat and habitat of endangered and threatened species, as required by 
the Planning Act as well as the Simcoe and Springwater Official Plans. I support the Township’s request 
that the County provide a Business Case in support of the proposed use, as outlined in the Township’s 
March 2, 2016 

2. Given that the vast majority of County landholdings are County Forests, this resulted in 50% of the 
candidate sites for a waste disposal facility being within woodlands; 3. If you consider just the County-
owned sites that were under consideration, 82% of the sites were woodland areas. This is an 
overwhelming proportion of candidate sites within areas that most residents of the County would consider 
to be protected from development; 4. County Forests should not be considered as a viable option for the 
construction of infrastructure and should have been excluded from the site selection process based on 
both natural heritage as well as social and cultural impacts to the broader community; and, 5. The 
decision-making matrix that was used during the Part 1 – 3 site selection process was not consistent with 
the requirements of the Provincial Policy Statement. In addition, the Scoped Environmental Impact Study 
has not demonstrated that there will be no negative impact to areas of provincial interest, such as 
woodlands, wetlands, wildlife habitat and habitat of endangered and threatened species, as required by 
the Planning Act as well as the Simcoe and Springwater Official Plans. I support the Township’s request 
that the County provide a Business Case in support of the proposed use, as outlined in the Township’s 
March 2, 2016 

3. If you consider just the County-owned sites that were under consideration, 82% of the sites were 
woodland areas. This is an overwhelming proportion of candidate sites within areas that most residents of 
the County would consider to be protected from development; 4. County Forests should not be considered 
as a viable option for the construction of infrastructure and should have been excluded from the site 
selection process based on both natural heritage as well as social and cultural impacts to the broader 
community; and, 5. The decision-making matrix that was used during the Part 1 – 3 site selection process 
was not consistent with the requirements of the Provincial Policy Statement. In addition, the Scoped 
Environmental Impact Study has not demonstrated that there will be no negative impact to areas of 
provincial interest, such as woodlands, wetlands, wildlife habitat and habitat of endangered and 
threatened species, as required by the Planning Act as well as the Simcoe and Springwater Official Plans. I 
support the Township’s request that the County provide a Business Case in support of the proposed use, 
as outlined in the Township’s March 2, 2016 

4. County Forests should not be considered as a viable option for the construction of infrastructure and 
should have been excluded from the site selection process based on both natural heritage as well as social 
and cultural impacts to the broader community; and, 5. The decision-making matrix that was used during 
the Part 1 – 3 site selection process was not consistent with the requirements of the Provincial Policy 
Statement. In addition, the Scoped Environmental Impact Study has not demonstrated that there will be 
no negative impact to areas of provincial interest, such as woodlands, wetlands, wildlife habitat and 
habitat of endangered and threatened species, as required by the Planning Act as well as the Simcoe and 
Springwater Official Plans. I support the Township’s request that the County provide a Business Case in 
support of the proposed use, as outlined in the Township’s March 2, 2016 

5. The decision-making matrix that was used during the Part 1 – 3 site selection process was not 
consistent with the requirements of the Provincial Policy Statement. In addition, the Scoped 
Environmental Impact Study has not demonstrated that there will be no negative impact to areas of 
provincial interest, such as woodlands, wetlands, wildlife habitat and habitat of endangered and 
threatened species, as required by the Planning Act as well as the Simcoe and Springwater Official Plans. I 
support the Township’s request that the County provide a Business Case in support of the proposed use, 
as outlined in the Township’s March 2, 2016 

In addition, the Scoped Environmental Impact Study has not demonstrated that there will be no negative 
impact to areas of provincial interest, such as woodlands, wetlands, wildlife habitat and habitat of 
endangered and threatened species, as required by the Planning Act as well as the Simcoe and 
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Springwater Official Plans. I support the Township’s request that the County provide a Business Case in 
support of the proposed use, as outlined in the Township’s March 2, 2016 

I support the Township’s request that the County provide a Business Case in support of the proposed use, 
as outlined in the Township’s March 2, 2016 resolution, however, the underlying site selection process and 
site-specific environmental investigations are not, in my opinion, consistent with the requirements of the 
Planning Act, the Provincial Policy Statement, the Simcoe County Official Plan or the Township of 
Springwater Official Plan.  

Based on the above, I would ask that the Township not approve the Official Plan or Zoning ByLaw 
Amendments. 

I would like to be notified of the adoption or refusal of the proposed Official Plan and Zoning ByLaw 
Amendments. 

Yours truly, 

Kevin Graham 

1275 Baseline Road, Phelpston, Ontario, L0L2K0 
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Brianna Belcourt

From: Renee Chaperon
Sent: June 15, 2017 12:43 PM
To: Karen Jamieson
Cc: Brianna Belcourt
Subject: FW: ERRC - 2976 Horseshoe Valley Road West

ERRC folder  
 
 
       Renée Chaperon 
 
       Clerk 
 
       Township of Springwater 
 
       2231 Nursery Road 
 
       Minesing, ON  L9X 1A8 
 
       P: 705‐728‐4784 ext.2026 
 
       F. 705‐728‐6957 
 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Barbara Bower [mailto:itzbbower@gmail.com]  
Sent: June 15, 2017 12:22 PM 
To: Renee Chaperon <Renee.Chaperon@springwater.ca> 
Cc: itzbbower@gmail.com 
Subject: ERRC ‐ 2976 Horseshoe Valley Road West 
 
Dear Mayor & Councillors of Springwater Township; 
 
 
Once again we are writing to you to voice our concerns regarding your proposal to place the ERRC in the Freele Tract of 
the Simcoe County forest.  
 
This development belongs in an Industrial zoned area where there are adequate resources available to handle truck 
traffic, odours and the huge potential for fires.  As you are all aware, the recent Toronto fire on Polson Pier required 51 
fire trucks, a water boat and over 7 hours to bring the fire under control. Another fire occurred in Delta BC during the 
same week as the Toronto fire. There have been many fires in these types of facilities all over North America in the last 
several years and none of them have been located in a forest. The forest is suppose to be preserved for the enjoyment 
of all residents and not just as cheap land for elected officials to use however they want.  
 
Your decision to proceed with the development at this location will devalue our right to the quiet and peaceful 
enjoyment of our properties as well as put many lives at risk. We have been advised by the Ontario Fire Marshall that 
Springwater Township has a legal obligation to ensure that all potentially harmful situations are mitigated. In addition, 
has anyone given any thought to what our insurance costs will be once our insurers find out how close our properties 
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are to this facility? Will any of us even be able to afford insurance? Will the township compensate us for these increased 
costs? 
 
We trust that you to make the correct decision to uphold the current zoning on this site and find a more suitable 
location in an industrial area for this development.   
 
 
Yours Truly, 
 
Neil & Barbara Bower 
5 Pine Hill Drive 
Phelpston, ON   L0L 2K0 
705‐726‐9782 



Date:  June 15, 2017 
 
 
Attention: County Clerk Renee Chaperon (Email: renee.chaperon@springwater.ca) 
 
Planning & Development Department 
Township of Springwater 
2231 Nursery Road 
Minesing, ON  L9X 1A8 
 
 
Re: Part Lot 2, Concession 1 
 2976 Horseshoe Valley Road West 
 Township of Springwater 
 Environmental Resource Recovery Centre 
 County File: SC-OPA-1602 
 Township Files:  OP-2016-005 and ZB-2016-021 
  
We are in receipt of the notice of a Statutory Public Meeting for the above noted Official Plan 
and Zoning By-Law Amendments 
 
We are opposed to the proposed amendments for the following reasons: 
 

1. The County of Simcoe’s expressed desire to locate the facility, if possible, on lands 
already owned by the County resulted in the inclusion of County-owned forests in the 
candidate waste disposal facility sites; 

2. Given that the vast majority of County landholdings are County Forests, this resulted in 
50% of the candidate sites for a waste disposal facility being within woodlands; 

3. If you consider just the County-owned sites that were under consideration, 82% of the 
sites were woodland areas.  This is an overwhelming proportion of candidate sites within 
areas that most residents of the County would consider to be protected from 
development; 

4. County Forests should not be considered as a viable option for the construction of 
infrastructure and should have been excluded from the site selection process based on 
both natural heritage as well as social and cultural impacts to the broader community; 
and, 

5. The decision-making matrix that was used during the Part 1 – 3 site selection process 
was not consistent with the requirements of the Provincial Policy Statement.  In addition, 
the Scoped Environmental Impact Study has not demonstrated that there will be no 
negative impact to areas of provincial interest, such as woodlands, wetlands, wildlife 
habitat and habitat of endangered and threatened species, as required by the Planning 
Act as well as the Simcoe and Springwater Official Plans. 

 
We support the Township’s request that the County provide a Business Case in support of the 
proposed use, as outlined in the Township’s March 2, 2016 resolution however, the underlying 
site selection process and site-specific environmental investigations are not, in our opinion, 
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consistent with the requirements of the Planning Act, the Provincial Policy Statement, the 
Simcoe County Official Plan or the Township of Springwater Official Plan.   
 
Based on the above, we would ask that the Township not approve the Official Plan or Zoning 
By-Law Amendments. 
 
We would like to be notified of the adoption or refusal of the proposed Official Plan and Zoning 
By-Law Amendments. 
 
Yours truly, 
 
 
Michael & Rosemary Shoreman 
1385 Baseline Road, R.R.#1 
Phelpston, ON 
L0L 2K0 



Attention: County Clerk Renee Chaperon 
Planning & Development Department  
Township of Springwater  
2231 Nursery Road  
Minesing, ON  L9X 1A8 

June 15, 2017 
Re: Part Lot 2, Concession 1 
 2976 Horseshoe Valley Road West 
 Township of Springwater 
 Environmental Resource Recovery Centre 
 County File: SC-OPA-1602 
 Township Files: OP-2016-005 and ZB-2016-021 
 
We are in receipt of the notice of a Statutory Public Meeting for the above noted Official Plan and Zoning By-Law Amendments.   
 
We are opposed to the proposed amendments for the following reasons: 
 

1. Building and operating a waste transfer and industrial scale composting facility in the Freele Tract of Simcoe County 
Forests will convert a valuable forestry ecosystems into an industrial processing plant. We find this is an extremely poor 
and frankly irresponsible decision; 

2. Like many Simcoe Forest areas the Freele Tract is recognized as an important habitat for wildlife and contains a wetland 
area that provides breeding grounds for amphibians and many other animals. Wetlands are also vital groundwater filters 
purifying and creating drinking water and therefore extremely important for all of us. We are quite surprised that these 
County-owned forests have been permitted to be considered as candidates for development at all. These are valuable 
natural resources that should be protected at all costs; 

3. That this is the case indicates that the decision-making process was not consistent with the requirements of the Provincial 
Policy Statement. The Environmental Impact Study also fails to demonstrate that there will be no negative impact to areas 
of provincial interest, such as woodlands, wetlands, wildlife habitat, and drinking water which is required under the 
Planning Act; 

4. Dropping a recycling plant into the middle of a forest, in an area that completely lacks the necessary industrial 
infrastructure not only poses an environmental risk it sets a dangerous precedent for the industrial development of other 
forest properties in Simcoe County; 

5. There are already industrially zoned areas within the County that have the necessary infrastructure near Hwy 93 and Hwy 
11 which would be better suited for this type of facility. Situating a processing plant in a spot capable of handling the 
constant truck traffic that comes with this type of facility makes much more sense. The additional truck traffic to and from 
this site along the already busy Hwy 22 will be disturbing from both a noise perspective and presents a safety issue for 
local residents.   

 
We urge you to locate industrial sites like these in areas that already have the necessary infrastructure and are already zoned 
accordingly for either industrial or commercial purposes. Our forests should not be considered as sites for industrial activities.  
Forests are valuable environmental assets sustaining life and contributing to the well-being of all of us. They should be protected 
not developed.  
 
We therefore ask that the Township not approve the Official Plan or Zoning By-Law Amendments. Please notify us regarding the 
adoption or refusal of the proposed Official Plan and Zoning By-Law Amendments. 
 
Yours truly, 
 
Name:      F. Tim & Judy Knight 
Address:   52 Lawrence Ave.  

   Anten Mills, ON  L9X 0C6 
   tknight@osgoode.yorku.ca 
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Brianna Belcourt

From: Renee Chaperon
Sent: June 15, 2017 1:30 PM
To: Karen Jamieson
Cc: Brianna Belcourt
Subject: FW: ERRC site

ERRC folder 
 

 
 

From: sharon steinmiller 
[mailto:sharonsteinmiller@hotmail.com]  
Sent: June 15, 2017 1:24 PM 
To: Renee Chaperon <Renee.Chaperon@springwater.ca> 
Subject: ERRC site 

 
I am writing to voice my objection to this site.  Putting it in a residential and farm area, not to mention in a 
forest that is used for hiking and snowmobiling, just doesn't make sense.  It belongs in an industrial 
area.  There is a tract of land owned by the county bordering Nursery Rd. and coming out onto Highway 
27from Bertram Rd.  It is already used by trucks, so a few more won't impact the area. 
You have approved a large number of homes to be built off Gill Road.  Where do you think these cars will 
go?  We are already dealing with bumper to bumper traffic every weekend from May to Oct. so bad we can't 
even get out of our driveway.  Add trucks to the mix, and a lot of them, will make the problem horrendous for 
us.  We are already dealing with a mistake you made when you decided to lower the hill in front of our 
house.  Instead of putting a light at Fox Farm Rd., and a sign at the 2nd and one at Gill Rd. to inform drivers of 
the change, you lowered the road.  It not only made an awful mess in front of our property, it also went down 
into the water table ‐ forcing you to have to last year dig up the whole road and put in pipes to divert the 
water.  We used to have grass out to the road, which we kept mowed; now we have a ditch that fills with 
garbage every time it rains and weeds that grow so high we can't see traffic either way.  We were told the 
ditch would be kept clean and the weeds trimmed ‐ as yet, that hasn't happened.  They came this week and 
moved the silt off the side of the road and called it a day.  We still have a garbage‐filled ditch and weeds.  We 
have had to deal with this for years.  And I really feel it has depreciated the value of our property. 
Now you want us to live with what you are planning on doing just down the road from us.  It is going to be a 
disaster ‐ the smell, the pollution from the trucks, the traffic and noise ‐ it isn't right that people in a 
residential area have to put up with this.  I really think this was a "done deal" before we even got the first 
letter about it.  I don't know who thought this would be a good place for it, but they are wrong.  Find an 
industrial site that you can live with, if not the Bertram Rd. area!  We are sick of living with your mistakes. 
Sharon and Bruce Steinmiller, 
2826 Horseshoe Valley Rd. West.    705‐737‐5894 

 

       Renée Chaperon 
       Clerk 
       Township of Springwater 
       2231 Nursery Road 
       Minesing, ON  L9X 1A8 
       P: 705-728-4784 ext.2026 
       F. 705-728-6957 
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Brianna Belcourt

From: Marion Davies <mbcdone@rogers.com>
Sent: June 15, 2017 9:44 PM
To: Planning
Cc: Jack Hanna
Subject: Fwd: C-136

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

I am advised by Mr. Hanna that this is "the" address to submit comments to re C‐136.    I will await acknowledgement 
from you.  Yours truly,   Marion Davies 
 
Sent from my iPad 
 
Begin forwarded message: 

From: <mbcdone@rogers.com> 
Date: June 14, 2017 at 1:35:39 PM EDT 
To: "jack.hanna@springwater.ca" <jack.hanna@springwater.ca> 
Subject: C‐136 

Dear Mr. Hanna,  
  
I strongly object to proposals regarding C‐136. I will not be able to attend the June 19th meeting in 
person but want to express my reasons for opposition.   
  
My home backs onto the Forest between Paddy Dunn and St Vincent streets in Springwater 
Township.  In fact,  the property extends into the forest to some extent. My family and I see forest 
creatures every day and hear them at night. Examples  include a beautiful huge barn owl, a nest of 
coyote pups, Canada geese, mallard ducks, a large flock of wild turkeys, vultures, red‐tailed and sharp‐
shinned hawks. Reptiles ‐ milk and garter snakes, frogs and tiny toads. Tree frogs numerous enough to 
provide nightly concerts, fire flies to offer light shows. Bigger creatures also visit ‐  a moose, deer, and 
even a bear that visited to raid the hummingbird feeder. One afternoon we glimpsed what was either a 
bobcat or lynx.  
 
We moved to this area and bought this particular property because of its proximity and inclusion of 
Nature in all its forms. We cannot comprehend Simcoe County or Springwater Township lawmakers' 
plan to consciously and deliberately destroy  forest that offers such an abundance of wildlife in order to 
deal with garbage. More appropriately zoned property is surely available within this large Township.  
 
An example of negative decisions such as this proposal can be found in the destruction of the Ferndale 
Marsh in early 2000s.  All of the above‐mentioned wildlife,  and more,  was present before municipal 
abuse of this precious environment. If this proposed waste management facility Site C‐136 is allowed, 
we can expect similar results for no discernible benefit.  
 
I look forward to receiving contacts or further information you may be able to provide.  
 
Best regards,  
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Marion Davies  
64 Paddy Dunn’s Circle 
Springwater, ON L9X 0T2 
  
  
Sent from Mail for Windows 10 
  



1

Brianna Belcourt

From: Renee Chaperon
Sent: June 16, 2017 8:50 AM
To: Karen Jamieson
Cc: Brianna Belcourt
Subject: FW: C-136

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

ERRC file  
 

 
 

From: Marion DAVIES [mailto:mariondavies@rogers.com]  
Sent: June 16, 2017 12:48 AM 
To: Renee Chaperon <Renee.Chaperon@springwater.ca> 
Subject: C‐136 

 
June 16, 2017  
  
Attention: Springwater Township Clerk Renee Chaperon  
(Email: renee.chaperon@springwater.ca) 
  
Planning & Development Department 
Township of Springwater 
2231 Nursery Road 
Minesing, ON  L9X 1A8 
  
  
Re:      Part Lot 2, Concession 1 
            2976 Horseshoe Valley Road West 
            Township of Springwater 
            Environmental Resource Recovery Centre 
            County File: SC-OPA-1602 
            Township Files:  OP-2016-005 and ZB-2016-021 
             
I am in receipt of the notice of a Statutory Public Meeting for the above noted Official Plan and Zoning By-Law 
Amendments 
  
I am opposed to the proposed amendments for the following reasons: 
  

1. The County of Simcoe’s expressed desire to locate the facility, if possible, on lands already owned by
the County resulted in the inclusion of County-owned forests in the candidate waste disposal facility sites;

2. Given that the vast majority of County landholdings are County Forests, this resulted in 50% of the
candidate sites for a waste disposal facility being within woodlands; 

3. If you consider just the County-owned sites that were under consideration, 82% of the sites were 
woodland areas.  This is an overwhelming proportion of candidate sites within areas that most residents
of the County would consider to be protected from development; 

 

       Renée Chaperon 
       Clerk 
       Township of Springwater 
       2231 Nursery Road 
       Minesing, ON  L9X 1A8 
       P: 705-728-4784 ext.2026 
       F. 705-728-6957 
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4. County Forests should not be considered as a viable option for the construction of infrastructure and 
should have been excluded from the site selection process based on both natural heritage as well as
social and cultural impacts to the broader community; and, 

5. The decision-making matrix that was used during the Part 1 – 3 site selection process was not consistent 
with the requirements of the Provincial Policy Statement.  In addition, the Scoped Environmental Impact 
Study has not demonstrated that there will be no negative impact to areas of provincial interest, such as
woodlands, wetlands, wildlife habitat and habitat of endangered and threatened species, as required by
the Planning Act as well as the Simcoe and Springwater Official Plans. 

  
I support the Township’s request that the County provide a Business Case in support of the proposed use, as 
outlined in the Township’s March 2, 2016 resolution however, the underlying site selection process and site-
specific environmental investigations are not, in my opinion, consistent with the requirements of the Planning 
Act, the Provincial Policy Statement, the Simcoe County Official Plan or the Township of Springwater Official
Plan.   
  
Based on the above, I would ask that the Township not approve the Official Plan or Zoning By-Law Amendments.
  
I would like to be notified of the adoption or refusal of the proposed Official Plan and Zoning By-Law 
Amendments. 
  
Yours truly, 
  
 Marion Davies 
64 Paddy Dunn's Circle 
Springwater, ON L9X 0T2 
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Brianna Belcourt

From: Renee Chaperon
Sent: June 16, 2017 8:50 AM
To: Karen Jamieson
Cc: Brianna Belcourt
Subject: FW: Colossal fire at Toronto recycling plant could take days to put out

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

ERRC file  
 

 
 

From: carlawsuz@hotmail.com 
[mailto:carlawsuz@hotmail.com]  
Sent: June 15, 2017 9:18 PM 
To: Renee Chaperon <Renee.Chaperon@springwater.ca> 
Subject: Colossal fire at Toronto recycling plant could take days 

to put out 

 
Hi, 
 
Hello Renee, 
I am sending you this CBC report of a multi-alarm fire at a Toronto waste facility on May 25, 2017. This article 
forms part of my submission (which I will email to you within the hour) regarding my opposition to zoning and 
Official Plan amendment for Site C136. 
Thank you. 
Suzanne Carlaw 
carlawsuz@hotmail.com 
 
I thought you'd like this: 
http://www.cbc.ca/1.4130674 
 
Colossal fire at Toronto recycling plant could take days to put out 

 
 
To unsubscribe click here.  

 

       Renée Chaperon 
       Clerk 
       Township of Springwater 
       2231 Nursery Road 
       Minesing, ON  L9X 1A8 
       P: 705-728-4784 ext.2026 
       F. 705-728-6957 



Date: June 15, 2017 
 
 
Attention: Springwater Township Clerk Renee Chaperon  
(Email: renee.chaperon@springwater.ca) 
 
Planning & Development Department 
Township of Springwater 
2231 Nursery Road 
Minesing, ON  L9X 1A8 
 
 
Re: Part Lot 2, Concession 1 
 2976 Horseshoe Valley Road West 
 Township of Springwater 
 Environmental Resource Recovery Centre 
 County File: SC-OPA-1602 
 Township Files:  OP-2016-005 and ZB-2016-021 
  
I am in receipt of the notice of a Statutory Public Meeting for the above noted Official Plan and 
Zoning By-Law Amendments.. 
 
Note: although I have used a form letter below, I agree with it totally. It is preceded by a 
personal addition from me. I have emailed to you separately a related CBC report on a 
serious Toronto fire at a waste transfer/waste recycling facility. 
 
There is support for the proposed waste facility – but on an industrial site only. Many taxpayers 
have indicated they are willing for the County to purchase an industrial site. 
 
Fire risk cannot totally be designed out or managed out. And, see the CBC report on the May 
25, 2017 fire at the Toronto waste transfer/waste recycling plant that I emailed separately. 
Excerpts:  

Speaking earlier on CBC Radio's Metro Morning, Toronto Fire District 
Chief Stephan Powell said the fire could take days to finally extinguish."There's a lot of 
combustible material." . . . heavy equipment was brought in to remove parts of the building 
and recycling material so firefighters could access the areas that were still burning, Toronto 
Fire Chief Matthew Pegg said. "The content is far too heavy for our firefighters to move 
manually — we need forklifts and backhoes and such to pull it apart safely," he said, adding 
that it was hard to estimate just how long it would take to entirely put out the flames. "It really 
depends how this process of taking it apart and fully suppressing it goes." . . . More than 100 
firefighters and over 50 vehicles . . . Pegg said much of the water being used to battle the blaze 
was being supplied by a fireboat just offshore in Lake Ontario. 
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There are several examples of fires that have happened at other waste/recycling facilities 

including Hamilton, Ontario and Edmonton, Alberta. I urge Springwater Council not to 
support the re-zoning and Official Plan amendment, if only for this risk of fire. Please 
exercise prudence. Thank you. 

### 
 
I am opposed to the proposed amendments for the following reasons: 
 

1. The County of Simcoe’s expressed desire to locate the facility, if possible, on lands 
already owned by the County resulted in the inclusion of County-owned forests in the 
candidate waste disposal facility sites; 

2. Given that the vast majority of County landholdings are County Forests, this resulted in 
50% of the candidate sites for a waste disposal facility being within woodlands; 

3. If you consider just the County-owned sites that were under consideration, 82% of the 
sites were woodland areas.  This is an overwhelming proportion of candidate sites within 
areas that most residents of the County would consider to be protected from 
development; 

4. County Forests should not be considered as a viable option for the construction of 
infrastructure and should have been excluded from the site selection process based on 
both natural heritage as well as social and cultural impacts to the broader community; 
and, 

5. The decision-making matrix that was used during the Part 1 – 3 site selection process 
was not consistent with the requirements of the Provincial Policy Statement.  In addition, 
the Scoped Environmental Impact Study has not demonstrated that there will be no 
negative impact to areas of provincial interest, such as woodlands, wetlands, wildlife 
habitat and habitat of endangered and threatened species, as required by the Planning 
Act as well as the Simcoe and Springwater Official Plans. 

 
I support the Township’s request that the County provide a Business Case in support of the 
proposed use, as outlined in the Township’s March 2, 2016 resolution however, the underlying 
site selection process and site-specific environmental investigations are not, in my opinion, 
consistent with the requirements of the Planning Act, the Provincial Policy Statement, the 
Simcoe County Official Plan or the Township of Springwater Official Plan.   
 
Based on the above, I would ask that the Township not approve the Official Plan or Zoning By-
Law Amendments. 
 
I would like to be notified of the adoption or refusal of the proposed Official Plan and Zoning By-
Law Amendments. 
 
Yours truly, 
 
Suzanne Carlaw 
2 Trillium Trail, RR#4, Coldwater ON L0K 1E0 (I actually live just off Horseshoe Valley Road 
East). 
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June 15, 2017 
 
 
Attention: Springwater Township Clerk Renee Chaperon  
(Email: renee.chaperon@springwater.ca ) 
 
Planning & Development Department 
Township of Springwater 
2231 Nursery Road 
Minesing, ON   
L9X 1A8 
 
 
Re: Part Lot 2, Concession 1 
 2976 Horseshoe Valley Road West 
 Township of Springwater 
 Environmental Resource Recovery Centre 
 County File: SC-OPA-1602 
 Township Files:  OP-2016-005 and ZB-2016-021 
  
I am in receipt of the notice of a Statutory Public Meeting for the above noted Official Plan and 
Zoning By-Law Amendments 
 
I am opposed to the proposed amendments for the following reasons: 
 

1. The County of Simcoe’s expressed desire to locate the facility, if possible, on lands already 
owned by the County resulted in the inclusion of County-owned forests in the candidate 
waste disposal facility sites; 

2. Given that the vast majority of County landholdings are County Forests, this resulted in 
50% of the candidate sites for a waste disposal facility being within woodlands; 

3. If you consider just the County-owned sites that were under consideration, 82% of the 
sites were woodland areas.  This is an overwhelming proportion of candidate sites within 
areas that most residents of the County would consider to be protected from development; 

4. County Forests should not be considered as a viable option for the construction of 
infrastructure and should have been excluded from the site selection process based on 
both natural heritage as well as social and cultural impacts to the broader community; and, 

5. The decision-making matrix that was used during the Part 1 – 3 site selection process was 
not consistent with the requirements of the Provincial Policy Statement.  In addition, the 
Scoped Environmental Impact Study has not demonstrated that there will be no negative 
impact to areas of provincial interest, such as woodlands, wetlands, wildlife habitat and 
habitat of endangered and threatened species, as required by the Planning Act as well as 
the Simcoe and Springwater Official Plans. 

 
I support the Township’s request that the County provide a Business Case in support of the 
proposed use, as outlined in the Township’s March 2, 2016 resolution however, the underlying 
site selection process and site-specific environmental investigations are not, in my opinion, 
consistent with the requirements of the Planning Act, the Provincial Policy Statement, the Simcoe 
County Official Plan or the Township of Springwater Official Plan.   
 
 

mailto:renee.chaperon@springwater.ca
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Based on the above, I would ask that the Township not approve the Official Plan or Zoning  
By-Law Amendments. 
 
I would like to be notified of the adoption or refusal of the proposed Official Plan and Zoning  
By-Law Amendments. 
 
Yours truly, 
 
 
Ann Truyens 
1352 Old Barrie Road West 
Oro-Medonte, ON 
L0L 2L0 
at@iglide.net  
 
 
 
 
 

mailto:at@iglide.net


Date: June 15, 2017 

 

 

Attention: Springwater Township Clerk Renee Chaperon  

(Email: renee.chaperon@springwater.ca) 

 

Planning & Development Department 

Township of Springwater 

2231 Nursery Road 

Minesing, ON  L9X 1A8 

 

 

Re: Part Lot 2, Concession 1 

 2976 Horseshoe Valley Road West 

 Township of Springwater 

 Environmental Resource Recovery Centre 

 County File: SC-OPA-1602 

 Township Files:  OP-2016-005 and ZB-2016-021 

  

I am in receipt of the notice of a Statutory Public Meeting for the above noted Official Plan and 

Zoning By-Law Amendments 

 

I am opposed to the proposed amendments for the following reasons: 

 

1. The County of Simcoe’s expressed desire to locate the facility, if possible, on lands 

already owned by the County resulted in the inclusion of County-owned forests in the 

candidate waste disposal facility sites; 

2. Given that the vast majority of County landholdings are County Forests, this resulted in 

50% of the candidate sites for a waste disposal facility being within woodlands; 

3. If you consider just the County-owned sites that were under consideration, 82% of the 

sites were woodland areas.  This is an overwhelming proportion of candidate sites within 

areas that most residents of the County would consider to be protected from 

development; 

4. County Forests should not be considered as a viable option for the construction of 

infrastructure and should have been excluded from the site selection process based on 

both natural heritage as well as social and cultural impacts to the broader community; 

and, 

5. The decision-making matrix that was used during the Part 1 – 3 site selection process 

was not consistent with the requirements of the Provincial Policy Statement.  In addition, 

the Scoped Environmental Impact Study has not demonstrated that there will be no 

negative impact to areas of provincial interest, such as woodlands, wetlands, wildlife 

habitat and habitat of endangered and threatened species, as required by the Planning 

Act as well as the Simcoe and Springwater Official Plans. 

 

I support the Township’s request that the County provide a Business Case in support of the 

proposed use, as outlined in the Township’s March 2, 2016 resolution however, the underlying 

site selection process and site-specific environmental investigations are not, in my opinion, 
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consistent with the requirements of the Planning Act, the Provincial Policy Statement, the 

Simcoe County Official Plan or the Township of Springwater Official Plan.   

 

Based on the above, I would ask that the Township not approve the Official Plan or Zoning By-

Law Amendments. 

 

I would like to be notified of the adoption or refusal of the proposed Official Plan and Zoning By-

Law Amendments. 

 

Yours truly, 

 

 

Name: Joseph J. Hermann 

Address: 10 Pine Hill Drive 

 Springwater, Ontario 

 L0L 2K0 

 

 

 

 

 



June 15, 2017 

Attention: Springwater Township Clerk Renee Chaperon 
(Email: renee.chaperon@springwater.ca ) 

Planning & Development Department 
Township of Springwater 
2231 Nursery Road 
Minesing, ON 
L9X 1A8 

Re: Part Lot 2, Concession 1 
2976 Horseshoe Valley Road West 
Township of Springwater 
Environmental Resource Recovery Centre 
County File: SC.QPA-1602 
Township Files: OP-2016-005 and ZB-2016-021 

I am in receipt of the notice of a Statutory Public Meeting for the above noted Official Plan and 
Zoning By-Law Amendments 

I am opposed to the proposed amendments for the following reasons: 

1. The County of Simcoe's expressed desire to locate the facility, if possible, on lands already 
owned by the County resulted in the inclusion of County-owned forests in the candidate 
waste disposal facility sites; 

2. Given that the vast majority of County landholdings are County Forests, this resulted in 
50% of the candidate sites for a waste disposal facility being within woodlands; 

3. If you consider just the County-owned sites that were under consideration, 82% of the 
sites were woodland areas. This is an overwhelming proportion of candidate sites within 
areas that most residents of the County would consider to be protected from development; 

4. County Forests should not be considered as a viable option for the construction of 
infrastructure and should have been excluded from the site selection process based on 
both natural heritage as well as social and cultural impacts to the broader community; and, 

5. The decision-making matrix that was used during the Part 1 - 3 site selection process was 
not consistent with the requirements of the Provincial Policy Statement. In addition, the 
Scoped Environmental Impact Study has not demonstrated that there will be no negative 
impact to areas of provincial interest, such as woodlands, wetlands, wildlife habitat and 
habitat of endangered and threatened species, as required by the Planning Act as well as 
the Simcoe and Springwater Official Plans. 

I support the Township's request that the County provide a Business Case in support of the 
proposed use, as outlined in the Township's March 2, 2016 resolution however, the underlying 
site selection process and site-specific environmental investigations are not, in my opinion, 
consistent with the requirements of the Planning Act, the Provincial Policy Statement, the Simcoe 
County Official Plan or the Township of Springwater Official Plan. 



Based on the above, I would ask that the Township not approve the Official Plan or Zoning 
By-Law Amendments. 

I would like to be notified of the adoption or refusal of the proposed Official Plan and Zoning 
By-Law Amendments. 

Heather . Rutherford C.E.T., C.B.C.O. 
1484 Flos Road 3 East 
RR2 
Phelpston, ON 
LOL 2KO 
rutherford_heather @hotmail.com 
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June 15, 2017 

Attention: Springwater Township Clerk Renee Chaperon 
(Email: renee.chaperon@springwater.ca) 

Planning & Development Department 
Towns hip of Springwater 
2231 Nursery Road 
Minesing, ON L9X 1A8 

Re: Part Lot 2, Concession 1 
2976 Horseshoe Valley Road West 
Township of Springwater 
Environmental Resource Recovery Centre 
County File: SC-OPA-1602 
Township Files: OP-2016-005 and ZB-2016-021 

I am in receipt of the notice of a Statutory Public Meeting for the above noted Official Plan and 
Zoning By-Law Amendments 

I am opposed to the proposed amendments for the following reasons: 

1. The County of Simcoe's expressed desire to locate the facility, if possible, on lands already 
owned by the County resulted in the inclusion of County-owned forests in the candidate 
waste disposal facility sites; 

2. Given that the vast majority of County landholdings are County Forests, this resulted in 
50% of the candidate sites for a waste disposal facility being within woodlands; 

3. If you consider just the County-owned sites that were under consideration, 82% of the 
sites were woodland areas. This is an overwhelming proportion of candidate sites within 
areas that most residents of the County would consider to be protected from development; 

4. County Forests should not be considered as a viable option for the construction of 
infrastructure and should have been excluded from the site selection process based or. 
both natural heritage as well as social and cultural impacts to the broader community; and, 

5. The decision-making matrix that was used during the Part 1 - 3 site selection process was 
not consistent with the requirements of the Provincial Policy Statement. In addition, the 
Seeped Environmental Impact Study has not demonstrated that there will be no negative 
impact to areas of provincial interest, such as woodlands, wetlands, wildlife habitat and 
habitat of endangered and threatened species, as required by the Planning Act as well as 
the Simcoe and Springwater Official Plans. 

I support the Township's request that the County provide a Business Case in support of the 
proposed use, as outlined in the Township's March 2, 2016 resolution however, the underlying 
site selection process and site-specific environmental investigations are not, in my opinion, 
consistent with the requirements of the Planning Act, the Provincial Policy Statement, the Simcoe 
County Official Plan or the Township of Springwater Official Plan. 
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Based on the above, I would ask that the Township not approve the Official Plan or Zoning By
Law Amendments. 

I would like to be notified of the adoption or refusal of the proposed Official Plan and Zoning By
Law Amendments. 



June 15, 2017 

Attention: Springwater Township Clerk Renee Chaperon 
(Email: renee.chaperon@springwater.ca) 

Planning & Development Department 
Township of Springwater 
2231 Nursery Road 
Minesing, ON L9X 1A8 

Re: Part Lot 2, Concession 1 
2976 Horseshoe Valley Road West 
Township of Springwater 
Environmental Resource Recovery Centre 
County File: SC-OPA-1602 
Township Files: OP-2016-005 and ZB-2016-021 

I am in receipt of the notice of a Statutory Public Meeting for the above noted Official Plan and 
Zoning By-Law Amendments 

I am opposed to the proposed amendments for the following reasons: 

1. The County of Simcoe's expressed desire to locate the facility, if possible, on lands already 
owned by the County resulted in the inclusion of County-owned forests in the candidate 
waste disposal facility sites; 

2. Given that the vast majority of County landholdings are County Forests, this resulted in 
50% of the candidate sites for a waste disposal facility being within woodlands; 

3. If you consider just the County-owned sites that were under consideration, 82% of the 
sites were woodland areas. This is an overwhelming proportion of candidate sites within 
areas that most residents of the County would consider to be protected from development; 

4. County Forests should not be considered as a viable option for the construction of 
infrastructure and should have been excluded from the site selection process based on 
both natural heritage as well as social and cultural impacts to the broader community; and, 

5. The decision-making matrix that was used during the Part 1 - 3 site selection process was 
not consistent with the requirements of the Provincial Policy Statement. In addition, the 
Scoped Environmental Impact Study has not demonstrated that there will be no negative 
impact to areas of provincial interest, such as woodlands, wetlands, wildlife habitat and 
habitat of endangered and threatened species, as required by the Planning Act as well as 
the Simcoe and Springwater Official Plans. 

I support the Township's request that the County provide a Business Case in support of the 
proposed use, as outlined in the Township's March 2, 2016 resolution however, the underlying 
site selection process and site-specific environmental investigations are not, in my opinion, 
consistent with the requirements of the Planning Act, the Provincial Policy Statement, the Simcoe 
County Official Plan or the Township of Springwater Official Plan. 



2 

Based on the above, I would ask that the Township not approve the Official Plan or Zoning By
Law Amendments. 

I would like to be notified of the adoption or refusal of the proposed Official Plan and Zoning By
Law Amendments. 

Yourstruly,_ ~ ~ 

Randy Dunlop 
2343 South Orr Lake Rd. 
Elmvale, On. LOL 1 PO 



Date:~ [S- S!f9/{ 

Attention: Springwater Township Clerk Renee Chaperon 
(Email: renee.chaperon@springwater.ca) 

Planning & Development Department 
Township of Springwater 
2231 Nursery Road 
Minesing, ON L9X 1A8 

Re: Part Lot 2, Concession 1 
2976 Horseshoe Valley Road West 
Township of Springwater 
Environmental Resource Recovery Centre 
County File: SC-OPA-1602 
Township Files: OP-2016..()05 and ZB-2016-021 

I am in receipt of the notice of a Statutory Public Meeting for the above noted Official Plan and 
Zoning By-Law Amendments 

I am opposed to the proposed amendments for the following reasons: 

1. The County of Simcoe's expressed desire to locate the facility, if possible, on lands already 
owned by the County resulted in the inclusion of County-owned forests in the candidate 
waste disposal facility sites; 

2. Given that the vast majority of County landholdings are County Forests, this resulted in 
50% of the candidate sites for a waste disposal facility being within woodlands; 

3. If you consider just the County-owned sites that were under consideration, 82% of the 
sites were woodland areas. This is an overwhelming proportion of candidate sites within 
areas that most residents of the County would consider to be protected from development; 

4. County Forests should not be considered as a viable option for the construction of 
infrastructure and should have been excluded from the site selection process based on 
both natural heritage as well as social and cultural impacts to the broader community; and, 

5. The decision-making matrix that was used during the Part 1 - 3 site selection process was 
not consistent with the requirements of the Provincial Policy Statement. In addition, the 
Seeped Environmental Impact Study has not demonstrated that there will be no negative 
impact to areas of provincial interest, such as woodlands, wetlands, wildl ife habitat and 
habitat of endangered and threatened species, as required by the Planning Act as well as 
the Simcoe and Springwater Official Plans. 

I support the Township's request that the County provide a Business Case in support of the 
proposed use, as outlined in the Township's March 2, 2016 resolution however, the underlying 
site selection process and site-specific environmental investigations are not, in my opinion, 
consistent with the requirements of the Planning Act, the Provincial Policy Statement, the Simcoe 
County Official Plan or the Township of Springwater Official Plan. 
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Based on the above, I would ask that the Township not approve the Official Plan or Zoning By

Law Amendments. 



June 15, 2017 

Attention: Springwater Township Clerk Renee Chaperon 
(Email: renee.chaperon@springwater.ca) 

Planning & Development Department 
Township of Springwater 
2231 Nursery Road 
Minesing, ON L9X 1A8 

Re: Part Lot 2, Concession 1 
2976 Horseshoe Valley Road West 
Township of Springwater 
Environmental Resource Recovery Centre 
County File: SC~OPA-1602 
Township Files: OP-2016-005 and ZB-2016-021 

I am in receipt of the notice of a Statutory Public Meeting for the above noted Official Plan and 
Zoning By-Law Amendments 

I am opposed to the proposed amendments for the following reasons: 

1. The County of Simcoe's expressed desire to locate the facility, if possible, on lands already 
owned by the County resulted in the inclusion of County-owned forests in the candidate 
wa~te disposal facility sites; 

2. Given that the vast majority of County landholdings are County Forests, this resulted in 
50% of the candidate sites for a waste disposal facility being within woodlands; 

3. If you consider just the County-owned sites that were under consideration, 82% of the 
sites were woodland areas. This is an overwhelming proportion of candidate sites within 
areas that most residents of the County would consider to be protected from development; 

4. County Forests should not be considered as a viable option for the construction of 
infrastructure and should have been excluded from the site selection process based on 
both natural heritage as well as social and cultural impacts to the broader community; and, 

5. The decision-making matrix that was used during the Part 1 - 3 site selection process was 
not consistent with the requirements of the Provincial Policy Statement. In addition, the 
Scoped Environmental Impact Study has not demonstrated that there will be no negative 
impact to areas of provincial interest, such as woodlands, wetlands, wildlife habitat and 
habitat of endangered and threatened species, as required by the Planning Act as well as 
the Simcoe and Springwater Official Plans. 

I support the Township's request that the County provide a Business Case in support of the 
proposed use, as outlined in the Township's March 2, 2016 resolution however, the underlying 
site selection process and site-specific environmental investigations are not, in my opinion, 
consistent with the requirements of the Planning Act, the Provincial Policy Statement, the Simcoe 
County Official Plan or the Township of Springwater Official Plan. 
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Based on the above, I would ask that the Township not approve the Official Plan or Zoning By
Law Amendments. 

I would like to be notified of the adoption or refusal of the proposed Official Plan and Zoning By

Law Amendments. 

Yours truly, 

~~ 
Sandra Dunlop 
1601 Rainbow Valley Road E 
Phelpston, On. LOL 2KO 
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June 15, 2017 

Attention: Springwater Township Clerk Renee Chaperon 
(Email: renee.chaperon@springwater.ca) 

Planning & Development Department 
Township of Springwater 
2231 Nursery Road 
Minesing, ON L9X 1A8 

Re: Part Lot 2, Concession 1 
2976 Horseshoe Valley Road West 
Township of Springwater 
Environmental Resource Recovery Centre 
County File: SC-OPA-1602 
Township Files: OP-2016-005 and ZB-2016-021 

I am in receipt of the notice of a Statutory Public Meeting for the above noted Official Plan and 
Zoning By-Law Amendments 

I am opposed to the proposed amendments for the following reasons: 

1. The County of Simcoe's expressed desire to locate the facility, if possible, on lands already 
owned by the County resulted in the inclusion of County-owned forests in the candidate 
waste disposal facility sites; 

2. Given that the vast majority of County landholdings are County Forests, this resulted in 
50% of the candidate sites for a waste disposal facility being within woodlands; 

3. If you consider just the County-owned sites that were under consideration, 82% of the 
sites were woodland areas. This is an overwhelming proportion of candidate sites within 
areas that most residents of the County would consider to be protected from development; 

4 . County Forests should not be considered as a viable option for the construction of 
infrastructure and should have been excluded from the site selection process based on 
both natural heritage as well as social and cultural impacts to the broader community; and, 

5. The decision-making matrix that was used during the Part 1 - 3 site selection process was 
not consistent with the requirements of the Provincial Policy Statement. In addition, the 
Seeped Environmental Impact Study has not demonstrated that there will be no negative 
impact to areas of provincial interest, such as woodlands, wetlands, wildlife habitat and 
habitat of endangered and threatened species, as required by the Planning Act as well as 
the Simcoe and Springwater Official Plans. 

I support the Township's request that the County provide a Business Case in support of the 
proposed use, as outlined in the Township's March 2, 2016 resolution however, the underlying 
site selection process and site-specific environmental investigations are not, in my opinion, 
consistent with the requirements of the Planning Act, the Provincial Policy Statement, the Simcoe 
County Official Plan or the Township of Springwater Official Plan. 
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Based on the above, I would ask that the Township not approve the Official Plan or Zoning By
Law Amendments. 

I would like to be notified of the adoption or refusal of the proposed Official Plan and Zoning By
Law Amendments. 

ryDunlo;? ~ 
1601 Rainbow Valley Road E 
Phelp~on, On. LOL2KO 



June 15, 2017 

Attention: Springwater Township Clerk Renee Chaperon 
(Email: renee.chaperon@springwater.ca) 

Planning & Development Department 
Township of Springwater 
2231 Nursery Road 
Minesing, ON L9X 1A8 

Re: Part Lot 2, Concession 1 
2976 Horseshoe Valley Road West 
Township of Springwater 
Environmental Resource Recovery Centre 
County File: SC-OPA-1602 
Township Files: OP-2016-005 and ZB-2016-021 

I am in receipt of the notice of a Statutory Public Meeting for the above noted Official Plan and 
Zoning By-Law Amendments 

I am opposed to the proposed amendments for the following reasons: 

1. The County of Simcoe's expressed desire to locate the facility, if possible, on lands already 
owned by the County resulted in the inclusion of County-owned forests in the candidate 
waste disposal facility sites; • 

2. Given that the vast majority of County landholdings are County Forests, this resulted in 
50% of the candidate sites for a waste disposal faci lity being within woodlands; 

3. If you consider just the County-owned sites that were under consideration, 82% of the 
sites were woodland areas. This is an overwhelming proportion of candidate sites within 
areas that most residents of the County would consider to be protected from development; 

4. County Forests should not be considered as a viable option for the construction of 
infrastructure and should have been excluded from the site selection process based on 
both natural heritage as well as social and cultural imracts to the broader community; and, 

5. The decision-making matrix that was used during the Part 1 - 3 site selection process was 
not consistent with the requirements of the Provincial Policy Statement. In addition, the 
Scoped Environmental Impact Study has not demonstrated that there will be no negative 
impact to areas of provincial interest, such as woodlands, wetlands, wildlife habitat and 
habitat of endangered and threatened species, as requi red by the Planning Act as well as 
the Simcoe and Springwater Official Plans. 

I support the Township's request that the County provide a Business Case in support of the 
proposed use, as outlined in the Township's March 2, 2016 resolution however, the underlying 
site selection process and site-specific environmental investigations are not, in my opinion, 
consistent with the requirements of the Planning Act, the Provincial PoliGY Statement, the Simcoe 
County Official Plan or the Township of Springwater Official Plan. 
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Based on the above, I would ask that the Township not approve the Official Plan or Zoning By
Law Amendments. 

I would like to be notified of the adoption or refusal of the proposed Official Plan and Zonrng By
Law Amendments. 

Yours truly, ' . 

~~ 
Doug Drinkill 
16850 County Road #27 
Tiny, On. LOL 1 P1 



June 15, 2017 

Attention: Springwater Township Clerk Renee Chaperon 
(Email: renee.chaperon@springwater.ca) 

Planning & Development Department 
Township of Springwater 
2231 Nursery Road 
Minesing, ON L9X 1A8 

Re: Part Lot 2, Concession 1 
2976 Horseshoe Valley Road West 
Township of Springwater 
Environmental Resource Recovery Centre 
County File: SC-OPA-1602 
Township Files: OP-2016-005 and ZB-2016-021 

I am in receipt of the notice of a Statutory Public Meeting for the above noted Official Plan and 
Zoning By-Law Amendments 

I am opposed to the proposed amendments for the following reasons. 

1. The County of Simcoe's expressed desire to locate the facil ity, if possible, on lands already 
owned by the County resulted in the inclusion of County-owned forests in the candidate 
waste disposal facility sites; 

2. Given that the vast majority of County landholdings are County Forests, th1s resulted in 
50% of the candidate sites for a waste disposal facility being w1thin woodlands. 

3. If you consider just the County-owned sites that were under consideration, 82% of the 
sites were woodland areas. This is an overwhelming proportton of candidate sites within 
areas that most residents of the County would consider to be protected from development; 

4. County Forests should not be considered as a viable option for the construction of 
mfrastructure and should have been excluded from the site selection process based on 
both natural heritage as well as social and cultural impacts to the broader community; and, 

5. The decision-making matrix that was used during the Part 1 - 3 site selection process was 
not consistent with the requirements of the Provincial Policy Statement. In addition, the 
Seeped Environmental Impact Study has not demonstrated that there will be no negative 
impact to areas of provincial interest, such as woodlands, wetlands, wildlife habitat and 
habitat of endangered and threatened species, as required by the Planning Act as well as 
the Simcoe and Springwater Official Plans. 

I support the Township's request that the County provide a Business Case in support of the 
proposed use, as outlined in the Township's March 2, 2016 resolution however, the underlying 
site selection process and site-specific environmental investigations are not, in my opinion, 
consistent with the requirements of the Planning Act, the Provincial Policy Statement, the Simcoe 
County Official Plan or the Township of Springwater Official Plan. 



, 
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Based on the above, I would ask that the Township not approve the Official Plan or Zoning By

Law Amendments. 

I would like to be notified of the adoption or refusal of the proposed Official Plan and Zoning By

Law Amendments. 

Colleen Stevens 
2343 South Orr Lake Rd. 
Elmvale, On. LOL 1 PO 



                                                                                                        June 15, 2017 
 
Attention: County Clerk Renee Chaperon (Email: renee.chaperon@springwater.ca) 
 
Planning & Development Department 
Township of Springwater 
2231 Nursery Road 
Minesing, ON  L9X 1A8 
 
 
Re: Part Lot 2, Concession 1 
 2976 Horseshoe Valley Road West 
 Township of Springwater 
 Environmental Resource Recovery Centre 
 County File: SC-OPA-1602 
 Township Files:  OP-2016-005 and ZB-2016-021 
  
I am in receipt of the notice of a Statutory Public Meeting for the above noted Official Plan and Zoning 
By-Law Amendments 
 
I am opposed to the proposed amendments for the following reasons: 
 

1. The County of Simcoe’s expressed desire to locate the facility, if possible, on lands already 
owned by the County resulted in the inclusion of County-owned forests in the candidate waste 
disposal facility sites; 

2. Given that the vast majority of County landholdings are County Forests, this resulted in 50% 
of the candidate sites for a waste disposal facility being within woodlands; 

3. If you consider just the County-owned sites that were under consideration, 82% of the sites 
were woodland areas.  This is an overwhelming proportion of candidate sites within areas 
that most residents of the County would consider to be protected from development; 

4. County Forests should not be considered as a viable option for the construction of 
infrastructure and should have been excluded from the site selection process based on both 
natural heritage as well as social and cultural impacts to the broader community; and, 

5. The decision-making matrix that was used during the Part 1 – 3 site selection process was 
not consistent with the requirements of the Provincial Policy Statement.  In addition, the 
Scoped Environmental Impact Study has not demonstrated that there will be no negative 
impact to areas of provincial interest, such as woodlands, wetlands, wildlife habitat and 
habitat of endangered and threatened species, as required by the Planning Act as well as the 
Simcoe and Springwater Official Plans. 

 
I support the Township’s request that the County provide a Business Case in support of the proposed 
use, as outlined in the Township’s March 2, 2016 resolution. However, the underlying site selection 
process and site-specific environmental investigations are not, in my opinion, consistent with the 
requirements of the Planning Act, the Provincial Policy Statement, the Simcoe County Official Plan 
or the Township of Springwater Official Plan.   
 
The idea of re-designate a portion of forest or agricultural land to allow the construction of an 
“Environmental Resource Recovery Center (ERRC), which will house a Material Management 
Facility (MMF), Organics Processing Facility (OPF), and associated ancillary facilities to address the 
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needs for consolidation, transfer and processing of waste materials”, seems to be a continuation of 
the blind decision to risk fragile natural environments with heavy pollutions projects. 

A transfer station shall not be sited in environmentally sensitive areas (parks, nature reserves, areas 
where there may be endangered species of plants or animals, wildlife migration corridors, wetlands, 
or/and areas where the hydrogeology shows that a potential surface water or groundwater 
quality/conditions could be affected by the proposed site. 

Heavy traffic in secondary roads. Due to the amount of transportation required for the material to be 
processed and the lack of available collection routes for heavy trucks, the preferred locations should 
be close to, or at, existing waste disposal sites to minimize the impact on existing traffic flows. 

Air contaminants. The biological agents present in the air at a municipal solid waste transfer station, 
have the potential to be harmful to the health of operatives working in these plants and surrounding 
neighbors (if any). Contaminants such as, emission of airborne aerosol from volatile organic 
compounds (e.g., putrescible solid waste processing), dusts from organic residues compounds, 
including microbes and odors that might increase during warm or wet weather and specially 
particulates from combustion engines.  
 
Fire fight and control. In case of a fire, any fail in containment procedures as holding and treatment 
of water used to fight the fires, will cause the contamination of soil and water bodies such as surface 
and underground aquifers. Such events can be found in; incoming loads; temporary storage at the 
transfer station; compaction equipment; transfer vehicles, or any other locations within the plant and 
surrounding area 
 
Vectors (e.g., rats, mice, cockroaches, and other insects) flourish thanks to waste from the tipping 
floor or separation pits left at the end of each operating day. Failure to clean of those areas to remove 
remaining residues, or any spill that will enter the storm drains or sewers will originate the spreading 
of possible infestation that will affect the surrounding areas. 
 
Litter, solid and liquid contaminants. Incoming and outgoing loads to and from the plant when not 
properly cover will spread waste along their route. Failure to ensure that all incoming and outgoing 
trucks are leak-proof will spill leachate hard to clean on public roads. Non-existing daily litter 
inspections and pick up at the facility and their surrounding area will cause spot contamination along 
the route to the plant.  
 
Based on the above, I would ask the Township not to approve the Official Plan or Zoning By-Law 
Amendments. 
 
I would like to be notified of the adoption or refusal of the proposed Official Plan and Zoning By-Law 
Amendments. 
 
Yours truly, 
 
Armando Perez 
53 Eder Trail 
L9X 0G8, Minesing, ON 
kaitoo@sympatico.ca 
 



Date: 6/16/17 
______________ 
 
 
Attention: Springwater Township Clerk Renee Chaperon  
 
Planning & Development Department 
Township of Springwater 
2231 Nursery Road 
Minesing, ON  L9X 1A8 
 
 
Re: Part Lot 2, Concession 1 
 2976 Horseshoe Valley Road West 
 Township of Springwater 
 Environmental Resource Recovery Centre 
 County File: SC-OPA-1602 
 Township Files:  OP-2016-005 and ZB-2016-021 
  
I am in receipt of the notice of a Statutory Public Meeting for the above noted Official Plan and 
Zoning By-Law Amendments 
 
I am opposed to the proposed amendments for the following reasons: 
 

1. The County of Simcoe’s expressed desire to locate the facility, if possible, on lands 
already owned by the County resulted in the inclusion of County-owned forests in the 
candidate waste disposal facility sites; 

2. Given that the vast majority of County landholdings are County Forests, this resulted in 
50% of the candidate sites for a waste disposal facility being within woodlands; 

3. If you consider just the County-owned sites that were under consideration, 82% of the 
sites were woodland areas.  This is an overwhelming proportion of candidate sites within 
areas that most residents of the County would consider to be protected from 
development; 

4. County Forests should not be considered as a viable option for the construction of 
infrastructure and should have been excluded from the site selection process based on 
both natural heritage as well as social and cultural impacts to the broader community; 
and, 

5. The decision-making matrix that was used during the Part 1 – 3 site selection process 
was not consistent with the requirements of the Provincial Policy Statement.  In addition, 
the Scoped Environmental Impact Study has not demonstrated that there will be no 
negative impact to areas of provincial interest, such as woodlands, wetlands, wildlife 
habitat and habitat of endangered and threatened species, as required by the Planning 
Act as well as the Simcoe and Springwater Official Plans. 

 
I support the Township’s request that the County provide a Business Case in support of the 
proposed use, as outlined in the Township’s March 2, 2016 resolution however, the underlying 
site selection process and site-specific environmental investigations are not, in my opinion, 
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consistent with the requirements of the Planning Act, the Provincial Policy Statement, the 
Simcoe County Official Plan or the Township of Springwater Official Plan.   
 
Based on the above, I would ask that the Township not approve the Official Plan or Zoning By-
Law Amendments. 
 
I would like to be notified of the adoption or refusal of the proposed Official Plan and Zoning By-
Law Amendments. 
 
Yours truly, 
 
 
Name: Xiaoyan Sun  
Address: 18 gallagher cres  Midhurst  ON  L9X 0K1 
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Attention: County Clerk Renee Chaperon (Email: renee.chaperon@springwater.ca) 

Planning & Development Department 
Township of Springwater 
2231 Nursery Road 
Minesing, ON L9X 1 A8 

Re: Part Lot 2, Concession 1 
2976 Horseshoe Valley Road West 
Township of Springwater 
Environmental Resource Recovery Centre 
County File: SC-OPA-1602 
Township Files: OP-2016-005 and ZB-2016-021 

I am in receipt of the notice of a Statutory Public Meeting for the above noted Official Plan and 
Zoning By-Law Amendments 

I am opposed to the proposed amendments for the following reasons: 

1. The County of Simcoe's expressed desire to locate the facility, if possible, on lands 
already owned by the County resulted in the inclusion of County-owned forests in the 
candidate waste disposal facility sites; 

2. Given that the vast majority of County landholdings are County Forests, this resulted in 
50% of the candidate sites for a waste disposal facility being within woodlands; 

3. If you consider just the County-owned sites that were under consideration, 82% of the 
sites were woodland areas. This is an overwhelming proportion of candidate sites within 
areas that most residents of the County would consider to be protected from 
development; 

4. County Forests should not be considered as a viable option for the construction of 
infrastructure and should have been excluded from the site selection process based on 
both natural heritage as well as social and cultural impacts to the broader community; 
and, 

5. The decision-making matrix that was used during the Part 1 - 3 site selection process 
was not consistent with the requirements of the Provincial Policy Statement. In addition, 
the Scoped Environmental Impact Study has not demonstrated that there will be no 
negative impact to areas of provincial interest, such as woodlands, wetlands, wildlife 
habitat and habitat of endangered and threatened species, as required by the Planning 
Act as well as the Simcoe and Springwater Official Plans. 

I support the Township's request that the County provide a Business Case in support of the 
proposed use, as outlined in the Township's March 2, 2016 resolution however, the underlying 
site selection process and site-specific environmental investigations are not, in my opinion, 
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consistent with the requirements of the Planning Act, the Provincial Policy Statement, the 
Simcoe County Official Plan or the Township of Springwater Official Plan. 

Based on the above, I would ask that the Township not approve the Official Plan or Zoning By
Law Amendments. 

I would like to be notified of the adoption or refusal of the proposed Official Plan and Zoning By

Law Amendments. <! JL.. 
Yours truly, ~ ~ (_ ~"') 
~~~~~umb; 



Attention: Springwater Township Clerk Renee Chaperon 
(Email: renee.chaperon@springwater.ca) 

Planning & Development Department 
Township of Springwater 
2231 Nursery Road 
Minesing, ON L9X 1A8 

Re: Part Lot 2, Concession 1 
2976 Horseshoe Valley Road West 
Township of Springwater 
Environmental Resource Recovery Centre 
County File: SC-OPA-1602 
Township Files: OP-2016-005 and ZB-2016-021 

I am in receipt of the notice of a Statutory Public Meeting for the above noted Official Plan and 
Zoning By-Law Amendments 

I am opposed to the proposed amendments for the following reasons: 

1. The County of Simcoe's expressed desire to locate the facility, if possible, on lands already 
owned by the County resulted in the inclusion of County-owned forests in the candidate 
waste disposal facility sites; 

2. Given that the vast majority of County landholdings are County Forests, this resulted in 
50% of the candidate sites for a waste disposal facility being within woodlands; 

3. If you consider just the County-owned sites that were under consideration, 82% of the 
sites were woodland areas. This is an overwhelming proportion of candidate sites within 
areas that most residents of the County would consider to be protected from development; 

4. County Forests should not be considered as a viable option for the construction of 
infrastructure and should have been excluded from the site selection process based on 
both natural heritage as well as social and cultural impacts to the broader community; and, 

5. The decision-making matrix that was used during the Part 1 - 3 site selection process was 
not consistent with the requirements of the Provincial Policy Statement. In addition, the 
Scoped Environmental Impact Study has not demonstrated that there will be no negative 
impact to areas of provincial interest, such as woodlands, wetlands, wildlife habitat and 
habitat of endangered and threatened species, as required by the Planning Act as well as 
the Simcoe and Springwater Official Plans. 

I support the Township's request that the County provide a Business Case in support of the 
proposed use, as outlined in the Township's March 2, 2016 resolution however, the underlying 
site selection process and site-specific environmental investigations are not, in my opinion, 
consistent with the requirements of the Planning Act, the Provincial Policy Statement, the Simcoe 
County Official Plan or the Township of Springwater Official Plan. 
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Based on the above, I would ask that the Township not approve the Official Plan or Zoning By
Law Amendments. 

I would like to be notified of the adoption or refusal of the proposed Official Plan and Zoning By

Law Amendme~nts. ~ 
Yours truly, ~/ ~ 

I ~ . 

Name L.o~;<:>~ ~s.~- J-ev\$~¥'-
Address: I '7 bO In ~crw u (; k?d. cJ 

Pb...,_tps~J ~ ... 

LoL 'LKD 



  

  

t. 416 572 0464   f. 416 572 0465  Suite 203 – 276 Carlaw Ave   Toronto   Ontario   M4M 3L1 

 

 

P

A

G

E  

      

 
David R. Donnelly, MES LLB 

           david@donnellylaw.ca 

 

 

June 16, 2017 

 

Sent via email to planning@springwater.ca 

 

Planning & Development Department 

Township of Springwater 

2231 Nursery Road 

Minesing, ON  L9X 1A8 

 

 

To the Springwater Planning & Development Department, 

 

Re:  Environmental Resource Recovery Centre 

  Friends of Simcoe Forests Inc., Retainer of Donnelly Law 

 

We write to advise Springwater Township (“Springwater”) that we have been 

retained as legal counsel by the Friends of Simcoe Forests Inc. (“FSF”) regarding 

the County’s Planning Act applications for an Environmental Resource Recovery 

Centre at 2976 Horseshoe Valley Road, Springwater, Ontario (“ERRC”). 

 

FSF, a 2017 recipient of the John Graves Simcoe Medal of Excellence, is opposed to 

the County of Simcoe’s (“Simcoe”) proposed official plan amendments to both the 

Simcoe and Springwater Official Plans, and Springwater zoning by-law amendment 

to permit the ERRC in a significant woodland, part of the Simcoe FSC-certified 

County Forest.   

 

Simcoe proposes to locate a Materials Management Facility (“MMF”) and Organics 

Processing Facility (“OPF”), within the 84-hectare (207-acre) Freele Tract County 

Forest.  These facilities are typically located in industrial areas.     

 

In response to numerous concerns with the proposed location, FSF retained three 

professional experts:  a registered professional planner, Ms Jennifer Lawrence, 

MCIP, RPP of Jennifer Lawrence and Associates Inc.; Mr. Jim Dougan, BSc, MSc 

from the ecological consulting firm, Dougan & Associates Ecological Consulting and 

Design; and Mr. Tim Lotimer, FGC, P. Geo. of Tim Lotimer & Associates, Inc. 
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Attached is a copy of Jennifer Lawrence and Associates and Dougan & Associates 

reports.    

 

We provide a brief summary of key issues and commentary raised by each expert. 

 

Planning 

Ms Lawrence prepared a detailed and comprehensive peer review of the MMF and 

OPF site selection process reports (GHD, Parts 1 -3) as well as the site-specific 

Scoped Environmental Impact Study (GHD, November 17, 2016) and the Planning 

Justification Report (GHD, November 17, 2016).  In Ms. Lawrence’s planning 

opinion, she raises the following key concerns: 

 The site selection process is not consistent with the Planning Act 

requirements on natural heritage as outlined in the Provincial Policy 

Statement (PPS 2014).  The diversity and connectivity of natural features, 

and the long-term ecological function and biodiversity of natural heritage 

systems should be maintained, restored and, where possible, improved, 

according to the PPS policies; 

 Simcoe’s applications are not consistent with the PPS, and do not conform 

to Simcoe or the Township’s Official Plans with respect to natural heritage 

features and functions: Simcoe has not demonstrated there will be no 

negative impacts on “significant woodlands”, “significant wildlife habitat” 

or the “habitat of endangered species and threatened species”; 

 The site selection process did not adequately consider the requirements of 

the PPS resulting in the identified short-listed sites, and ultimately the 

preferred site, with limited consideration for natural heritage impacts;  

 Simcoe’s application to co-locate the OPF and MMF contradicts earlier staff 

recommendations to separately locate the two facilities without 

explanation; and 

 It is unusual for a municipality to propose the construction of substantial 

infrastructure within a natural heritage feature. 

 

Environmental Impact  

Dougan & Associates prepared a detailed and comprehensive peer review of the 

Scoped Environmental Impact Study prepared by GHD Ltd. (November 17, 2016) 

(“EIS”).  We note the EIS was completed only after the selection of the preferred 

site.  Dougan & Associates’ peer review comments include the following: 

 The EIS does not acknowledge the presence of Significant Wildlife Habitat 

(“SWH”). However, based on the information provided in the EIS, the 

subject property meets criteria for several SWH categories. This lack of 

acknowledgement appears to be based on misinterpretation of the data, and 

of provincial policy natural heritage guidance; 

 The proposed location of the facility within the center of the site will result 

in the loss of approximately 18 hectares of “interior forest” habitat upon 

which many SWH species depend; 

 The EIS did not adequately demonstrate the absence of Species of Risk, 

including species designated threatened and endangered under the 
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Endangered Species Act, 2007 (e.g. Jefferson Salamander). As a result, the 

claim that no impacts are anticipated on these species or their habitats is 

unfounded. 

 The EIS inexplicably downplays the implications of the Significant 

Woodland designation of the site, and the impacts on ecological features 

and functions of the woodlands as a result of the proposed development  

 The EIS fails to acknowledge that the proposed use will result in an 

increase in invasive, predatory and ‘pest’ species, which will lead to 

negative impacts on local flora and fauna populations in the remaining 

woodlands;  

 The EIS fails to adequately address the direct and indirect impacts 

associated with the internal road network and traffic volumes; and 

 The EIS fails to adequately consider the impacts on PPS-defined adjacent 

lands, as well as the cumulative effects of the proposal, given the likely 

future expansion of the facility.   

 

Hydrogeology and Hydrology  

 

Tim Lotimer & Associates Inc. reviewed Simcoe’s “Hydrogeological Assessment, 

Environmental Resource Recovery Centre”, prepared by GHD (November 2016).  

Their comments include the following: 

 Changes in runoff patterns as a result of development may impact wetlands 

on site and associated Significant Wildlife Habitat.  Additional work 

(including monitoring) is recommended to assess overland flow patterns to 

wetlands on the site to clarify the hydrological characteristics of the 

wetlands, for inclusion in the EIS. 

 

FSF Requests to Springwater Council 

FSF request the Township undertake the following action and provide answers to 

the following questions and comments: 

 

1. Conduct peer reviews of all of Simcoe’s studies, recovering costs from the 

Simcoe ratepayers, and not just Springwater ratepayers.   

 

To substantiate the need for peer reviews, consider the following question: 

Are you satisfied with Simcoe’s reports, e.g. EIS, Planning Justification 

Report, Traffic Impact Study, etc.?  

 

FSF and its experts have all raised concerns with respect to the content, 

conclusions and recommendations in Simcoe’s application materials. 

 

2. Ensure Simcoe provides a reasoned and supported “Business Case” for 

various growth and technology options per Springwater Council’s March 2, 

2016 Resolution.  Simcoe anticipates presenting the OPF preliminary 

business case and MMF financial analysis/update later in summer 2017.  

There may be more cost-effective organic processing technologies available 
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at other facilities, which may be advantageous for Simcoe even if facilities 

are not located in Simcoe County.  These technologies could reduce or 

eliminate the need for establishing a new industrial footprint in a forest.  

Why waste ratepayers’ precious tax dollars on a premature site selection 

and approval process when a less expensive alternative already exists? 

 

3. Provide planning comments from the Springwater Planning Department 

regarding: 

i. the site selection process, and its inconsistency with the Planning Act 

framework, as comprehensively reviewed by Ms Lawrence; 

ii. the application of Ministry of Environment and Climate Change 

(“MOECC”) Guideline D-6, Compatibility between Industrial Facilities 

and Sensitive Land Uses, to the proposed facilities; and 

iii. the impact, if any, of the selection of technology for the OPF (aerobic 

vs. anaerobic) on the planning application (e.g. setbacks from sensitive 

receptors, land needs to accommodate facility in the near and long-

term, potential use of alternative OPF elsewhere in the Province at 

reduced cost). 

 

4. Request full and timely disclosure from Simcoe of all staff, consultant and 

MOECC records regarding Simcoe/MOECC communications. 

 

5. Request a report from Simcoe regarding consultation with Aboriginal 

communities.   

 

6. Refuse Simcoe’s applications and consider alternative sites in Springwater in 

industrial or rural areas, away from designated natural heritage features.  We 

have been advised certain industrial lands were not considered in Simcoe’s site 

selection process, e.g. industrial lands in Bradford, or along Innisfil Beach Road.  

Why? This is a siting decision that will impact Simcoe in the long-term, 

permanently impacting the Freele Tract forest and its significant natural 

heritage features and functions. 

 

Township residents must be satisfied the site selection process was rigorous 

and fair, before being asked to accept Simcoe’s waste. 

 

 

Conclusion 

We recognize the ultimate choice of location of a large, new waste facility will 

undoubtedly be controversial, and likely few municipalities, if any, would advocate 

for its own lower-tier municipality to be chosen.  

 

The process of selection must therefore be well-informed and reasoned, without a 

predetermined site in mind, guided by sound planning principles as laid out in 

planning policy.   
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The obvious first choice for a new ERRC is in an industrial zone, away from 

sensitive receptors – not within a natural heritage feature, with amphibian habitat, 

a large number of area-sensitive breeding birds, cultural heritage site(s), and within 

hundreds of metres of residences and working farms.  What municipality in Simcoe 

thinks putting an ERRC in a significant woodland within its own boundary is 

appropriate?  A good site selection process and adherence to the PPS principles is 

critical to ensure public confidence in the ultimate decision. 

 

The peer reviews undertaken at the cost of FSF and its supporters provide a solid 

foundation to question the suitability of Site C136 – a significant woodland with 

significant wildlife habitat, previously unknown and unmapped vernal pools, 

evidence of potential Species at Risk habitat, etc.  It appears there are considerably 

more constraints on the site due to its natural heritage features than revealed in 

the perfunctory site selection assessment.  Additional monitoring and surveys of all 

wetlands, vernal pools, species at risk, etc. is required, including a new spring field 

survey. 

 

FSF respectfully submits that the Township is obliged to seek its own independent 

assessment of the site selection process so far.  Notwithstanding this need, it is 

FSF’s primary submission that simply on principle, any natural heritage setting in 

Simcoe County is an inappropriate location to pave over and invite in heavy truck 

traffic for an ERRC that is likely to expand in the future. 

The “Vision” for Simcoe County is “Working together to build vibrant, healthy, 

sustainable communities."  Proposing commercial, infrastructure, industrial or 

residential developments in Simcoe County Forests is obviously contrary to this vision.  

My client is entitled to wonder why the location of the proposed ERRC in the Freele 

Tract County Forest has given Simcoe decision-makers tunnel vision. 

 

Please do not hesitate to contact me at 416-572-0464, or by email to 

david@donnellylaw.ca, cc’ing anne@donnellylaw.ca, should you have any questions or 

comments concerning this correspondence. 

 

Yours truly, 

 
David R. Donnelly 

 

 Attachments (2) 

 

 cc. errc@simcoe.ca 

mailto:david@donnellylaw.ca
mailto:anne@donnellylaw.ca


June 5, 2017 

Friends of Simcoe Forests Inc. 
c/o Mrs. Mary Wagner 
2928 Horseshoe Valley Road West 
Phelpston, ON 
LOL2KO 

Dear Mrs. Wagner: 

Re: County of Simcoe Environmental Resource Recovery Centre 
Regional and Local Official Plan Amendment and Zoning By·Law Amendment 
Files: SC-OPA-1602, OP-2016-005 and ZB-2016-021 
2976 Horseshoe Valley Road West 
Township of Springwater 

Further to my letter dated April 28, 2017, I have had an opportunity to complete my review of the 
background documents and amendment application. This letter builds on the findings in my 
earlier letter and provides some additional detail. 

I have reviewed the following reports, prepared by the County of Simcoe, in support of the above 
noted applications: 

• County of Simcoe Materials Management Facility, Part 1 - Planning- Siting Methodology 
and Evaluation Criteria, prepared by Conestoga-Rovers & Associates, dated February 
2015; 

• County of Simcoe Organics Processing Facility, Part 1 - Planning - Siting Methodology 
and Evaluation Criteria, prepared by Conestoga-Rovers & Associates, dated February 
2015; 

• County of Simcoe - Materials Management Facility, Part 2 - Long List Evaluation, 
prepared by GHD, dated July 12, 2015; 

• County of Simcoe - Organics Processing Facility, Part 2- Long List Evaluation, prepared 
by GHD, dated July 23, 2015; 

• County of Simcoe Organics Processing Facility, Materials Management Facility and Co
Located Facility, Part 3 - Short List Evaluation, prepared by GHD, dated February 26, 
2016; 

• Scoped Environmental Impact Study, Proposed Environmental Resource Recovery 
Center, Springwater, Ontario, prepared by GHD, dated November 17, 2016; 

• Planning Justification Report, Proposed Environmental Resource Recovery Center, 
Springwater, Ontario, prepared by GHD, dated November 17, 2016; 

• Agricultural Impact Assessment Report, prepared by AgPian, dated November 16, 2016; 

[p] 289.442.2829 [w] jlplanning.ca [eJ jennifer@jlplanning.ca 

8 Fieldgate Street Dundas ON L9H 6M6 



• Environmental Resource Recovery Centre 'Get the Facts~ 2976 Horseshoe Valley Road 
West, Springwater, County of Simcoe, September 2016; 

• County of Simcoe Environmental Resource Recovery Centre, Summary of Consultation 
and Notification (to December 2016); and, 

• Neighbourhood Landowner Meeting, Final Meeting Notes and Follow-Up, Thursday 
September 8, 2016. 

In preparing my professional opinion on the proposal, I have also referenced the following 
documents: 

• Planning Act and Provincial Policy Statement (2014) 
• Environmental Assessment Act, Ontario Regulation 101/07 and the Guide to 

Environmental Assessment Requirements for Waste Management Projects 
• Simcoe County Official Plan (2016) 
• Springwater Official Plan (1998) and Comprehensive Zoning By-Law (2004) 
• Ministry of Environment and Climate Change statement of Environmental Values 
• Simcoe County Forests 2011-2030 
• Guidelines for the Siting and Operation of Waste Transfer Stations, Nova Scotia 

Environment and Labour, 2006 
• Environmental Standards for Municipal Solid Waste Transfer Stations I Local Waste 

Management Facilities, Guidance Document, Newfoundland and Labrador, 2010 
• Waste Transfer Stations: A Manual for Decision-Making, United States Environmental 

Protection Agency, 2002 
• Letter to Friends of Simcoe Forests Inc., prepared by Dougan and Associates Inc., dated 

June 2, 2017; and, 
• Letter to County of Simcoe from Nottawasaga Valley Conservation Authority, dated March 

2, 2017, NVCA ID #30106 

Overview 

In 2010, the County of Simcoe approved a Solid Waste Management Strategy. Wrthin that 
strategy, it was recommended that the County assess the development of a central composting 
facility as well as assess the long-term requirements for collection and processing of organics and 
recycling and waste export. The Strategy further recommended that consideration be given to 
developing a transfer station type facility. In August 2014, County Council endorsed Conestoga
Rovers & Associates (CRA) to determine an optimal site for a transfer facility, referred to as a 
Material Management Facility (MMF) as well as an Organics Processing Facility (OPF). The siting 
for these two facilities began as independent searches with specific, but similar, siting criteria. 
The methodology and evaluation criteria for siting the MMF and OPF is outlined in the CRA reports 
entitled County of Simcoe Materials Management Facility, Part 1 -Planning- Siting Methodology 
and Evaluation Criteria (February 2015) and the County of Simcoe Organics Processing Facility, 
Part 1- Planning- Siting Methodology and Evaluation Criteria (February 2015), respectively. 
The purpose of the Part 1 studies was the same for both the OPF and the MMF; that Is, the Part 
1 study was to establish the framework for how the potential sites would be identified and 
evaluated by defining the search area, identifying a comprehensive list of candidate sites 
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{including County-owned and privately owned sites) and establishing a series of criteria to screen 
and evaluate potential sites. The Part 1 study created a list of exclusionary criteria that would be 
used to screen the comprehensive list of candidate sites. This exclusionary criteria is referred to 
as Screen 1. Screen 1 was applied to arrive at a long list of sites which would then be screened 
against a second set of criteria referred to as Screen 2. 

The next set of reports are the Part 2 - Long List Evaluations for the MMF and OPF, prepared by 
GHD (formerly CRA), dated July 12 and July 23, 2015, respectively. The Part 2 reports include 
the Screen 2 criteria that were used to create a short list of sites which were then vetted through 
the final screen, referred to as Screen 3. 

The final report associated with the siting process is the Part 3 - Organics Processing Facility, 
Materials Management Facility and Co-Located FsCJ1ity Short Ust Evaluation, prepared by GHD 
dated February 26, 2016. This report combines the OPF and MMF selection process Into one 
document and evaluates the short list of properties, identified in the respective Part 2 reports, to 
determine whether it is appropriate to continue siting these facilities independently or whether it 
would be appropriate to co-locate the two facilities on one site. Screen 3 was applied to the short
listed sites and each were subjected to a comparative evaluation process to Identify a preferred 
location that has an appropriate balance of strengths (advantages) and weaknesses 
(disadvantages) and evaluated to determine how well the site satisfies the goals and objectives 
of the project. Of note, the comparative evaluation did not include site specific Environmental 
Impact Studies for each site to determine whether they could meet the federal, provincial, County 
and local natural heritage policies. Rather, this evaluation was deferred until the preferred site 
was selected. A preferred location for the co-located site is identified in the Part 3 report as 2976 
Horseshoe Valley Road in Springwater, a wooded parcel known as the Freele County Forest. 
The Freele County Forest was purchased by the County in 1948 with the majority of the planting 
completed in 19491• In addition to the OPF and MMF, the preferred site is also Intended to include 
a Solid Waste Management truck servicing area, a public education area and the potential for 
future expansion to include a recycling sorting facility. These additional uses were noted in the 
Part 1 reports but not mentioned specifically in either the Part 2 or 3 reports. 

The preferred site is within the Greenlands designation of the County of Simcoe Official Plan. 
Waste disposal sites are not a permitted use within the Greenlands designation so the County 
has initiated an Official Plan Amendment (SC-OPA-1602). The proposed amendment is as 
follows: 

• Modifying Schedule 5.6.1 by (a) renaming Schedule 5.6.1 "County Waste Disposal Sitesft 
to Schedule 5.6.1 ·county Waste Management System"; (b) adding Environmental 
Resource Recovery Centre to the legend; and, (c) adding a symbol for Environmental 
Resource Recovery Centre to the Schedule within Part Lot 2 Concession 1 Springwater 
Township. 

1 Website. t]t,tp:JJ~.~simcoe.ca/SolidWasteManagement/Pages/ERRC/What-is-the·historv-of-the-Freele-Tract.aspx. 
Obtained Aprll13, 2017. 
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• The addition of the following Section and text after Section 4.9.17: 

Section 4.9.18, Environmental Resource Recovery Centre 
Part of Lot 2, Concession 1, Springwater (2976 Horseshoe Valley Road) 

Permitted uses on a portion of Part of Lot 2, Concession 1, Springwater Township (2976 
Horseshoe Valley Road) as identified on Schedule 5.6.1 as Environmental Resource 
Recovery Centre shall include facilities for the purpose of the consolidation and transfer 
of various waste streams such as organics, recyclable materials and non-hazardous 
household garbage, processing of organic green bin materials under controlled conditions 
for conversion into other materials. Other ancillary uses would include a public education 
area, truck maintenance and servicing area and facility administration area. The 
temporary storage of waste is permitted on the lands but no permanent disposal of waste 
materials or landfilling of any kind is permitted within the lands subject to Section 4. 9. 18. 

The County has also submitted applications to the Township of Springwater for an Official Plan 
and Zoning By-Law Amendment (OP·2016-005 and ZB-201S.021). Within the Springwater 
Official Plan (OP), the site is designated Rural and Agriculture on Schedule A-2 and 
Environmental Protection Category 2 on Schedule B. Section 2.20.4 of the OP requires that the 
establishment of new waste disposal sites shall require an amendment to the Official Plan. The 
property is zoned "A• Agriculture in the Springwater By-law 5000. The Agricultural zone does not 
permit waste disposal sites which has triggered the need for a Zoning By-Law Amendment. 

In addition to the three site selection reports, supporting documentation has been prepared for 
the preferred site as part of the Official Plan and Zoning By-Law Amendment applications. These 
include a Scoped Environmental Impact Study, Planning Justification Report, Agricultural Impact 
Assessment and Hydrogeological Assessment. 

Below is a review and assessment of the supporting documentation that ultimately led to the 
selection of the preferred location as well as the site-specific reports prepared for the preferred 
site. 

Part 1 - Planning - Siting Methodology and Evalullllon Criteria MMF and OPF Reports 
(CRA, February 2015) 

The methodology and evaluation criteria in both studies are similar so, when providing my review, 
I will refer to them as if they are one document, unless there is a specific item that is relevant to 
only one of the reports, in which case ' have referenced that specific report. 

Executive Summary (OPF) - the summary notes that aerobic composting is Deing considered 
as part of the Phase I development of a site and that anaerobic digestion will be considered as 
part of a future expansion (Phase II). The Concept Plan (Figure 3.1) that was eventually prepared 
by GHD, dated November 15, 2016 as part of the OPA and ZBLA identifies an area of 1.0ha for 
an OPF. It is unclear whether this 1.0ha can accommodate both an aerobic and an anaerobic 
compositing facility The Concept Plan does not identify a location for any future expansion to 
accommodate anaerobic digestion. It is unclear whether anaerobic digestion would require 
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additional setbacks to sensitive land uses, to those considered for aerobic composting, and/or 
whether Phase II would result in sufficient quantities of waste being shipped to the site so as to 
trigger an Environmental Assessment. This requires further explanation. 

Section 1.3 (Goals and Objectives) states that, in order to ensure that the optimal location is 
identified for the facility, the siting process should: 

• Follow a clearly defined methodology 
• Meet all applicable regulations and standards 
• Be consistent with best practices 
• Consider relevant evaluation criteria 
• Provide opportunities for stakeholder input 

Within this same section, it is noted that the general approach has been modeled on the Ministry 
of Environment and Climate Change (MOECC) Statement of Environmental Values (SEV) which, 
as stated in Section 4.1 is, an "Ontario with clean and safe air, land and water that contributes to 
healthy communities, ecological protection, and environmentally sustainable development for 
present and future generations". Section 2.2.1 goes on to state the mandate of the MOECC as 
being "to ensure protection and, where degraded, rehabilitation of the natural environment, and 
the conservation of environmental and material resources for the enjoyment and benefit of present 
and future generations of people, as well as for other users of the environmenr. Within Section 
4.1, the report goes on to state that, in this regard, the siting and development of the facilities will 
be based on: 

• Prevention, reduction, and elimination of impacts to the environment 
• Protection and conservation of natural resources and ecologically sensitive areas 
• Integration of social, economic and other considerations 
• Provision of opportunities for an open and consultative process 

A significant emphasis is placed on the MOECC SEV and MOECC mandate at the outset of this 
siting process which leaves the reader with the impression that the siting of these facilities will 
take an 'environment-first' approach whereby the protection and conservation of natural heritage 
features will be a top priority in the site selection process. 

The report notes that an evaluation was undertaken at the beginning of the process to determine 
whether the facilities should be subject to the requirements of the Environmental Assessment Act 
(EAA) or Ontario Regulation 101/07 (Waste Management Projects). The reports conclude that, 
since neither facility will transfer, on an annual basis, an average of more than 1,000 tonnes of 
residual waste per day from the site for final disposal, they will not require any EAA approvals as 
they are not designated as an undertaking to which the Act applies. I have reviewed O.Reg. 
101/07 as well as the Guide to Environmental Assessment Requirements for Waste Management 
Projects, prepared by the Ministry of Environment, dated March 15, 2007 and, in my opinion, this 
determination is correct. Although the consulting team concludes that an Environmental 
Assessment is not required, Section 2.2 states that they intend to follow the EA process closely 
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given that the public can request that the application be subjected to a discretionary hearing 
and/or be designated under the EAA. 

Given that the EAA does not apply, I would expect that the Siting and Methodology Criteria would 
then defer heavily to the Planning Act requirements, given that any future applications would be 
subject to Planning Act approvals (i.e., Official Plan Amendment, Zoning By·Law Amendment, 
Site Plan) and that Section 4.9.8 of the County OP specifically highlights the need for the 
establishment of waste disposal sites to be in accordance with the Planning Act. However, the 
Part 1 reports do not speak in any detail to the Planning Act or the PPS. Section 2.2 (Regulatory 
Framework) of both reports outline in some detail the EAA, the Environmental Protection Act 
(EPA) and the Ontan·o Water Resources Act (OWRA) but only mentions in passing that standard 
municipal approvals such as building permits and site plan approval will be required and that the 
Planning Act establishes land use by way of Official Plans at the County and local level and 
through zoning by-laws at the local level. There is no mention of the potential for an Official Plan 
or Zoning By-Law Amendment as part of the OPFIMMF siting process and there is no detailed 
description of the Planning Act or the requirement for planning authorities to be consistent with 
the policies of the Provincial Policy Statement (PPS). Section 4.2.2 (Evaluation Criteria) in both 
reports, does not include the Planning Act or PPS in the list of technical guidance documents that 
were used to create the evaluation criteria. In my opinion, this is a critical oversight at this 
preliminary stage of establishing methodology and evaluation criteria that is carried through the 
remainder of the study stages, resulting in the selection of locations based on criteria that is not 
in-keeping with the requirements of the PPS. 

In the absence of this specific policy and legislative analysis in the MMF and OPF Part 1 
documents, I provide the following brief outline of the Planning Act and its associated 
requirements: 

Planning Act and Provincial Policy Statement 

The purposes of the Planning Act are set out in Section 1.1 of the Act as follows: 

a. to promote sustainable economic development in a healthy natural environment within the 
policy and by the means provided under this Act; 

b. to provide for a land use planning system led by provincial policy; 
c. to integrate matters of provincial interest in provincial and municipal planning decisions; 
d. to provide for planning processes that are fair by making them open, accessible, timely 

and efficient; 
e. to encourage co-operation and co-ordination among various interests; 
f. to recognize the decision-making authority and accountability of municipal councils in 

planning. 

Section 2 of the Act outlines those areas of Provincial interest that municipalities must have regard 
to and Section 3 of the Act further states that the Minister may issue policy statements on matters 
relating to municipal planning that are of provincial Interest. Specifically, Section 3(5) requires 
that: 
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A decision of the council of 8 municipality, 8 local board, a planning board, a minister of 
the Crown and a ministry, board, commission or agency of the government, including the 
Municipal Board, in respect of the exercise of any authority that affects a planning matter, 

(a) shall be consistent with the policy statements Issued under subsection (1) that 
are in effect on the date of the decision; and 

(b) shall confonn with the provincial plans that 818 in effect on that date, or shall nat 
conflict with them, as the case may be. (emphasis added) 

In addition to Section 3(5), Section 3(6) requires that: 

Comments, submissions or advice affecting e planning matter that ere provided by the 
council of a municipality, a local board, a planning board, a minister or ministry, board, 
commission or agency of the government, 

(a) shall be consistent with the policy statements Issued under subsection (1) that 
are in effect on the date the comments, submissions or advice are provided; and 

(b) shall confonn with the provincial plans that are In effect on that date, or shall not 
conflict with them, as the case may be. (emphasis added) 

The PPS is issued under the authority of Section 3 of the Planning Act and came into effect on 
April30, 2014. Based on the requirements of the Act, any exercise of any authority that affects a 
planning matter "shall be consistent wlthR policy statements issued under the Act. Prior to the 
2014 PPS, the 2005 PPS was in effect. Given that this project started in 2014, the 2014 PPS is 
applicable to the decision-making process however, as explained later, some of the planning 
documents being referred to by GHO were prepared pursuant to either the 2005 PPS or, in the 
case of the Springwater Official Plan (OP) and Comprehensive Zoning By-Law (CZBL), prior to 
the 2005 PPS. 

Section 4. 7 of the 2014 PPS notes that the OP is the most important vehicle for the 
implementation of PPS policies and that OPs shall identify provincial interests and set out 
appropriate land use designations and policies. It is further noted that, to determine the 
significance of some natural heritage features and other resources, evaluation may be required. 
Section 4.7 goes on to state that OPs shall provide clear, reasonable and attainable policies to 
protect provincial interests and direct development to suitable areas and that, to protect these 
interests, planning authorities shall keep their OPs up-tcrdate with the PPS. Of note, the Section 
also states that the policies of the PPS continue to apply after adoption and approval of an OP. 
In other words, when reviewing an application, even if an OP has been approved by the Province 
pursuant to the PPS, the PPS policies must still be reviewed when considering any application. 

Section 4.8 of the PPS notes that zoning and development permits are important for 
implementation of the PPS and that planning authorities shall keep their zoning and development 
permit by-laws up to date with their OPs and the PPS. 

Sections 4. 7 and 4.8 are key considerations when assessing any planning application as it is 
important to know under which PPS (2005 or 2014) the OP and ZBL were created and whether 
those policy documents have had an opportunity to catch up to the requirements of the most 
current PPS, through an OP and CZBL Review. The Simcoe County OP was approved by Council 
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on November 25, 2008 (with an updated version approved by Council on January 22, 2013) and 
approved by the OMB on December 29, 2016. One of the challenges facing the study team was 
the fact that, while Council had approved the new OP, it was not yet in force due to the OMS 
appeal. As a result, the study team refers to both the in force (i.e. older) OP as well as the Council 
approved OP in the reports. From a natural heritage perspective, the in force OP was much less 
restrictive, in terms of both policy and mapping, and included a Greenlands designation that only 
identified Provincially Significant Wetlands as features to be protected whereas, the Council 
approved OP took a natural heritage system approach to defining the Greenland& designation, 
as required by the 2014 PPS, which resulted in significantly larger areas of the County being 
identified in this more restrictive designation. 

The Springwater OP was approved by Council on October 6, 1997 and by the OMS on January 
28, 1998. The Springwater CZBL was approved by Council on August 5, 2003 and by the OMB 
on May 1, 2004 with mapping and text changes in January 2014. As such, the Springwater OP 
and ZBL will need to be updated to reflect the policy requirements of the upper tier municipal OP 
as well as the 2014 PPS. Springwater Township launched their OP Review In the fall of 2016 
with the intention of having an updated OP by Spring 20182• Regardless, the 2014 PPS applies 
to all the background documents prepared in support of the County's planning applications related 
to the MMF/OPF site however, the County and local OP policies are at various stages of 
conformance with the PPS. 

Wrth respect to Natural Heritage Resources, the PPS requires municipalities to use a natural 
heritage system approach to planning. Section 2.0 of the PPS provides a preamble to the natural 
heritage policies, outlining the Province's vision for the wise use and management of resources. 
Specifically, the preamble reads: 

Ontario's long-term prosperity, environmental health, and social well-being depend on 
conserving biodiversity, protecting the health of the Great Lakes, and protecting natural 
heritage, water, agricultural, mineral and cultural heritage and archaeological resources 
for their economic, environmental and social benefits. 

The PPS natural heritage policies that, in my opinion, should have been outlined in the Part 1 
reports and carried into the evaluation criteria in Table 4 (Criteria Rationale) in each report, are 
outlined below: 

2.1.1 Natural features and areas shall be protected for the long term. 

2.1.2 The diversity and connectivity of natural features in an area, and the long-term 
ecological function and biodiversity of natural heritage systems, should be maintained, 
restored or, where possible, improved, recognizing linkages between and among 
natural heritage features and areas, surface water features and ground water features. 

1 Website. tt!tR11~~-~.J!f_~!.lSWater.ca/municipal services/planning development/official plan review/. Obtained 
from website April16, 2017. 
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2.1.3 Natural heritage systems shall be identified in Ecoregions 6E & 7E, recognizing that 
natural heritage systems will vary in size and form in settlement areas, rural areas, and 
prime agricultural areas. 

2.1.4 Development and site alteration shall not be permitted in: 
a) significant wetlands in Ecoregions 5E, 6E and 7E; and, 
b) significant coastal wetlands. 

2.1.5 Development and site alteration shall not be permitted in: 
a} significant wetlands in the Canadian Shield north of Ecoregions 5E, 6E and 7E; 
b) significant woodlands in Ecoregions 6E and 7E (excluding islands in Lake Huron 

and the St. Marys River); 
c) significant valleylands in Ecoregions 6E and 7E (excluding islands in Lake Huron 

and the St. Marys River); 
d) significant wildlife habitat; 
e) significant areas of natural and scientific interest; and 
f) coastal wetlands In Ecoregions 5E, 6E and 7E that are not subject to policy 2.1.4(b) 

unless it is demonstrated that there will be no negative impacts on the natural features 
or their ecological functions. 

2.1.6 Development and site alteration shall not be permitted in fish habitat except in 
accordance with provincial and federal requirements. 

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. 

2.1.8 Development and site alteration shall not be permitted on adjacent lands to the natural 
heritage features and areas identified in policies 2.1.4, 2.1.5 and 2.1.6 unless the 
ecological function of the adjacent lands has been evaluated and it has been 
demonstrated that there will be no negative impacts on the natural features or on their 
ecological functions. 

The PPS effectively creates a list of features tllat are ·no toucll', such as Provincially Significant 
Wetlands (PSWs), fish habitat (subject to federal/provincial requirements) and habitat of 
endangered and threatened species (subject to federal/provincial requirements) as well as a list 
of features whereby development and site alteration may be permitted however, the onus is on 
the proponent to demonstrate that there will be no negative impacts on the natural features or 
their ecological functions. The importance however, of Policies 2.1.1 and 2.1.2 cannot be 
overlooked. Policy 2.1.1 states that it is the Province's intention that natural features and areas 
be protected in the long tenn while Policy 2.1.2 expands on this by stating that the long-term 
ecological function and biodiversity of natural heritage systems should be maintained, restored 
or, where possible, improved. This requires a comprehensive consideration of natural heritage 
features and functions and one cannot simply focus on the 'no touch' areas identified in Policies 
2.1.4, .2. 1. 6 and 2. 1. 7 when evaluating impacts to a natural heritage system. 
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In establishing the evaluation criteria. Section 2.3 of the reports states that. ·GHD considered the 
evaluation criteria presented in various technical guidance documents applicable to the proposed 
undertaking (I.e., guidelines for siting/establishing waste transfer stations from other provinces 
including Nova Scotia and Newfoundland and Labrador and Waste Transfer Stations: A Manual 
for Decision Making from the United States Environmental Protection Agency". Again, given the 
requirement for planning authorities to be consistent with the PPS policies, and the requirement 
in Policy 4.9.8 of the County OP that the establishment of waste disposal sites be in accordance 
with the Planning Act, it is concerning that reference is made to guidelines from other Provinces 
and the U.S., but not specifically to Ontario's Planning Act, the PPS or the natural heritage 
guidelines released in support of the PPS including the Ministry of Natural Resources and 
Forestry (MNRF) Natural Heritage Reference Manual ztd Edition (2010) and the MNRF Significant 
Wildlife Habitat Technical Guide (2000). 

Figure 3 in the reports is of significance when understanding the Screen 1 Evaluation Criteria 
and how it compares to the requirements of the PPS. Eight categories of criteria are included on 
the figure with an associated description (emphasis added): 

• Suitability - meets minimum size requirement (OPF 13ha; MMF 7ha; facility and buffer) 
• Surface Water- avoids wetlands and flood plains 
• Groundwater- avoids Source Water Protection Areas 
• Agricultural- avoids confirmed Prime Agricultural Areas (Specialty Crop Areas, Class 1, 

2 and 3 Agricultural lands with noted exemptions) 
• Terrestrial - considers impacts to County Greenlands. Niagara Escarpment and Oak 

Ridges Moraine areas with noted exemptions 
• Sensitive Receptors - avoids sensitive receptors (e.g. residential areas, parks, 

recreational areas, and institutions) 
• Archaeological - avoids known archaeologically significant areas; 
• Heritage- avoids areas of known important cultural heritage. 

In contrast to the other seven criteria, the Terrestrial criteria does not include the term 'avoid' but 
rather 'consider' Impacts to County Greenlands, Niagara Escarpment and Oak Ridges Moraine 
areas. County Greenlands, at the time of the 2015 reports were only PSWs as per the in-force 
OP land use designations but included all the features listed in PPS policies 2.1.4 - 2.1. 7 in the 
Council-approved OP. 

In my opinion, for the siting methodology and evaluation criteria to be consistent with the PPS, 
and to be transparent as a decision·making tool, the report should have included reference to the 
Planning Act and the relevant PPS policies in Sections 2.2 and 4.2.2 of the Part 1 reports. In 
addition, to be consistent with the PPS, Screen 1 exclusionary criteria should have been to, at a 
minimum, avoid the habitat of endangered and threatened species, in addition to PSWs and 
floodplains. However, in addition to those exclusionary criteria, given: (1) the screening size 
criteria of the two facilities, including facility and buffer (OPF 13ha; MMF 7ha); (2) the purported 
reliance on the MOECC SEV; (3) the four principles upon which the siting and development of 
the facilities are to be based on; and, (4) the PPS natural heritage requirements, it would seem 
reasonable to assume, in an effort to be conservative, that a facility of the anticipated size(s) 
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would likely not be able to be constructed within an area of natural heritage significance without 
having a negative impact on the natural features or their ecological functions. As such, to be 
conservative, it would have been appropriate to eliminate any sites meeting these criteria, through 
Screen 1. Alternatively, if the County wanted to keep their options open with respect to 
undertaking additional environmental evaluations (as provided for in PPS Policy 2.1.5), certain 
natural heritage features could have been included in the evaluation criteria and, if properties 
passed all other exclusionary criteria, the property could have been carried forward to the Part 2 
study for further consideration and closer and more detailed environmental evaluation. However, 
this additional evaluation during the Part 2 study would need to include natural heritage features 
and functions related specifically to significant woodlands, significant wildlife habitat, fish habitat, 
significant valleylands and areas of natural and scientific interest. 

Section 4.4.2 outlines the net effects analysis that will be undertaken on the short-listed sites. Of 
interest, the term 'net effect' is based in the EAA however, the PPS does not allow for 'net effect' 
to be considered. To be consistent wHh the PPS, an application must demonstrate no negative 
impact to the natural heritage feature and function. The provision of mitigation measures (or net 
effects) can only be considered after no negative impact has been demonstrated and cannot be 
used to assist with demonstrating no negative impact. In detennining the net effects, the reports 
indicate that, after the Avoidance, Mitigation, Compensation and Enhancement (AMCE) 
measures are applied to the short-listed sites, the remaining net negative and net positive effects 
will be detennined. This approach allowed for sites to remain on the short-list even though they 
may not meet the requirement of 'no negative impact' as required in the PPS, County OP and 
Springwater OP. The reports defer the detailed evaluation of no negative impact to the 
Environmental Impact Study only after the preferred site is selected. By doing so, the County 
created a decision·making matrix that could end up identifying a preferred site that may not be 
able to meet the 'no negative impact' test under the PPS, County and Springwater OPs. 

The following is a summary of the issues raised with resped to the Part 1 documents: 

1. The document does not contain sufficient reference to the Plann;ng Act and PPS; 
2. Screen 1 Evaluation Criteria should have, at a minimum, included the avoidance of the 

habitat of endangered species and threatened species. Without this criterion, the Screen 
1 evaluation is not consistent with the PPS; 

3. Screen 1 Evaluation Criteria could have taken a conservative approach and eliminated all 
sites within the Council approved Greenlands designation; 

4. When establishing evaluation criteria, reference is made to technical documents from 
other Provinces and the United States with no apparent reference to technical documents 
created pursuant to the PPS for evaluating impacts to natural heritage features and 
functions; 

5. Screen 3 evaluation criteria refer to 'no net effects' which is not the same as the 'no 
negative impact' test established by the PPS. As such, the Screen 3 evaluation is not 
consistent with the PPS, County of Simcoe OP and Springwater OP. 
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Part 2- County of Simcoe - Materials Management Facility- Long List Evaluation (GHD, 
July 12, 201S) and Orpnlca Procusing Facility- Long Uat Evaluation (GHD, July 23, 201S) 

As with the Part 1 reports, the content ofthe MMF and OPF reports are essentially the same and, 
as such, are referred to as one report unless otherwise noted. 

The Part 2 reports appfy the Screen 1 exclusionary criteria process to candidate sites and then 
apply another layer of screening to narrow the sites further. For both the MMF and OPF, a total 
of 502 sites (302 County-owned sites and 200 privately-owned sites) were evaluated against the 
SCF9en 1 criteria. Of the 302 County-owned sites, 249 of the sites (82.5%) were County Forests. 
Stated in another way, 50% of all sites considered for the MMF and OPF were covered in 
woodland. 

Section 2.3.2 of the Part 2 report outlines that there were certain exemptions that were 
considered during the application of the Screen 1 evaluation criteria. Sites that were exempt from 
meeting a given criteria were allowed to pass Screen 1 and Were to be evaluated in greater detail 
in Screen 2. The report states the following: 

Given that a number of the potential sites that are County-owned are forest tracts, or 
•Greenlands" under the County's Official Plan, an exemption was reviewed for this type of 
s;te. County-owned Greenlands sites that met the rest of the Screen 1 criteria wel8 catried 
forward to Screen 2 in order to confinn the current land use and the Official Plan designation 
of the/ower-tier municipality. Furlher the County's Official Plan does allow for developments 
to re-designate lands in the Gl8enlands designation if an EIS is prepared and demonstrates: 

i) That the subject lands do not contain natural features, or if they do, that the proposed 
development or site alteration will have no negative impacts on those natural features or 
their ecological functions or to natural features or their ecological functions on adjacent 
lands. 

ii) That the lands are not required as a connection or ecological function to the natural 
heritage systems. 

This is a critical piece to the decision-making framework that sets up a problematic evaluation 
methodology. The first problem is that sites with significant natural heritage features and functions 
were exempt from Screen 1 on the basis that there would be a more rigorous environmental 
evaluation during Screen 2 however, the Screen 2 Environmental evaluation criteria (as outlined 
below on pages 19-20), does not include any natural heritage feature/function criteria for the sites 
to be screened against. 

The second problem results from the expressed preference to find a site that is already owned by 
the County. Given that the vast majority of the candidate County landholdings (82.5%) are County 
Forests, the study team must work around PPS and OP policies that would, in almost all cases, 
direct them to look for sites outside of the natural heritage system before ever considering the 
placement of such infrastructure within a natural heritage feature or system. As a result, GHD 
relies on Policy 3.3.6 of the County OP (2016) which states the following: 
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3.3.8 Where feasible, and subject to local municipal policies and bylaws, infrastructure and 
passive recreational uses may be located in any designation of this Plan, subject to 
Sections 3.8 and 4.2. and the requirements of the Niagara Escarpment Plan, Oak 
Ridges Moraine Conservation Plan, Greenbelt Plan and Lake Simcoe Protection Plan 
where applicable, and applicable provincial and federal policy and legislation. Where 
applicable, only such uses pennitted In the Greenlands designation (see Section 3.8) 
are those which have successfully completed any required provincial and/or federal 
environmental assessment process or proceedings under the Drainage Act. 

Of note, the policy states that infrastructure may be located in any designation but that such 
infrastructure would be subject to Section 3.8 and 4.2 of the OP as well as applicable provincial 
and federal policy and legislation. This would suggest that the PPS natural heritage policies are 
applicable when considering placing infrastructure within any land use designation as well as 
provincial and federal species at risk legislation. The wording of the policy also suggests that 
there is an opportunity for the County, especially if they are the proponent, to exclude a land use 
designation from consideration. In other words, Policy 3.3.6 doea not require the County to 
consider Greenlands for the purpose of siting infrastructure and provides them with the ability to 
exclude Greenlands from such consideration. 

Based on the requirements of Section 3.3.6, any proposal for infrastructure must be assessed 
against the requirements of Sections 3.8 and 4.2 of the OP. Section 3.8 (Greenland&) notes that 
the rationale for the Greenlands designation is based on a 1996 background report, revised in 
2008, titled u Development of a Natural Heritage System for the County of Simcoe•. The 
Objectives of the Greenlands designation are: 

3.8.1 To protect and restore the natural character, form, function, and connectivity of the 
natural heritage system of the County of Simcoe, and to sustain the natural heritage 
features and areas and ecological functions of the Greenland& designation and local 
natural heritage systems for future generations. 

3.8.2 To promote biodiversity and ecological integrity within the County's natural heritage 
features and areas and the Greenland& designation. 

3.8.3 To Improve the quality, connectivity and amount of woodlands and wetlands cover 
across the County. 

3.8.4 To ensure that species and communities of conservation concern can continue to 
flourish and evolve throughout the County. 

3.8.5 To contribute to the protection, Improvement, and restoration of the quality and 
quantity of surface water and ground water and the function of sensitive surface water 
features and sensitive ground water features within the County. 

3.8.6 To ensure that the Greenland& designation complements and supports the natural 
heritage systems established in provincial plana and is linked with the natural heritage 
systems of adjacent jurisdictions, and to require local municipalities to identify and 
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protect natural features and ecological functions that in tum complement and support 
the Greenlands. 

3.8.7 To ensure that the location, scale and fonn of development respect and support the 
protection of the County's natural heritage system. 

3.8.8 To provide opportunities for natural heritage enjoyment and appreciation and for 
recreational and tourism uses in keeping with the Greenlands objectives, that foster 
healthy and liveable communities and enhance the sense of place and quality of life 
that characterize the County. 

The criteria for inclusion in the Greenlands designation is listed in Section 3.8.1 0: 

3.8.1 0 The County's natural heritage system primarily includes the following natural heritage 
features and areas, wherever they occur in the County: 

a) Habitat of endangered species and threatened species; 
b) Significant wetlands, significant coastal wetlands, other coastal wetlands, and 

all wetlands 2.0ha or larger in area which have been detennined to be locally 
significant, Including but not limited to evaluated wetlands; 

c) Significant woodlands; 
d) Significant valleylands; 
e) Significant wildlife habitat; 
f) Significant areas of natural and scientific interest (ANSis); 
g) Regional areas of natural and scientific interest (ANSis) 
h) Fish habitat; 
i) Linkage areas in accordance with Section 3.3.16; and, 
j} Public lands as defined in the Public Lands Act. 

The County's natural heritage system is generally identified as the Greenlands 
designation on Schedule 5.1. 

Section 3.8.11 goes on to recognize that the mapping may not reflect certain features such as 
habitat of endangered and threatened species. 

Section 3.8.15 outlines the pennitted uses within the Greenlands designation outside of 
settlement areas as: 

i. Agricultural uses; 
ii. Agricultural~related uses; 
iii. On-farm diversified uses; 
iv. Forestry on public 1anas or in County forests 1n accordance with an approved 

management plan and sustainable forest practices; 
v. Forestry on private lands as pennitted by the County's Forest Conservation Bylaw 

or by a local municipality's tree bylaw under the Municipal Act, 2001; 
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vi. Mineral aggregate operations, if approved through a local Official Plan 
amendment: 

vii. Outdoor passive recreational use; and, 
viii. Subject to demonstrating that the lands are not within a prime agricultural area, 

residential dwelling units on lots which were approved prior to the approve date of 
this policy (May 9, 2016). 

Infrastructure is not among the permitted uses in the Greenlands designation however, Section 
3.8.19 speaks to infrastructure. Specifically, it states: 

3.8.19 Infrastructure authorized under an environmental assessment process may be 
permitted within the Greenlands designation or on adjacent lands. Infrastructure not 
subject to the environmental assessment process, may be permitted within the 
Greenlands designation or on adjacent lands in accordance with Section 3.3.15. 

Given that it was determined that this infrastructure was not subject to the environmental 
assessment process, the requirements of Section 3.3.15 (Natural Heritage) must be considered 
which state: 

3.3.15 Despite anything else in this Plan, except Section 4.4 as It applies to mineral 
aggregate operations only, development and site alteration shall not be permitted: 

i. In significant wetlands and significant coastal wetlands. 
ii. In the following unJess it has been demonstrated that thent will be no negative 

impacts on the natural features or their ecological functions: Significant 
woodlands, significant valleylands, significant wildlife habitat, significant areas 
of natural and scientific interest (ANSis), and coastal wetlands (not covered by 
3.3.15i) above). 

iii. In the following regional and local features, where a local official plan has 
identified such features, unless it has been demonstrated that there will be no 
negative Impacts on the natural heritage features or their ecological functions: 
wetlands 2.0ha or larger in area determined to be locally significant by an 
approved EIS, including but not limited to evaluated wetlands, and Regional 
areas of natural and scientific interest (ANSis). 

iv. In fish habitat except in accordance with provincial and federal requirements. 
v. In habitat of endangered species and threatened species, except in 

accordance with provincial and federal requirements. 
vi. On adjacent lands to the natural heritage features and areas listed above, 

unless the ecological function of the adjacent lands has been evaluated and it 
has been demonstrated that there will be no negative impacts on the natural 
features or on their ecological functions. Adjacent lands shall generally be 
considered to be: 
a. Within 120m of habitat of endangered species and threatened species, 

significant wetlands, significant coastal wetlands, wetlands 2.0ha or larger 
determined to be locally significant by an approved EIS, significant 
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woodlands, significant wildlife habitat, significant areas of natural and 
scientific interest -life science, significant valleylands, and fish habitat; 

b. Within 50m of significant areas of natural and scientific interest - earth 
science; 

c. A reduced adjacent lands from the above may be considered based on 
the nature of intervening land uses. The extent of the reduced area will be 
determined by the approval authority in consultation with the applicant 
prior to eh submission of a development application, and supported by an 
EIS, demonstrating there will be no negative impacts beyond the 
proposed reduced adjacent lands area. 

The County is applying to re-designate a portion of the subject property to allow for the MMF/OPF. 
As such, Sections 3.8.22 and 3.8.23 apply which state: 

3.8.22 Proposals to re-designate lands in the Greenlands designation shall not be permitted 
unless an EIS is submitted to the satisfaction of the County demonstrating that the 
policies of Section 3.3.15, 3.3.16, 3.8.15, 3.8.16 or 4 .4.1 as applicable, and the 
relevant policies of the local municipal official plan are satisfied. 

3.8.23 Proposals to re-designate lands in the Greenlands designation are required to 
demonstrate if the lands are within a prime agricultural area. Re-designation 
proposals for lands within a prime agricultural area shall only be permitted to the 
Agricultural designation. 

Of interest, as noted within the Part 1 report description, GHD referred to both the in-force County 
OP as well as the Council-approved OP however, when preparing the mapping for the short-listed 
sites in the Part 2 report, they only use the Greenlands mapping from the in-force (i.e., older) OP. 
This results in a misrepresentation on the figures that would lead the reader to believe that the 
majority the sites, including the site that was ultimately identified as the preferred site (Site C136), 
have limited natural heritage features present whereas, In many cases, the entire site is within 
the Greenland& designation of the Council-approved OP. The provision of such mapping in the 
report and at public meetings, in my opinion, does not achieve the stated goal of having an open 
and consultative process. I do note that later, in the Part 3 report. GHD does recognize that both 
sets of Greenlands mapping were utilized in evaluating the short-listed sites. It Is unknown why 
such an approach was not incorporated into the Part 2 process. 

Given the reliance by GHD on the provisions of the County OP, that would allow for the 
consideration of infrastructure within the Greenlands designation. I would have expected that the 
Part 1 and 2 reports would have taken a much more critical examination of the County's OP 
objectives and policies related to natural heritage system conservation and enhancement to 
assess whether it was appropriate to only exclude wetlands and floodplains in Screen 1 or 
whether, given GHD's reliance on the MOECC SEV. MOECC mandate and the stated principles 
for siting and developing the facilities (all of which have words that would direct GHD to create 
site selection criteria that would avoid natural heritage features and functions) it would have been 
appropriate to expand the exclusionary criteria to all areas designated as Greenland in the County 
OP 
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As outlined above, Section 2.3.2 of the report allows for sites to be exempt from the Screen 1 
process if they meet all other requirements, other than the Greenlands requirements, because to 
do otherwise, would have likely removed all the County Forests from consideration. The reports 
justify this by suggesting that this would allow the County to more closely examine these parcels 
in the context of their existing land uses (which, for the County Forests, are already well-known) 
as well as the local OP designations. Deferral to the local OP designations is problematic 
because, as outlined eartier, the County OP was still under appeal at the OMB which means that 
the existing local OPs would only be reflective of the requirements of the 1997 County OP, a Plan 
which pre-dates even the 2005 PPS. GHD and the County should have known that the land use 
designations within the local OPs would have been much less restrictive than what current PPS 
policy requires as It relates to natural heritage. This establishes a decision-making framework 
whereby the County Forests will be assessed with a local land use designation that is not reflective 
of the natural heritage features and functions that exist on the parcel simply given the natural 
heritage policies under which those local OPs were created. 

In addition to the County OP policies, it is important to understand the requirements of the 
Springwater OP given the requirement for a local OPA. One must keep in mind the age of the 
OP when considering the policy requirements and the fact that it has not been brought into 
confonnity with the PPS or County OP. As a result, in my opinion, the Springwater OP policies 
are infonnative however, the application would still need to meet the requirements of the PPS. 

The first Goal listed in the Springwater Official Plan is: 

2.2.1 To ensure the maintenance, protection and enhancement of natural heritage features. 

Section 2 of the OP outlines the purpose and basis of the Plan. Section 2.3.5 outlines three 
primary functions that the Township is intended to have. These three are related to natural 
heritage protection, growth management and economic development. With respect to the natural 
environment, Section 2.3.5.1 states: 

2.3.5.1 That of a rural municipality focusing on protection of its natural resource base and 
natural heritage systems as follows: 

a) Lands of good agricultural potential; 
b) Provincially and locally significant wetlands and significant regional and local 

groundwater aquifer areas; 
c) Significant woodlands; 
d) Valley lands; 
e) And wildlife habitat and endangered and threatened species; 
f) ANSI's; 
g) Aggregate Resources; 
h) Surface and groundwater resources; 
i) Streams, rivers and lakes. 
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The goals and purpose of the Township clear1y articulate the municipality's interest in protecting 
its natural heritage features and functions. This direction is further articulated in the Natural 
Heritage (Environmental Protection Policies) in Section 16. Specifically, the Natural Heritage 
Objectives are: 

16.1.1 To conserve, maintain and enhance the quality and integrity of the Natural Heritage 
features and ecological processes of the Township including air, water, land, and 
living resources for the benefit of future generations. 

18.1.2 To preserve and protect all internationally, Provincially and Locally significant 
Wetlands and Areas of Natural and Scientific Interest (A.N.S.I. 's) situated within the 
Township. 

18.1.3 To prevent the diminishment of ecosystem biodiversity and provide for the long term 
viability of the Natural Heritage System by approving only those fand uses which are 
demonstrated to be environmentally sound and do not negatively impact natural 
features or environmental functions. 

16.1.4 To encourage and promote the use of a variety of planning engineering and resource 
management approaches and techniques to realize the hydrological, biological and 
socio-economic benefits derived from the Jong~term protection of the Natural 
Heritage System. 

16.1.5 To ensure the wise use and conservation of the ground and surface water resources 
of the Township and to maintain and protect the function of sensitive groundwater 
recharge/discharge, aquifer and headwaters areas on a watershed and 
subwatershed basis. 

16.1.6 To prevent loss of life, minimize property damage and social disruption through the 
proper management and regulation of flood plain lands or lands possessing steep 
slopes, areas of soil or bedrock instability, high water tables, or other constraints or 
natural hazards. 

The OP then goes on to create two categories of natural heritage protection. Category 1 lands 
are defined as undeveloped natural areas of high environmental quality and significance and/or 
sensitivity. The following features are designated Category 1: Internationally, provincially and 
locally significant wetlands; Provincially significant ANSis or other combinates of habitat or 
landform which could be essential for scientific research or conservation education; significant 
portions of the habitat of threatened and endangered species; and, significant natural 
watercourses and ravines. Category 2 lands are defined as areas of Jesser environmental 
significance and/or sensitivity although areas of high environmental quality may also be present. 
The following features are designated Category 2: lands situated adjacent to provincially and 
locally signifiCSnt wetlands and other Natural Heritage (Environmental Protection) - Category 1 
lands; unique and significant biologically sensitive wildlife habitat; forests and woodlots; natural 
connections through valley corridors or other linkages between core areas of the Natural Heritage 
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System; groundwater recharge and discharge, aquifer, and shoreline areas: and, natural fish 
habitat. 

It is important to note that the description of natural features, and the division of environmental 
protection areas into categories of varying significance, Is reflective of the planning framework at 
the time that the Springwater OP was created (1990s). Given the updated County OP, 
Springwater Township is in the process of updating their OP which will need to be consistent with 
the County OP policies. This will lead to the creation of a Greenland& designation within the 
Springwater OP that will need to be, at a minimum, as restrictive as the County's OP as it relates 
to natural heritage protection. In other words. lands that were previously identified as Category 2 
lands, will be incorporated into the overall Greenland& designation with the associated protective 
policies. 

Of interest, Schedule A~2 of the Springwater OP designates the property as Rural and Agriculture 
with only a small portion designated as Environmental Protection Category 2 on Schedule B-2 
however, the Category 2 criteria designation includes forests and woodlots as features that merit 
an Environmental Protection Category 2 designation. It would be interesting to know how the 
Township has approached such discrepancies in the past whereby the OP mapping is not 
representative of the environmental features that are now known to exist on the property. Section 
16.2.1.3 does acknowledge that the municipality should amend the Schedules ofthe OP and ZBL 
to incorporate more detailed mapping of components of the Natural Heritage System when such 
mapping becomes available. 

The Township's wetland policies (Section 16.2.1.4.1) prohibit development within wetlands that 
are designated as Category 1 on Schedule A and within unclassified wetlands not shown on 
Schedule A. The policies also prohibit development within 30m of a Class 1-3 wetland and within 
15m of a Class 4-7 wetland. The Township's Significant Habitat of Endangered and Threatened 
species polices prohibit development in areas of habitat of endangered or threatened species and 
require the preparation of an EIA to identify the location, size amount, configuration and quality of 
the habitat requiring protection (Section 16.2.1.4.1 (c)(ii) and (iv)). Sedion (v) also indicate that, 
as conditions change or new information becomes known regarding areas of habitat of 
endangered species, these lands/or waters may be designated Natural Heritage (Environmental 
Protection) Category 1 lands on Schedule A and shall be placed in the appropriate zoning 
category to ensure no development or site alteration. 

Section 16.2.1.4.2(b) contains the Township's policies related to Significant Biologically Sensitive 
Wildlife Habitat. Again, the policies are reflective of the planning process that was in place in the 
1990s. The list of features that are considered significant wildlife habitat are not in~eeping with 
the vast list of habitats that would be considered as significant under the 2014 PPS and associated 
technical guidelines. 

Within Section 16.2.1.4.2(c) Forests and Woodlots, forests are defined as treed areas that vary 
in their level of significance and provide a variety of diverse environmental and economic benefits 
such as erosion prevention, water retention, a sustainable harvest of wood and other forest 
products, provision of habitat, public recreational opportunities where permitted and aesthetic 
enjoyment. Subsection (d) indicates that significant forests may be determined by the Township 
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according to the combination of various factors such as species composition, age and maturity, 
contiguous size, terrain characteristics, Natural Heritage System linkages and connections, 
aesthetic and historical values and productive capacity. Again, subsequent to the approval of the 
Springwater OP, the Province has released criteria pursuant to the PPS for identifying significant 
woodlands. Subsection (e) allows for the consideration of development within or adjacent to 
significant forests if an EIA demonstrates that the proposal will not negatively impact the forest 
area and the values for which it is identified. Interestingly, this wording is very similar to the 2014 
PPS requirement to demonstrate no negative impact. 

Section 16.2.4.1 provides three levels of Environmental Impact Assessments (Studies) that may 
be required: Comprehensive, Site and Scoped. A Scopecl EtA is defined as one which consists 
of a focused review which assesses small scale development where environmental impacts can 
reasonably be expected to result in minimal disruption and change and/or where the expected 
impacts can be easily mitigated. I am not certain whether the Scoped EtS that was prepared by 
the County was based on this definition. Regardless, in my opinion, the provision of a Scoped 
EIS, for a proposed development that had no detailed environmental evaluation undertaken as 
part of the site selection process, is not appropriate and the site should have been subject to a 
comprehensive assessment. 

Based on the above, although the Springwater OP is not up to date With the most current 
Provincial and County natural heritage requirements, there are many policies that are at least 
similar to the current policies related to natural heritage conservation and the OP does require 
the demonstration of no negative impacts to natural heritage features and functions associated 
with wetJands, habitat of endangered and threatened species and woodlands. 

Upon completion of the Screen 1 evaluation process, 23 sites were carried forward to the long list 
evaluation in Screen 2 for the MMF and 53 sites for the OPF. Of the 23 MMF sites, 16 were 
County Forests (70%) and ofthe OPF sites, 41 were County Forests (77%). Figure 5 (Screen 2 
-Evaluation Criteria) illustrates the technical, environmental and sociaJ criteria upon which the 
long-list of sites were evaluated. The evaluation criteria are as follows: 

Technical 
• Suitability - site layout, topography and soil conditions 
• Utilities and Services - availability and distance from utilities and services 
• Permitting/Approvals -feasibility and complexity of permitting/approvals 

Environmental 
• Air Quality - Proximity to sensitive receptors 
• Odour- Proximity to sensitive receptors 
• Noise - Proximity to sensitive receptors 

Social 
• Land Use/Zoning - Compatibility with existing land uses/zoning designations on adjacent 

lands 
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• Land Use/Zoning -current land use, zoning, approved development plans and proposed 
land use change 

• Transportation - existing/required transportation infrastrudure 

Given that many sites were exempted from the Screen 1 criteria for environmental reasons so 
that a more detailed evaluation could take place at the Screen 2 level, I would have expected 
specific reference to features such as significant woodlands, significant wildlife habitat, significant 
valleylands, fish habitat and ANSis within the Environmental category. The absence of these 
brings into question whether the Screen 2 evaluation is consistent with the requirements of the 
PPS and whether it was appropriate to allow certain sites to advance to Screen 2, on the promise 
of a more detailed environmental evaluation, when such criteria are lacking from the Screen 2 
process. 

Upon completion of the Screen 2 evaluation process, 5 sites were carried forward to the short list 
evaluation for the MMF and 7 for the OPF site. Of the 5 MMF sites, 4 were County Forests (80%) 
and of the 7 OPF sites, 5 were County Forests (71%). 

The following is a summary of the issues raised with resped to the Part 2 documents: 

1. The County's stated preference for finding a site that is already owned by the County 
results in the inclusion of County-owned forests in the site se/edion process; 

2. 82.5% of the County-owned sites that are included in the candidate sites are County 
Forests; 

3. 50% of all candidate sites are County Forests; 
4. After Screen 1 is applied, 70% of the MMF long-list sites are County Forests and 77% of 

the OPF long-list sites are County Forests; 
5. After Screen 2 is applied, 4 out of 5 of the MMF short-list sites are County Forests (80%) 

and 5 out of 7 of the OPF short-list sites are County Forests (71 %); 
6. The preponderance of County Forests in the list of candidate sites, the lack of 

consideration for natural heritage features such as habitat of endangered and threatened 
species, significant woodlands and significant wildlife habitat as exclusionary criteria and 
the consideration of 'no net effect' rather than the PPS requirement of 'no negative 
impact' has led to the identification of a short-list of sites that may not be consistent with 
the PPS, County and Local OP policies; 

7. The Springwater OP policies would suggest that the County Forest sites would, at a 
minimum, meet the Natural Heritage (Environmental Protection} Category 2 criteria 
however, the mapping has not been updated; 

8. The County is relying on the out-of-date Springwater OP and zoning designations 
whereas they would be aware that the OP and ZBL will need to be brought into 
conformance with the County OP thereby resulting in the County Forests having a 
Greenlands designation at the local level. 
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Part 3- County of Simcoe- Organlca Proceulng Facility, Materials Management Facility, 
and Co-Located Facility- Shott Uat Evaluation (GHD, Febtuary 21, 2018) 

The Part 3 report merges the previous Part 1 and 2 reports for the OPF and MMF given that the 
majority of the short-list of sites in each report were identical, and ultimately recommends co
locating the facility on the same property. This is in direct contrast to Section 1.2 of the MMF 
Part 1 report which states the following: 

As noted in the strategy and as previously directed by Council, the County is also currently 
considering the development of an Organics Processing Fact1ity. Wh11e initial consideration 
would appear beneficial to c~/ocste these facilities, staff did not recommend siting the MMF 
and OPF together for the following reasons: 

• Dlflenmt Siting Requirements- an OPF and MMF are each suited to different types 
of properties. An OPF is best suited to a more rural setting, away from significantly 
populated areas and would require a large property to ensure compliance with 
provincial odour unit requirements. A MMF, with less potential for odour impacts, 
would not require a significant amount of land. It will be best suited in proximity to the 
'waste centroid'- with a greater emphasis on access to transportation ro~s and a 
more central location. 

• Approvals Complexities - siting two facilities together has the potential to further 
complicate already lengthy and difficult provincial approvals processes. The 
composting technology approvals process is more complicated than that for a transfer 
facility. 

• Continuity of SetVIce- in regards to business continuity planning, separate facilities 
would reduce the risk to the County in the event of an emergency situation. Impacts 
from a natural disaster, fire, or even a lengthy power outage would be mitigated by 
operating these facilities independently. 

The Part 3 report does not reflect on these original staff recommendations or how these concerns 
have been addressed through the co-location of the facility. Reference is made, in Section 1.1, 
to a technical memorandum that GHD prepared, outlining the potential to co-locate both facilities, 
that was submitted with the Part 2 reports however, a copy of the memorandum could not be 
located online. 

The Part 3 report evaluates the short-listed sites against the Screen 3 criteria and, according to 
the Executive Summary, is intended to include a discussion of how public and stakeholder 
feedback was addressed and incorporated into the evaluation of the short-listed sites. Of interest, 
I reviewed the public feedback that was appended to the Part 3 report. Of 234 comments received 
(not including comments that appear to be from either a Twitter account or the County website 
because it was not possible to determine whether I would be double counting comments by the 
same person given the lack of identification), 169 comments either specifically commented 
against the County's inclusion of County Forests in the candidate sites or, more generally, 
commented on the importance of not locating such a facility within a natural area. That represents 
72% of the comments received. In addition, the County received petitions against the use of 
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several of the County Forest Sites, including the Sanford Forest (348 signatures), the 
Craighurst/Millennium Forest (317 signatures) and Sites C270 (Unnamed County Forest) and the 
Freele Forest (655 signatures combined) however, there is little to no dialogue in the Part 3 report 
with respect to the significant and valid concerns raised by the public and how the concerns have 
been addressed. This is especially concerning given the commitment at the outset of the process 
to provide opportunities for stakeholder input, to have an open and consultative process and to 
follow the MOECC SEV. In fact, the public's substantial concerns are diminished later in the 
Scoped Environmental Impact Study, prepared by GHD, dated November 17, 2016, by stating 
that the proposed area of forest removal represents less than a 1% loss of total contiguous 
woodland. By making this statement, the author of the EIS is essentially missing the point that 
the public was trying to make which is that, in their opinion, no forest removal is appropriate for 
the construction of such a facility. 

It is difficult to evaluate the Part 3 report given that, in my opinion, the short-list of sites that have 
been derived has not been done based on a process that is consistent with the PPS or with current 
natural heritage systems planning. The evaluation of the sites refers to net effects which, again, 
is not the same as no negative impact. Thus, the Part 3 evaluations cannot be considered to be 
consistent with the PPS. Section 2.3.7 [Identification of the Preferred Slte(s)J states that the 
rationale (trade-off) that favours one site over all others was derived from: 

1. Study purpose 
2. Legislation, policies/guidelines 
3. lssues/concems identified during consultation with stakeholders 
4. Experience and expertise of the Project Team 
5. The site rankings as completed during the comparative analysis. 

Such an approach is problematic when you consider the following: 

Study Purpose 
A review of the three background documents reveals that a 'Study Purpose' was never specifically 
stated. As noted previously, GHO places heavy reliance on the MOECC SEV so, perhaps it would 
be reasonable to assume that Item 1 above is intended to refer to the site and development criteria 
listed in Section 4.1 of the Part 1 report, which were based on the SEV. If so, one would expect 
that the preferred site would: 

• Prevent, reduce and eliminate impacts to the environment; 
• Protect and conserve natural resources and sensitive areas: 
• Integrate social, economic and other considerations; and, 
• Provide opportunities for an open and consultative process. 

Based on my analysis, the selection of a site that is entirely forested does not prevent, reduce or 
eliminate impacts to the environment and does not protect or conserve natural resources or 
sensitive areas. The substantial concerns raised by the public against the use of the County 
Forests, the specific petition against the use of several of the County Forest, and the general lack 
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of response from the study team to those concerns, is not indicative of and open and consultative 
process that has taken public concerns into consideration. 

Legislation, policies/guidelines 
The background reports include limited discussion of the Planning Act, Provincial Policy 
Statement and County and local OP policies and provide no analysis as to how the site selection 
process is consistent with the requirements of the Act and PPS. In my opinion, the County has 
not demonstrated that through the selection of the preferred site, they have adhered to the 
required legislation, policies and guidelines. 

Issues/Concerns identified through consultation with stakeholders 
In order to achieve this, GHD would have had to address the issues and concerns identified by 
the stakeholders during the consultation process. As noted above, little to no significance has 
been placed on the concerns raised by the public with respect to the inclusion of forested areas 
in the site selection process. 

Experience and Expertise of the Project Team 
I cannot speak to the experience and expertise of the Prcject Team in terms of evaluating 
development applications however, it would be interesting to know if the Project Team has been 
involved in any similar municipal study that included such a preponderance of natural heritage 
sites within the candidate site selection process. 

Site Rankings as completed during the comparative analysis 
Finally, given that the comparative analysis is qualitative, and that it considered net effects, rather 
than no negative Impacts, the preferred site has not been selected based on the requirements 
of the PPS. Deferring the detailed environmental evaluation to a later stage in the process also 
eliminated the ability to evaluate the preferred site against other sites using the required test of 
no negative impact. 

The following is a summary of the issues raised with respect to the Part 3 document: 

1. The report concludes that co-locating the facilities is appropriate, contrary to a staff 
recommendation made earlier in the process. The issues raised by staff previously have 
not been addressed in the report; 

2. At a minimum, 72% of the written comments received from the public requested that the 
County not consider the placement of these facilities within natural areas and, more 
specifically, within County Forests. In addition, a total of 1,320 signatures were collected 
on several petitions speaking out against the use of several of the County Forests under 
consideration in the short-list evaluation. The report does not provide sufficient discussion 
with respect to these numerous and valid concerns; 

3. The evaluation uses a test of no net effects rather than no negative impact, which is not 
consistent with the requirements of the PPS, County or Springwater OPs; and, 

4. The County has not demonstrated that they have adhered to the requirements of the PPS 
throughout the site selection process. 
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Neighbourhood Landowner Meeting Notes and Follow-Up, County of Simcoe, September 
8, 2016 

Meeting notes were prepared following a landowner meeting that was held by the County on 
September 8, 2016. On page 6, under the topic of County Forests, the following question and 
associated response is recorded: 

Question - Residents believe the County fixed the selection of the forested tract by allowing 
48% of the long list to include Simcoe county forest assets. The process to evaluate 
the sites showed a clear bias in favour of returning Simcoe County Forest to 
wasteland instead of selecting an industrial site which would be a more appropriate 
location to dump waste. 

Response - There is no requirement to dedare a properly surplus to change its use. We have 
been through the siting process, the County started with the premise that we did 
not want to expropriate land for this site, all County owned properties were looked 
at. We are past the siting process and now at the stage of proving the site is viable 
by the studies done. 

I have two concerns with the response provided by the County. First, the response states that 
they are past the siting process. While it is true that the County has completed the background 
studies, those studies are supporting documentation to an Official Plan and Zoning By·Law 
Amendment process that, at the time of the meeting, had yet to take place. At the time of the 
neighbourhood meeting there had been no ability for the public to participate in a legislated 
process (I.e. a process pursuant to the Environmental Assessment Act or the Planning Act). As 
such, the siting process is not complete but rather, still needs to be vetted through the Planning 
Act process. In my opinion, the response provided by the County gives the erroneous impression 
that the public has no further say in the site selection proc:ess and that they must simply accept 
the preferred site. My second concern is that the response reads, ~now at the stage of proving 
the site is viable by the studies done·. The meeting was held on September 8. The supporting 
studies (EIS, Agricultural Impact Assessment, Hydrogeologic Assessment, etc.) were not 
released until November so County staff could not have known, at that time, whether the studies 
supported the preferred site selection. In addition, the purpose of the studies is not to prove the 
site is viable but rather, to detennlne whether the site meets the requirements of the PPS and 
OPs from the perspective of natural heritage, water and agricultural policies. The response, in my 
opinion, further suggests to the public that the determination of viability has already been made 
based on the Part 1 - 3 reports even though those reports undertook no detailed site 
investigations of any of the candidate sites. 

Scoped Envlronmentllllmpact Study, GHD, November 17, 2016 

The purpose of the Scoped Environmental Impact Study (EIS) Is to evaluate tne proposed 
OPFIMMF at 2976 Horseshoe Valley Road against the PPS requirements related to natural 
heritage and water. As this is mainly an ecological analysis, I will defer most of the review to 
Dougan and Associates and have relied on their professional opinion, as outlined in their letter 
dated June 2. 2017 with respect to whether the fieldwork and analysis has demonstrated no 
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negative impact to the folloWing: Provincially Significant Wetlands, habitat of endangered and 
threatened species, significant woodlands, significant wildlife habitat, significant valleylands, 
significant areas of natural and scientific interest and fish habitat. My review relates to the policy 
context of the assessment as well as some of the assumptions/conclusions that were drawn 
before and during the assessment. 

Section 2 (Existing Conditions. Natural Features and Resources), Table 2.1 lists Secondary 
Source Information Reviewed. The list is missing the Provincial Policy Statement as well as the 
Springwater Official Plan. In addition, 'Free/e County Forest management documents' are listed 
however, no specific reference is provided. A copy of these management documents should be 
provided as it appears that they are being relied upon as part of this report. 

Section 3 (Preliminary Development Plan) describes the proposed development and refers the 
reader to GHD's Facility Characteristics Report, provided under separate cover, for additional 
details. A site concept plannayout is not included in the EIS for the reader to reference. There is 
no discussion of grading works that may be required to facilitate the entrance, site preparation, 
staging areas, etc. and the associated potential environmental impads. 

Section 4 (Regulatory/Policy Framework) provides a brief outline of the Springwater and 
County OP, the Nottawasaga Valley Conservation Authority, Species at Risk legislation and 
Provincial Policy Statement. Given that the detailed natural heritage policy implications have 
been deferred to the EIS, I would have expected a robust explanation of all the applicable PPS 
policies, County and Local OP policies, and federal/provincial legislation within the document. 

Within Section 4.5 (Provincially Policy Statement), GHD states, "Overall, the proposed ERRC 
footprint of 4. Sha represents an extremely small disturbance to a greater than 475hs contiguous 
woodland of the 32,000ha Simcoe County Forest (less than 1% and 0.01% respectively)". It is 
unclear why GHD mentions this as this fact has nothing to do with the on-site evaluation that they 
have been tasked with undertaking. The size of the overall feature is only one aspect that needs 
to be considered when evaluating significance. It is concerning that such a statement is made 
within this document. Reference to the overall forested landholdings of the County (32,000 ha) 
also suggests that the author is minimizing the potential impacts associated with the proposed 
development. Again, the overall amount of landholdings by a municipality is not a criteria upon 
which to measure negative impact. 

Also within Section 4.5, with respect to significant woodlands, GHD concludes that, based on the 
size of wooded area. the Study Area contributes to an interior forest habitat that meets the 
County's minimum size criteria for consideration as a Significant Woodland. The report then goes 
on to state that this interior forest habitat is temporary because the property (and ERRC footprint) 
is part of a managed and actively harvested woodlot. In my opinion, this conclusion is false and 
it is unclear what facts that author is using to support this conclusion. To remove the interior 
forest habitat, much of the site would need to be clear cut. Over a period of 69 years (1948 -
20 17) such a forestry practice has not taken place on this tract nor does the County Forest Plan 
suggest that such a practice is contemplated in any County Forest. In fact, through good forestry 
pradices, such as those practiced by the County according to their County Forest Plan, selective 
harvesting would have no impad on the extent of interior forest habitat. Building on their 
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conclusion, GHD then states that, 'As an actively managed and harvested plantation woodlot, the 
proposed ERRC footprint and immediately adjacent areas does not exhibit uncommon 
characteristics or economic and social funcffonal values as defined in the Natural Heritage 
Reference Manual (MNR, 2010).' I will defer to Dougan and Associates' analysis of significance 
however, I would recommend that GHD is building on an erroneous statement with respect to 
interior forest habitat so I would question the accuracy of the follow-up conclusion. 

Finally, within Section 4.5, GHD concludes that the site does not meet the criteria of Significant 
Wildlife Habitat. This analysis takes place within one paragraph of the report. I will defer to 
Dougan and Associates with respect to their opinion as to whether it has been demonstrated that 
Significant Wildlife Habitat does not exist however, I would have expected the analysis to have 
been much more robust considering that a minimum of 4.5 ha of wooded area is proposed for 
removal to facilitate the footprint of the ERRC. Additional impacts associated with the need to 
widen the existing trail to create a driveway of an appropriate width to accommodate the truck 
traffic, the relocation of the existing trail and the potential for future expansion also requires 
additional consideration in the evaluation of no negative impacts. 

As stated previously, GHD seems to be relying on no net effects. This is further demonstrated 
through their suggestion that the loss of forest cover can be compensated through the planting of 
trees elsewhere to offset the loss. Such an approach is not consistent with the PPS requirement 
to demonstrate no negative Impact. The proponent must first demonstrate that the proposed 
development will not have a negative impact on the feature and/or function and only then, if no 
negative impact is demonstrated, can there be a suggestion of mitigation measures such as off
site tree planting. Even if one was to accept that off-site tree planting could be contemplated as 
a mitigation measure, the County should be obligated, as part of the EIS and OPA process, to 
identify where such a location exists that could accommodate 4.5-9ha of tree planting (based on 
a 1:1 or the preferred 2:1 ratio of planting expressed by GHD on page 23). If such a parcel of 
land is not already in County ownership, presumably the previous evaluation matrix (Parts 1 - 3 
of the siting process) should have considered the cost of purchasing such a parcel as well as the 
cost of tree planting and maintenance. The parcel not only needs to be large enough to 
accommodate the 4.5-9ha worth of planting, it would also need to be an environmentally 
appropriate site that is adjacent to existing Greenlands, etc. 

I have reviewed the letter prepared by Dougan and Associates dated June 2, 2011. Based on 
that letter, in their professional opinion, the county has not demonstrated no negative impact on 
significant woodlands, significant wildlife habitat or the· habitat of endangered and threatened 
species. As such, from a planning perspective, the Scoped EIS has not demonstrated that the 
proposed development is consistent with the requirements of the Planning Act. PPS, County and 
Springwater OP. As a result, the County and Local Official Plan Amendments and the Local 
Zoning By-Law Amendment should not be approved as they do not meet the requirements of the 
Province, County or Township. 

I have also reviewed the comments provided by the Nottawasaga Valley Conservation Authority 
(NVCA) dated March 2, 2017 and the Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing (MMAH) dated 
April 7, 2017. The NVCA and MMAH raise similar concerns to those raised by Dougan and 
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Associates related to insufficient documentation in the report to support the conclusion that 
significant wildlife habitat and species at risk habitat does not exist on the property. 

Planning Justification Report, GHD, November 17, 2018 

The Planning Justification Report provides an analysis of several PPS policies Including those 
related to Land Use Compatibility, Infrastructure and Public Service Facilities, Waste 
Management, Natural Heritage, Water and Agriculture. With respect to Natural Heritage, the 
report relies on the assumptions and conclusions of the Scoped EIS which, as outlined above, 
has not, in my opinion, demonstrated consistency with the PPS. 

Within Section 8.1 (County of Simcoe Official Plan - Greenland& Section 3.8), the report 
concludes that the development of the ERRC will not result in a negative impact as defined in the 
PPS based on: the proposed location of the ERRC; the plantation history of the Site; the actively 
managed nature of the Study Area; and, the implementation of the recommended mitigation 
measures, which adequately avoid, compensate and replace natural features (I.e. vegetation 
plantings) within the wider wooded feature. Section 10.2 (Scoped EIS & Natural Hazard Land 
Assessment) again concludes by stating that no net environmental impacts on the larger woodlot 
feature are anticipated from the development of the proposed ERRC. These conclusions reflect 
the erroneous inclusion of mitigation measures, and the idea of no net impacts, when determining 
whether a proposed development will have a negative impact on the natural heritage system r 
which is inconsistent with the requirements of the PPS. 

Section 7.4 (Springwater Official Plan- Section 17, Agriculture), states that the proposed site 
area to be used by the ERRC is not currently used for agriculture and that further, due to 
conditions on the site, it is not considered to be prime land for agricultural use. It then sates that, 
from a review of the proposed ERRC site, it is generally confirmed to be less capable for 
agriculture than other portions of the site. It would appear that GHD is suggesting that, because 
the site is forested, it is not currently used for agriculture and therefore not considered prime land 
for agriculture. The County however, is proposing to remove 4.5ha of woodland which would, 
presumably, open up that portion of the site for agriculture. In my opinion, the report is suggesting 
that the existence of a natural heritage feature on the site precludes it from being used for 
agriculture but does not preclude it from being used for a waste disposal site. 

Summary/Recommendation 

Of Interest, the Simcoe County Forestry Department has prepared a report entitled Simcoe 
County Forests 2011-2030. The document outlines a 20..year management plan for the Simcoe 
County Forests (SCF) and includes a summary of how the SCF came to exist In Simcoe. The 
document outlines that, in 1922, Simcoe was the first County in Ontario to enter Into an agreement 
with the Minister of Lands and Foresta, under the Reforestation Act, to buy land for the purpose 
of planting and managing trees. By the 1980s, the County had purchased or acquired 10,525ha 
of land and, in 1982, the Canadian Forestry Association chose the County as the 'Forestry Capital 
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of Canada'3. The report notes that SCF lands now total 12,663ha. Section 3.2 of the report 
includes a table that provides the number of forest tracts and number of hectares of forest tract in 
each municipality. The preamble to the table notes that the representation is much higher in the 
areas where the most significant problems (deforestation resulting in erosion and flooding) were 
occurring in the early 20111 century. Of note, Springwater has the second highest number offorest 
tracts (37) and the largest acreage of forest tracts (4,056.2ha) within the County. This would 
suggest that Springwater experienced some of the most significant problems in the early 20111 

century related to soil erosion and flooding. In addition to the information provided in the County 
Plan, a fact sheet prepared by the County titled Environmental Resource Recovery Centre, 2976 
Horseshoe Valley Road West, Springwater, Get the Facts, dated September 2016, notes that the 
Simcoe County Forest is the largest municipally-owned forest in Ontario and among the largest 
of its kind in Canada. Such an important legacy of forest creation, and the problems such creation 
was intended to solve, should be acknowledged and given significant weighting in the decision
making process. This is an addition to the PPS requirements that must also be considered. 

In my experience working for, and with, government agencies, it is unusual for a municipality to 
propose the construction of substantial infrastructure within a natural heritage feature. In general, 
given the requirements of the PPS related to natural heritage, and the resulting OP requirements, 
many municipalities make every effort to avoid the placement of infrastructure within the natural 
heritage system. Municipalities have policies that only allow for the consideration of essential 
infrastructure (such as roads or utilities) within the natural heritage system and, in such cases, 
only if the placement of the infrastructure is supported by an Environmental Assessment. In doing 
so, they model the very behaviour that their OPs are expecting of the public- that natural heritage 
systems are to be identified, conserved and protected from the impacts of development. 

Based on my review of the Part 1 - 3 siting documents, it is my opinion that the site selection 
process is not consistent with the Planning Act requirements pursuant to the Provincial Policy 
Statement natural heritage poliCies as sufficient consideration has not been given to PPS policies 
2.1.1 through 2.1.8. In addition, the documents prepared in support of the Official Plan and Zoning 
By-Law Amendments are also not consistent with the PPS as it has not been demonstrated that 
the proposed development will have no negative impact on the habitat of endangered and 
threatened species, significant woodlands and significant wildlife habitat as required by PPS 
policies 2.1.2, 2.1.5, 2.1.7 and 2.1.8. As a result, the amendments are also not consistent with 
the County of Simcoe Official Plan policies 3.3.15, 3.8.11, 3.8.19 and 3.8.22 or the Springwater 
Official Plan policies 16.2.1.2(ii)(c), 16.2.1.3(iii) and (vii), 16.2.1.4.1(c), 16.2.1.4.2{a) and 
(b)(i)(iii)(vi) and 16.2.1.4.2(b) and (c)(i)(e). I trust the above is of assistance. If you require 
additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Yours truly, 

u . 
ifer Lawrence, MCIP, RPP 

resident 

3 Simcoe County Forests 2011~2030, Simcoe County, page 5. 
!:'l!!lti/~.simcoe.ca/Forestrv/Docume~ts/SCF%20final%20report.pdt 
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June 16, 2017 
 
Friends of Simcoe Forests Inc. 
c/o Bob and Mary Wagner 
2928 Horseshoe Valley Road West 
Phelpston, Ontario, L0L 2K0 
 
Re: Peer Review of Scoped Environmental Impact Study, Proposed Environmental Resource 

Recovery Center, Springwater, Ontario prepared by GHD 
 
 
Dear Mr. and Mrs. Wagner: 
 
Dougan & Associates (D&A) was retained by Friends of Simcoe Forests Inc. in March 2017 to complete 
a peer review of the terrestrial resources information contained within the report Scoped Environmental 
Impact Study, Proposed Environmental Resource Recovery Center, Springwater, Ontario prepared by GHD 
Ltd. (November 17, 2016). 
 
This peer review applies Dougan & Associates standard approach for reviews of natural heritage 
planning reports, which focuses on whether the EIS adequately reflects relevant protocols and 
interpretation as required under the Provincial Policy Statement (OMMAH 2014) and its guiding 
documents, such as the Natural Heritage Reference Manual 2nd Ed. (OMNR 2010), Significant Wildlife 
Habitat Technical Guide (OMNR 2000), and other provincial references, as well as the Simcoe County 
Official Plan (2007) and other local documents, including the Simcoe County Forest Plan (2011) and the 
Simcoe County ONE SITE – ONE SOLUTION (2016) document. D&A peer review authors also completed 
a site review on May 3, 2017 to review existing conditions on the site. 
 

GOALS AND OBJECTIVES OF SCOPED ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STUDY 

 
Goals and objectives for the EIS report are not clearly stated in a stand-alone report section. In Section 
1.1 Introduction, the GHD goal is “…to complete a Scoped Environmental Impact Study (Scoped EIS) for the 
proposed co-located development of a Materials Management Facility (MMF), an Organics Processing 
Facility (OPF), and related support activities, collectively referred to as the Environmental Resource Recovery 
Centre (ERRC).” Two inferred objectives include “…to include an evaluation of all relevant natural features 
and species within the Study Area.” and “This report has been prepared to address the requirements 
stipulated in the Simcoe County OP to satisfy the requirements of Provincial and County OP policies, as well 
as other relevant legislation.”  
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MAJOR COMMENTS 

 

In our review of the Scoped EIS document (hereafter referred to as the “EIS”) and based on site 
conditions observed on May 3, 2017, D&A have identified the following major inadequacies and/or 
inconsistencies in the report:  
 

1. Significant Wildlife Habitat (SWH) 
SWH is protected under the Provincial Policy Statement (OMMAH 2014). Based on the data 
provided GHD (2016a), the site meets criteria for several more SWH categories than are 
indicated in the EIS, and there are some weaknesses in the data required to assess SWH. 
Specifically: 
 

• Amphibian data is incomplete as it does not indicate calling species abundance levels 
per the Marsh Monitoring Program (MMP) protocols, which are required to asses SWH 
status; further, no documentation of the weather conditions during surveys is provided 
which would clarify if MMP protocols have been addressed;  

• Spotted Salamander egg masses were found by GHD in 2016, and the Amphibian 
Breeding Habitat (Woodland) criterion is met, triggering SWH. Additional Spotted 
Salamander egg masses were documented by Friends of Simcoe Forests Inc. in 2017 
from other locations within the Simcoe County Forest “Freele Tract” site; 

• Presence of Western Chorus Frog (an S3 provincially ranked species) triggers SWH;  
• Twenty-one (21) area-sensitive bird species were documented, and the affected forest is 

sufficiently large to warrant SWH designation as Woodland Area-Sensitive Bird Breeding 
Habitat, which would be directly and indirectly impacted by the facility;  

• Woodland Raptor Nesting Habitat may be present as three of six SWH indicator species 
were documented by GHD during the bird surveys, but no raptor nest surveys were 
apparently conducted. Two of the same species were observed on May 3, 2017; and 

• The EIS opines incorrectly that cultural plantations cannot qualify as SWH; the SWH 
Ecoregion 6E Criteria Schedule does not exclude cultural plantations, and in some cases, 
highlights them as potential habitat (e.g. raptor nesting).  

 
The facility would cause significant fragmentation of the forest patch where it is proposed; the 
EIS does not adequately address the impact on both quantity and quality of forest interior on 
the site (see also Comment 5 below). The use of this site as proposed would result in loss of 
forest interior functions over a much larger area than the simple footprint of the facility; we 
estimate that approximately 18 ha of forest interior would be eliminated, based on the 
definition that interior forest habitat is at least 200 m from the forest edge (OMNRF 2015). 

 
2. Significant Woodlands 

The report notes that the site qualifies as Significant Woodland but the implications of this 
designation are not brought forward into the impact assessment. In fact, the EIS downplays the 
value of the Significant Woodland without speaking to functional attributes which underlie the 
concept of “significance” as defined under the Provincial Policy Statement (PPS). The presence 
of a diverse group of area-sensitive forest bird species (21 species based on MNRF criteria), and 
other Significant Wildlife Habitat (SWH) indicates that this is currently highly functioning 
habitat, irrespective of the presence of planted conifers.  
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3. Species at Risk (SAR) 
Species at Risk findings and impact assessment are insufficient. According to the EIS, no Eastern 
Whip-poor-will habitat is present within the study area. However, our review of the literature 
and our May 3rd 2017 visit to the site indicate otherwise. Potential habitat for Jefferson 
Salamander complex is present given the vernal pools on site. Also, no systematic bat surveys 
were conducted although up to three Endangered bat species could be present based on the 
habitats present; the Executive Summary of the EIS states that no SAR are present, but this is 
incorrect as several Special Concern species are present and discussed elsewhere in the EIS.  
 

4. Vegetation Classification 
Dougan & Associates is concerned with the accuracy of the vascular plant identification and 
Ecological Land Classification (ELC) vegetation classification completed for the Freele Tract, 
based on both the adequacy of the vascular plant list and the accuracy of the ELC classification. 
Appendix B, Vegetation Inventory has several errors and inconsistencies, and the ELC 
community descriptions in Section 2.2 downplay the extent of naturalization that is occurring 
in the ‘naturalizing plantation’ polygons. Based on our single spring visit, we noted species on 
the study site that are not listed in Appendix B, and observed that the plantation communities 
exhibit relatively rich native understory regeneration and a low proportion of non-native 
species. In particular, the community described as FODM5 is arguably FOD5-1, a natural forest 
community. The inadequacies in the vascular plant list and the ELC community descriptions 
understate the significance of impacts of the proposed facility on the ecological features and 
functions of the site. 
 

5. Invasive Species and Predatory Species  
The facility will handle compostable waste in the Organics Processing Facility, which would 
include invasive plant species and pests affiliated with waste materials, which could then invade 
the surrounding forest. There will also likely be effects on local wildlife, with increases in 
populations of species such as mice, rats, skunks, raccoons and coyotes, which can predate 
sensitive species such as ground-nesting area-sensitive forest birds. Based on facility experience 
elsewhere, pests will be introduced in waste delivered to the site; this could include mice and 
rats, non-native insects, and infectious organisms. Control techniques used by existing resource 
recovery facilities include poison baits and live trapping. These agents and their effects are 
neither identified nor discussed in the EIS; they would likely have implications into woodland 
habitats well beyond the site.  
 
Notably, recovery facilities are considered an industrial use, and would normally be sited on 
designated industrial lands; the choice of a quality forested site for such a facility will 
undoubtedly create conflicts with natural biodiversity, which could be further exacerbated by 
operational management practices.  
 

6. Adjacent Lands  
There is no clear discussion of Adjacent Lands in the EIS. The PPS defines Adjacent Lands as 
“those lands contiguous to a specific natural heritage feature or area where it is likely that 
development or site alteration would have a negative impact on the feature or area. The extent of 
the adjacent lands may be recommended by the Province or based on municipal approaches which 
achieve the same objectives (OMMAH 2014). MNRF recommends Adjacent Lands extend a 
minimum of 120 m beyond the limit of the following natural heritage features: Significant 
Habitat of Endangered and Threatened Species, Significant Wetlands, Significant Woodlands, 
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and SWH, (OMNR 2010). The proposed facility will create changes to ecological functions on a 
larger footprint, likely in the order of 200+ m, and with potential for greater impacts due to 
future expansion, fundamental changes to habitat quality, and introduction of invasive species.  
 

7. Vehicular Impacts Associated with Facility  
The EIS does not adequately address road and traffic impacts of the facility. The required internal 
road system for the facility includes the main entrance road, and an emergency access route 
which will be located along the existing trail to the north of the facility. Section 3 (Preliminary 
Development Plan) indicates that the site will also be a “Truck Servicing Facility – a location for 
servicing the County’s fleet of industrial Solid Waste Management vehicles.” With respect to 
construction of the facility, Section 5.2.2 (Mitigation) recommends that “Vehicle fueling, storage, 
and maintenance should occur outside of the Study Area (off site)”; this concern seems 
contradictory given the order of magnitude of eventual operations which is not adequately 
discussed, quantified, or mitigated. Vehicular traffic including waste management trucks, as 
well as private vehicles engaged in drop-offs, will undoubtedly produce a heavy traffic load, 
possibly including truck movements outside the normal drop-off hours. The Facility 
Characteristics Report (GHD 2016b) for the site states that the clearing for the access road will 
be 15 – 20 m (not including turn lanes); this clearing is not addressed or quantified in the EIS.  

 
8. Lack of Site Plan 

Environmental Impact Studies normally include a site concept plan which allows a clear 
understanding of the proposed development; the GHD EIS does not include any graphic 
representation of the project apart from the generic mapping of the current proposed 
development footprint shown on Figures 4 and 5.  
 

9. Water Balance Impacts 
The GHD EIS only makes passing reference to the GHD Hydrogeological Assessment for the 
ERRC, without a summary of its key findings. That assessment determined that there will be a 
significant reduction in infiltration due to the impervious character of the proposed 
development; it provided only generic mitigation measures but did not specifically address how 
the existing wetland features are sustained today, and will be sustained after development 
(GHD 2016c). Our field visit confirmed that the proposed footprint of the facility is within a 
topographically complex portion of the overall tract, where significant infiltration is a factor 
given that the proposed facility will be located on a glaciofluvial sand deposit, that behaves as 
an aquifer (GHD Hydrogeological Assessment, 2016). The EIS should include a fulsome 
discussion of the existing ecosystem features and their reliance on ground and surface water 
sources; the potential impact to these resources; and a detailed mitigation strategy (including 
reference to a site plan showing the location(s) of potential mitigation). 
  

10. Cumulative Effects  
The EIS does not address potential cumulative effects. EIS Section 3 (Preliminary Development 
Plan) indicates that the facility may be expanded in the future; the EIS considers a 4.5 ha 
development site, however the County’s “ONE SITE, ONE SOLUTION” (2016) document identifies 
the size specification as 20 ha, and also promotes this preferred site on the basis of its size (84 
ha) described as “large usable space”, accommodating potential expansion. Given the high 
likelihood of expansion, and the constraints identified outside of the proposed 4.5 ha 
development site, it is likely that further effects will occur in the future; however cumulative 
effects are not identified, discussed or addressed in the EIS. 
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DETAILED COMMENTS 

 
In addition to the major comments summarized above, D&A staff have other comments that support or 
supplement our major comments, organized according to section and page of the EIS. 
 
Section 2 – Existing Conditions, Natural Features and Resources 

Section 2.1 – Background Review 

Section 2.1.1 – Secondary Sources, Page 2 
1. The Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF) Natural Heritage Information Centre 

should have been contacted for information on file. 
2. Ontario Breeding Bird Atlas (OBBA) data should have been reviewed; point count information 

may have been available for the site. OBBA data could also provide additional context when 
assessing the diversity of breeding birds documented from the site. 

3. Potential sources of additional natural heritage data, such as the York-Simcoe Naturalists or 
individual naturalists familiar with the area, were apparently not consulted. Given the presence 
of trails for public access, potential users are worth consulting for background.  

 
Section 2.1.2 – Previous Studies, Page 2 

4. This section refers to “relevant documents” obtained from the County related to tree inventories 
and tree health surveys. These documents should have been described in more detail and 
sourced in the EIS report, as the report states in several places that the significance of the forests 
on this site are limited by their management as plantation. 

 
Section 2.2 – Field Investigations, Page 3 

5. This section contains methods, findings, and in some cases, conclusions. This is contrary to 
standard EIS practice, which should summarize the characterization methods and findings, 
examine the policy basis of findings that represent constraints, describe the proposed 
undertaking in sufficient detail, and then identify the potential impacts (direct, indirect, 
cumulative). Insertion of opinions on impacts into the characterization is inappropriate, and 
detracts from the objectivity of the EIS.  

 
Section 2.2.2, Natural Heritage Features, Page 3 

6. This section describes available natural heritage mapping, policy analysis, timing of field visits 
and findings related to the watercourse on site. The policy findings should have been addressed 
in a discrete policy focused section elsewhere in the report.  

 
Section 2.2.3, Ecological Land Classification (ELC), Page 4 

7. The specific dates and methods of ELC surveys are not provided. As such, it is difficult to 
determine whether the surveys were carried out according to normal protocols (i.e. surveys in 
all three seasons of spring, summer, fall). 

8. The rationale for using the 2008 ELC codes instead of the codes contained in the 1998 ELC 
Manual, which is the manual formally in effect and published by the MNRF, is not given. The ELC 
manual (Lee et al., 1998) is referenced in the text but is not included in the Reference section. 

9. No areas are provided for the ELC communities, nor are coefficients of conservatism or ratios of 
native to non-native species calculated. This data is important for quantifying the ecological 
quality of a vegetation community in an objective manner. 
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10. The ELC data sheets for the field work are not provided in the EIS, therefore no review of the 
data collected can be undertaken. 

11. The EIS notes that plantation trees were introduced to the study area approximately 65 years 
ago, and that these communities are undergoing natural succession, “developing some 
characteristics of a naturalized woodlot”  (p. 4) . The EIS notes that the woodlot is managed, but 
does not expand on how this impacts the ELC and vascular plant findings. D&A used the data in 
the species list (Appendix B) to generate a Floristic Quality Index (FQI) rating for the site as a 
whole; FQI is defined as “an evaluation procedure that uses measures of ecological conservatism 
(expressed numerically as a coefficient of conservatism or C value) and richness of the native 
plant community to derive a score (I) that is an estimate of habitat quality” (Miller et al., 2006, 
Oldham et al 1995). The FQI calculation for GHD’s data is 36.07 (native) and 30.82 (with 
adventives), and non-native species constitute 19% of the flora observed. These calculations 
indicate a moderate to high-quality vegetation composition, indicating a system towards the 
natural end of the `naturalization` spectrum. 

12. The ELC community descriptions given in Section 2.2 are generally consistent with our own 
observations on May 3, 2017, except that all of the ‘naturalizing plantation’ descriptions tend to 
understate the extent of naturalization that is occurring. The plantation communities are 
dominated by native understory regeneration and a low proportion of non-native species. In 
particular, we observed that the community mapped as FODM5 (which covers most of the 
proposed facility footprint), contains the richest flora of spring ephemeral species on the site, as 
well as the most complex topography (a factor contributing to species richness). The remainder 
of communities identified as naturalized plantation had characteristics more indicative of 
cultural disturbances, including an overstory of conifers planted in rows, and trails. Based on the 
1998 ELC system, we believe that the FODM5 community should be redefined as FOD5-1, Dry-
Fresh Sugar Maple Deciduous Forest Type, a natural forest community, based on the following 
characteristics, which are indications of deciduous forest communities from the ELC Manual 
(Lee et al., 1998): 
 

• Tree cover >60% • Almost entirely dominated by Sugar Maple 
• Deciduous tree species >75% of canopy cover • Limited observation of anthropogenic disturbances 

 
Section 2.2.4, Watercourse Verification, Page 7 

13. The EIS notes that GHD and Nottawasaga Valley Conservation Authority (NVCA) reviewed the 
site for the mapped watercourse that is identified on the NVCA mapping, but no methods are 
given for how it was determined not to be present. 

14. There was no discussion of the potential effects of widespread drought conditions in the spring 
and summer of 2016, which could explain the lack of flowing water. During our site visit on May 
3, 2017, we did note active surface flows across the extensive complex of wetland pools in the 
southeast area of the site. The EIS mapping only included 5 m contour intervals on selected 
maps (Figures 1, 2, 3, 6) and discussed topography only in very general terms. 

 
Section 2.2.5, Wetland Delineation, Page 7 

15. The wetland boundaries were located using handheld Garmin GPS devices, and the accuracy of 
the devices used was not provided. Wetland boundaries are a significant constraint for the 
facility siting, and forest cover affects accuracy of GPS readings; therefore, clarity on the 
accuracy of these boundaries is very important. On our site visit, we were surprised at the extent 
and complexity of vernal pools in the southeast and north sections of the site; in our opinion 
the EIS does not provide an adequate account of this complexity.  
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Section 2.2.6, Wildlife 

Section 2.2.6.1 – Amphibian Surveys, Page 8 
16. Western Chorus Frog (Pseudacris triseriata) was one of the five species of calling amphibians 

detected during the amphibian surveys. However, the EIS does not indicate how many were 
documented and exactly where. 

17. In Table 2.3, the S-Rank for Western Chorus Frog was incorrectly depicted as S4. Great Lakes/St. 
Lawrence - Canadian Shield population, to which these individuals would belong, is listed as S3. 
Furthermore, it is a Species at Risk, designated “Threatened” in Canada but not in Ontario. 

18. The S-Rank for Western Chorus Frog (S3) and its federal status (Threatened) would trigger 
Significant Wildlife Habitat designation (OMNRF 2015). According to MNRF’s Ecoregion 6E 
Criteria Schedules, Confirmed SWH is defined as the area of the habitat to the finest ELC scale 
that protects the habitat form and function. 

19. It is not possible to determine whether the “Amphibian Breeding Habitat (Woodland)” SWH 
criterion is present (with respect to calling frogs) because the EIS Table 2.4 does not provide any 
abundance information and levels of calling that are normally assessed under the Marsh 
Monitoring Program (MMP) protocol. However, the presence of Spotted Salamander triggers 
SWH. 

20. EIS Table 2.4 does not provide information on the weather conditions at the time of the surveys, 
including temperature at the beginning and end of the survey, wind speed, cloud cover etc. 
Given the information provided, it isn’t possible to verify that surveys were conducted 
according to the standardized MMP methodology, and that the results adequately capture the 
diversity and numbers of individuals present. 

 
Section 2.2.6.2 – Breeding Bird Surveys, Page 8 

21. Forty-nine (49) species of birds were documented during the surveys, 48 of which are possible 
breeders. In our experience, the list is very diverse for an entirely forested site, suggesting high 
quality and diversity of habitats present. 

22. Twenty-one (21) area-sensitive species were documented based on the Significant Wildlife 
Habitat Technical Guide (SWHTG) (OMNR 2000). We would consider this an exceptionally high 
number, indicative of the size and high quality of the habitats present. This quality was not 
acknowledged in the EIS. 

23. Table 2.3 (Wildlife Observations) only includes the names of the species documented, as well as 
their provincial and national conservation status. The EIS should consider regional conservation 
information (e.g. Environment Canada’s (2014) priority species for conservation in Bird 
Conservation Region 13). Eight of the species documented in the EIS fall under this category. 

24. Table 2.3 should include polygon-specific breeding bird data to help assess potential impacts. 
25. Additional tables or appendices should be included that include point count breeding bird data, 

to inform which species were documented within and adjacent to the proposed facility 
footprint, adjacent to the proposed access road, and in the vicinity of the proposed emergency 
access road. 

26. The EIS indicated that three ‘Species at Risk’ were documented, Eastern Wood-Pewee, Wood 
Thrush and Red-shouldered Hawk. It also indicated that Species at Risk are discussed in greater 
detail in Section 2.2.7. However, aside from listing these species in Table 2.5, they are not 
discussed in Section 2.2.7. The EIS should indicate where these birds were observed in relation 
to the proposed facility footprint and main access road, so that potential impacts on these 
species can be adequately assessed. 
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27. In our opinion, the site triggers SWH “Woodland Area-Sensitive Bird Breeding Habitat “criterioa, 
because: 

o Qualifying ELC Community Series include: FOC, FOM, FOD, SWC, SWM. These 
communities account for the majority of the site. 

o The entire 84 ha site is forested, far larger than the 30 ha size threshold. The forest on 
the site is also contiguous with forested habitat located east of the site. 

o It supports interior forest habitat at least 200 m from forest edge habitat. 
o It supports breeding by 10 of the SWHTG listed species (more than the 3 required). 

Notably, the proposed facility will eliminate at least 18 ha of existing interior forest, 
based on the definition that interior forest habitat is at least 200 m from forest edge 
habitat a 200 m (OMNRF 2015). 

28. In our opinion, portions of the site may also meet the “Woodland Raptor Nesting Habitat” SWH 
criterion (OMNRF 2015). Although no active nests were apparently discovered, three of the six 
listed species in the Ecoregional 6E Criteria Schedule were documented during the surveys 
(Barred Owl, Red-shouldered Hawk, Broad-winged Hawk). A single active nest would trigger 
SWH designation, which includes a 100 m to 400 m radius around the nest. According to the 
Ecoregion 6E Criteria Schedule, this category “May be found in all forested ELC Ecosites. May also 
be found in SWC, SWM, SWD and CUP3”. Note that cultural plantations are not excluded from 
consideration as SWH. We observed both Red-shouldered Hawk and Broad-winged Hawk 
calling and flying low over the site (i.e. probably not migrating) on May 3rd 2017. 

 
Section 2.2.6.3 –  Wildlife Habitat Features, Page 9 

29. The EIS stated, “Snags that had the potential to provide roosting habitat for bats were encountered 
throughout the Study Area.” however, no bat surveys were conducted. Although snags were 
documented by GPS when encountered, it doesn’t appear that a systematic survey was 
conducted. This is a significant issue as all the listed bat species are designated Endangered in 
Ontario and would trigger protection under the Endangered Species Act (Government of 
Ontario 2007). If snags containing cavities are proposed to be removed, acoustic surveys would 
need to be conducted to determine presence or absence of Endangered bat species. 
Appropriate documentation of consultation with MNRF should be provided if consultation has 
determined that no acoustic surveys are required. 

30. Spotted Salamander egg masses were observed in a vernal pool in 2016 by GHD. EIS Figure 5 
suggests that they were present in a wetland in the north end of the site. The wetland is 
depicted as SWMM2-1 on Figure 4 in the EIS. Applying MNRF’s 2015 Significant Wildlife Habitat 
Criteria Schedules for Ecoregion 6E as the guide, the vernal pool where the salamander egg 
masses were documented is one of the ELC ecosite types listed as Candidate Significant Wildlife 
Habitat (SWH). It is also exceeds the minimum size threshold for Candidate SWH. Therefore, 
based on the presence of a breeding population of Spotted Salamanders, Confirmed SWH 
status (“Amphibian Breeding Habitat (Woodland)” is present (OMNRF 2015). According to the 
6E Ecoregion Schedules, “The habitat is the wetland area plus a 230 m radius of woodland area.” 
According to MNRF staff, “naturalized” plantation would be considered “woodland area” and 
therefore included with the 230 m area (M. Eplett pers. comm., 2017). 

31. Spotted Salamander egg masses were discovered by Friends of Simcoe Forests Inc. in 2017 in a 
complex of wetland pools in the southeast part of the site. The wetland is generally depicted as 
SWCM2-1 on Figure 4 in the EIS. The presence of this breeding population also triggers 
Confirmed SWH status. The included 230 m radius of woodland buffer area extends across the 
proposed access road, into the proposed development area. 
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Section 2.2.7 – Species at Risk and Regionally Rare Species, Page 9 
32. In addition to the sources listed, local residents and area naturalists clubs should have been 

consulted. Local knowledge, especially with respect to rare or cryptic species, is often more 
comprehensive and current than data on file with agency staff. Local residents believe that 
Eastern Whip-poor-will has nested within the Freele Tract in recent years. 

33. Jefferson Salamander, designated Endangered in Ontario (OMNRF, 2017) and Canada 
(COSEWIC, 2016), should be included in Table 2.5 (Species at Risk Summary). Critical habitat for 
this species has been documented within approximately 50 km of this site (EC, 2015), and 
suitable habitat, currently supporting Spotted Salamander, is present on the site. 

34. Western Chorus Frog should be included in Table 2.5 (Species at Risk Summary) 
35. Eastern Milksnake was delisted as a Species at Risk in Ontario in June 2016; Table 2.5 should be 

corrected. 
36. According to Section 2.2.6.2 of the EIS, three bird Species at Risk were documented by GHD: 

Eastern Wood-Pewee, Wood Thrush and Red-shouldered Hawk. However, none of them are 
discussed in this Section. Their observed locations with respect to the proposed development 
footprint and broader impact area should be discussed. 

37. The EIS concluded that no habitat for Eastern Whip-poor-will was present within the Study Area 
due to the “relatively closed forest canopy”. However, according to the Royal Ontario Museum’s 
“Breeding Birds of Ontario Nidiology and Distribution, Volume 1: Nonpasserines” (Peck and 
James 1983), Whip-poor-will “Breeds in both dense and open areas, in deciduous, mixed, or 
coniferous woods. Nesting habitats were large forests, small wood lots in agricultural areas, pine 
plantations, and tree-recovered sand dunes. Some nests were on hillsides and hilltops.” Mills (2007), 
in “The Atlas of the Breeding Birds of Ontario” (Cadman et al., 2007) writes: “The Whip-poor-will 
shuns both wide-open spaces and deep forest. In Ontario, its preferred habitats included rock or sand 
barrens with scattered trees, savannahs, old burns in a state of early forest succession, and open 
conifer plantations.” Sandilands (2010) writes, “The Whip-poor-will appears to avoid extensive 
areas of pure conifers (except for plantations), preferring young poplar-birth stands, successional 
areas, and hardwood and mixed forest as mature at pole stage.” Sandilands further writes that 
“Nests are on well-drained, dry soils, usually near the edge of a woodlot or in a forest clearing. They 
are usually in areas where the forest understory is sparse, but occasionally they are among dense 
shrubbery in open sites, or beside logs.” Based on the descriptions above, and our assessment of 
the site during our May 3rd 2017 reconnaissance visit, we believe that the site could provide 
suitable breeding habitat for this species and that nocturnal surveys per the survey protocols 
prepared by Bird Studies Canada (2014) should be conducted. Until such surveys have been 
completed, it is premature to conclude that the proposed development would not negatively 
affect this Threatened species.  

38. Little Brown Myotis and Northern Myotis were listed in the Species at Risk Summary (Table 2.5), 
yet no bat surveys were conducted in support of the EIS. “GHD documented any snags that were 
encountered,” but it is does not appear that this was part of a systematic and comprehensive 
inventory. Our May 3rd 2017 site visit noted numerous sizeable snags across the site that could 
potentially support maternity roosts. 

39. Locally significant species (Ox Eye Sunflower, Heliopsis helianthoides; Running Strawberry Bush, 
Euonymus obovatus; Tall Goldenrod, Solidago altissima var. altissima) observed during the field 
work are identified in this section, and all three species are found in ELC communities to be 
disturbed by development; no avoidance or mitigation is proposed. No specific locations are 
given for the locally significant plants observed. 
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Section 3 – Preliminary Development Plan, Page 11 
40. The text does not adequately describe the relative areas of disturbance; in Section 4.5 (Provincial 

Policy Statement) the proposed footprint of development is discussed, however the text does 
not confirm whether this footprint is final, given the County’s specification for a 20 ha site. It is 
not clear if the areas of the access road and emergency road are included. Details such as access 
road widths, grading allowances, truck turning lanes, vehicle servicing parking, waste vehicle 
storage etc. are important factors to be considered, yet not provided in the EIS. No information 
is provided on grading required to accommodate the site development and roadways. 

41. EIS normally include a site concept plan which allows a clear understanding of the proposed 
development; the EIS does not include any graphic representation of the project apart from the 
generic mapping of the currently proposed development footprint shown on Figures 4 and 5; 

42. Although additional information is available in the Facility Characteristics Report, as noted in 
the EIS, information about the development relevant to the EIS (e.g. scale, grading, and features 
such as fencing) should be summarized and discussed in the EIS report. 

43. No indication is given how the natural heritage sensitivities of the study site were used to site 
the facility footprint or allowances for future expansion to meet the County’s defined needs. 

 
Section 4 –  Regulatory/Policy Framework, Page 12 

44. The dates of the policy documents reviewed are not given in the text, nor are these documents 
included in the References.  

45. No overall summary of policy constraints is provided. 
 
Section 4.1 –  Township of Springwater, Page 12 

46. The text describes the policy restrictions within the Township’s Official Plan, but does not 
interpret these policies with respect to the site and the proposed development; this is 
inadequate to understand the conformity with Township policies. 

47. The text suggests that adjacent lands to Significant Wildlife Habitat (SWH) are those lands within 
50 m. However, the Natural Heritage Reference Manual (NHRM) 2nd Ed., (OMNR 2010) defines 
adjacent lands to SWH as 120 m. The likely reason for the difference is that the Township of 
Springwater Official Plan (OP) has not yet undergone an OP review to bring it into conformity 
with the 2014 PPS.  Nevertheless, Section 4.7 of the PPS (2014) directs that the policies of the 
current PPS apply despite less stringent policies in an OP which has not yet been updated to be 
in conformity with the current PPS.  In other words, the 120 m adjacent lands definition provided 
in the NHRM should apply, regardless of the Township’s OP definition. 

 
Section 4.2 –  Simcoe County, Page 12 

48. The text describes the policy restrictions within the County’s Official Plan, specifically the site’s 
designation as County Greenlands, but does not interpret these policies with respect to the site 
and the proposed development. This is inadequate to understand the conformity with County 
policies. 
 

Section 4.3 – Nottawasaga Valley Conservation Authority, Page 13 
49. The text notes that wetlands are features regulated by the NVCA, and that wetlands are present 

in both the north-east and south-east parts of the site. The text also states that a 120 m offset 
for assessment of impacts has been used for this EIS, however the wetland in the south-east 
portion of the study area is excluded from this offset area and no rationale for this exclusion is 
given. 
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50. A statement about a mapped watercourse not being present on the site is given, however there 
is no discussion of the record drought conditions in the spring and summer of 2016. 

 
Section 4.4 – Species at Risk Legislation, Page 13 

51. The EIS states that “As the Study Area is not on federal lands, and aquatic features are absent from 
the Study Area, SARA is not applicable to this review.” This statement is incorrect, as the 
identification of Significant Wildlife Habitat (SWH) requires consideration of SARA status, 
specifically COSEWIC status. Page 54 of the SWHTG (OMNR, 2000) states: “Species that can be 
considered species of conservation concern include: species identified as nationally endangered or 
threatened by the Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada, which are not 
protected in regulation under Ontario’s Endangered Species Act.” This SWH criterion applies to 
Western Chorus Frog (Pseudacris triseriata); the Great Lakes/St. Lawrence – Canadian Shield 
population (to which those individuals documented during the EIS belong) are designated 
Threatened in Canada, but Not at Risk in Ontario. Therefore, habitat of the Western Chorus Frog 
merits designation as SWH. 

 
Section 4.5 – Provincial Policy Statement, Page 14 

52. The EIS notes that “the Study Area is predominantly comprised of mixed tree plantation, with 
limited natural woodland communities in the northeast and southeast corners. Conservatively, 
these natural woodlands within the Study Area comprise less than 25% of the Study Area, but are 
associated with the contiguous communities on adjacent lands to the East.” However, according to 
the Ecological Land Classification information provided in the EIS (see Figure 4), this statement 
is incorrect. Only two of the 12 vegetation communities are “Cultural” (i.e. not “Natural” or 
“Naturalized”). They are: TAGM1 (Course Mineral Coniferous Plantation) and CVI-1 
(Transportation). Of the 84 ha site, they occupy approximately 2.8 ha and 0.5 ha respectively, or 
just under 4% of the total site. 

53. The EIS states that the proposed ERRC footprint is 4.5 ha. However, the direct impact of the 
proposed facility alone appears to be closer to 4.7 ha based on our own aerial photo 
interpretation. Regardless, the calculation of the “footprint” does not quantify the potential 
extent of indirect impacts, which will likely extend onto adjacent lands. The footprint should 
also include the indirect impacts associated with the laneway accessing the facility. Traffic, noise 
and other disturbances (including the introduction of potential invasive species and predators), 
directed into the centre of the forest, will clearly have a negative impact on resident flora and 
fauna. Further, the potential impacts of the County’s stated intentions to expand the facility in 
the future are not addressed in the EIS. 

54. The EIS acknowledges that the site meets one Significant Woodland criteria, i.e. the presence of 
interior forest 20 ha or greater where woodland cover is greater than 60%, however, it 
downplays the significance of this determination by stating: “this function is temporary as the 
proposed ERRC footprint is part of a managed and actively-harvested woodlot.” However, clear-
cutting is not part of the normal forest management approach identified in the Simcoe County 
Forest Plan (Simcoe County 2011), which identifies as high priorities sustaining forests including 
maintaining ecological processes, and conservation of biodiversity. Developments other than 
for recreation are not anticipated in the SCFP, a guiding document which recommends that 
“High Conservation Value Forests” be identified, mapped, and maintained/enhanced. Notably, 
the EIS does not mention the SCFP. 

55. With respect to Significant Wildlife Habitat, the only potential SWH criterion discussed is 
“Woodland area-sensitive breeding bird habitat”. The EIS states: “As natural blocks of mature 
woodland within the Study Area are limited to the northeast and southeast corners, the area of the 
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proposed ERRC footprint does not satisfy the considerations as candidate Significant Wildlife 
Habitat for Woodland Area-Sensitive Breeding Bird Habitat.” However, according to ELC 
information depicted on Figure 4, only natural or naturalized vegetation communities occupy 
the ERRC footprint. In fact, about 96% of the lands are categorized as natural or naturalized. 
Because the majority of tree planting was completed in 1949 (Simcoe County 2017), the site 
currently supports mature forest (i.e. > 60 years old), consistent with the SWH designation 
criteria. 

56. Based on the field data provided in the EIS and our May 3, 2017 field visit to the site, we believe 
that additional SWH criteria are present and should also be addressed (e.g. Amphibian Breeding 
Habitat (Woodland), Special Concern and Rare Wildlife Species, etc.). 
 

Section 5 – Potential Environmental Impacts and Mitigation 

Section 5.1 –  Impact Assessment Process, Page 15 
57. As a site handling compost, the introduction and spread of invasive or otherwise deleterious 

species should be considered as an impact in Table 5.1. 
58. Re: Table 5.1: 

o Impacts are not adequately defined (i.e. direct / indirect / cumulative) 
o Limiting daily construction and facility operation hours from 6 a.m. to 7 p.m. does not 

represent adequate mitigation, as: 
 the stated hours also reflect the hours of peak wildlife activity; 
 the public hours may not adequately reflect actual operations as the site is 

intended to be the County’s Truck Servicing Facility and a major transfer site for 
the County’s growing waste stream.  

o Additional options to mitigate noise impacts should be provided. Noise and 
disturbance associated with the access roads is an impact to be mitigated. 

o An increase in the local abundance or concentration of omnivorous and carnivorous 
wildlife species such as mice, rats, Striped Skunks, Raccoons, and Coyotes, (C. 
McCausland pers. com., 2017), as well as Weasels, American Crows, Blue Jays, Common 
Grackles, etc.) should be considered as a potential impact, which will lead to greater 
depredation of ground-nesting birds. Approximately 20% of the breeding bird species 
documented are ground-nesting. 

 
Section 5.2 – Vegetation Communities (Including Wetlands), Page 19 

Section 5.2.1 –  Potential Impacts, Page 19 
59. We are concerned that the inadequate vascular plant list and the ELC community descriptions 

downplay the significance of the ecological features, and therefore the EIS understates impacts 
of the proposed facility on the ecological features and functions of the site. The main footprint 
of the ERRC facility is proposed in the FODM5 community, which we observed to be the most 
‘natural’ community on the site apart from the wetlands and associated lowland forests. 

60. The EIS states that vegetation loss will be restricted to the proposed facility footprint and 
“entrance”. However, it is reasonable to assume that the entire length of the access road will 
need to widened to accommodate inbound and outbound truck traffic, along with necessary 
roadside verges and grading allowances. The roadway standards (including requirements for 
future expansion), and for parking accommodation of the County’s fleet of Solid Waste 
Management vehicles are not clearly described or included in the discussion of impacts. 

61. Text in Section 5.3.1 indicates that the existing portion of the north access road is intended to 
be retained for emergency access. The standards for the emergency access road, which 
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presumably must be capable of handling trucks and emergency vehicles, will undoubtedly 
require vegetation removal and significant works to provide a full-season access road. In 
addition, this proposed road is very close to the SWMM2-1 community and within the 230 m 
SWH buffer recommended by MNRF; therefore, impacts to wetlands and ecological functions 
can be expected. 

62. As per Section 4.3, the wetland in the south-east corner of site is excluded from discussion of 
impacts to wetlands. 

63. There is no discussion of impacts to locally significant plant species, and the specific locations 
of plants found are not identified. 

 
Section 5.2.2 –  Mitigation, Page 19 

64. The EIS states the vegetation communities that will be altered are not unique or locally 
rare/significant. However, the vegetation communities clearly trigger Significant Wildlife 
Habitat policy as “Woodland area-sensitive breeding bird habitat”, which will be impacted. 

65. There is no Mitigation Plan included with the EIS, which would normally include a figure 
indicating the development concept plan, ecological features and functions (e.g. SWH extent, 
including buffers) being protected, and indicating the locations for measures being applied on 
the development site or adjoining lands where mitigation is proposed. 

66. No discussion of mitigation is provided related to locally significant plant species. 
67. No specific monitoring of impacts and mitigation approaches is discussed or recommended; 

this is relegated to a future Environmental Monitoring Plan, however the limited detail in the 
EIS discussion of impacts renders it inadequate to guide design, construction and operation of 
the facility. 

 
Section 5.3 – Wildlife and Habitat, Page 21 

Section 5.3.1 – Potential Impacts, Page 21 
68. The text should acknowledge impacts to Significant Wildlife Habitat (SWH). Based on the field 

data provided in the EIS and our May 3, 2017 field visit to the site, we believe that several SWH 
criteria are present (e.g. Amphibian Breeding Habitat (Woodland), Woodland Area-Sensitive 
Bird-Breeding Habitat, Special Concern and Rare Wildlife Species) (OMNRF 2015). 

 
Section 5.3.2 – Mitigation, Page 21 

69. Operating the facility during 6:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. should not be considered mitigation, since 
these hours correspond to when wildlife are most active, i.e. the daylight hours required for 
foraging and feeding young. 

70. To protect pond-breeding salamander species, the EIS suggests that terrestrial buffer zones 
should extend away from the edge of breeding ponds by approximately 160 m, as “this distance 
represents the movements of 95% of the adults in a population (Savage and Zamudio, 2016.)” 
However, the Significant Wildlife Habitat Ecoregion 6E Criteria Schedule defines SWH habitat as 
the wetland area plus a 230 m radius of woodland area. On this basis, a portion of the proposed 
ERRC facility footprint would overlap with the SWH. 

71. The EIS states that “Provision of permanent amphibian tunnels north of the ERRC, beneath the 
emergency access road, with associated drift nets along the perimeter of the emergency access road 
should mitigate loss of connectivity and collision mortalities of amphibians under increased road 
traffic.” It is not clear why this recommendation merits the required effort and expense, as the 
emergency access road will only be used in emergency situations. Notably, wildlife impacts and 
mitigation of the main access road are not considered with the same level of detail, e.g. the 
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“Amphibian Breeding Habitat (Woodland)” SWH criterion (OMNRF 2015) overlaps with the 
proposed main access road. The main access road will be within the 230 m buffer recommended 
by MNRF for this category of SWH. 

72. The EIS discusses enhancing the habitat in vegetation community TAGM1 for Spotted 
Salamanders by placing felled logs on the ground for additional cover and hibernation habitat, 
however Spotted Salamanders typically hibernate underground in small mammal burrows. 

73. The EIS recommendation that “Clearing, grubbing, and tree removal works should be conducted in 
a manner to avoid nesting birds and wildlife where possible.” is too vague. General operational 
dates should be provided, with explicit reference to the Migratory Birds Convention Act 
(Government of Canada 1994 a,b). 

74. No avoidance or other mitigation is provided for loss of habitat for bat species, i.e. snag removal. 
75. Based on our review of the information contained in the EIS and its appendices, the conclusion 

that “negative impacts to the identified natural features and ecological function are not anticipated” 
is without foundation. 

 
Section 6 – Conclusions, Page 23 

76. The EIS again states that the site meets woodland significance targets under the Simcoe County 
Official Plan’s Greenlands designation and the Provincial Policy Statement, but downplays the 
importance of the feature. The rationale is not supported adequately in the text, and our review 
indicates that the site is more significant than indicated in the EIS. 

77. The statement of no negative impacts is not supported by EIS evidence, particularly given the 
inconsistencies, misinterpretations and exclusions noted by D&A. 

 
Appendix A: Environmental Impact Study Terms of Reference 

78. No minutes are provided confirming TOR approval at the April 1, 2016 agency meeting. 
 
Appendix B: Vegetation Inventory 

79. Our review of the vascular plant list provided in the EIS (Appendix 2) identified some 
inaccuracies and inconsistencies. First, several plants are identified with the incorrect botanical 
name (i.e. Geum virginianum is listed as Rough Avens, but should be Pale Avens; Common dock 
is listed as Rumex sp., this should be Dock sp.), and several plants listed to genus level have the 
wrong genus attributed to the common name listed (i.e. Sedge sp. is listed as Scirpus sp., and 
should be Carex sp.; Grass species is listed as Panicum sp. but could be one of many species of 
graminoid. In addition, some records have incorrect capitalization. These errors should have 
been addressed as part of normal reporting data quality control. Second, plants are listed which 
are not known to be present in Ontario (Anemone nemorosa, Wood anemone; Lactuca virosa, 
Bitter lettuce). Finally, during the site visit, D&A staff encountered several easily-identifiable 
species which would have been present during the ELC visits conducted by GHD. These species 
include Common Oak Fern (Gymnocarpium dryopteris), Wild Red Raspberry (Rubus occidentalis), 
Common Mullein (Verbascum thapsis), and Plantain-leaved Sedge (Carex plantaginea). These 
weaknesses are a concern given that a major conclusion of the EIS is that the vegetation 
communities are mostly low quality plantations. 

80. The vascular plant list does not identify vegetation communities where plants were found; ELC 
field data is not provided; Coefficient of Conservatism (CC) values for plants are not provided. 
This weakens the understanding of the significance of particular ELC communities, their levels 
of disturbance, and the overall diversity of the site. 
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Figures 
81. Policy constraints are not mapped i.e. no ‘opportunities and constraints’ figure is provided. A 

figure would clarify whether negative impacts to significant constraints (i.e. sensitive features 
and functions) are being avoided or require impact mitigation consideration. 

82. The overall extent of the proposed development (i.e. the facility footprint, the access route, 
emergency access route, associated grading, future expansion area) is not shown on any of the 
Figures; Figure 4 and 5 do show the facility footprint and access road separately, but not the 
emergency access. This omission downplays the potential physical scale of these features and 
therefore the impacts associated with their construction and operation. 

83. Figure 4 (Ecological Land Classification) does not provide numbers for vegetation communities, 
making references difficult between the figure, its legend, and EIS text. Where there are multiple 
polygons of the same ELC community, this omission makes Sect. 2.2.3 difficult to interpret. 

84. No locations of locally significant plant species are provided. An understanding of the 
abundance and location of the plants would give a more quantified understanding of the 
impacts to these populations due to the proposed work. 

85. No conceptual or detailed mitigation plans are provided. These plans would help to 
demonstrate the effectiveness of the proposed works. 

 

CONCLUSION 
 

Based on this review, D&A believes that the GHD Scoped EIS does not adequately characterize the study 
area, provide appropriate interpretation of policy, or discuss impacts and mitigation in sufficient detail. 
Figures lack sufficient detail on the proposed development, policy constraints, location and extent of 
impacts, and mitigation.  
 

LIMITATION 
 

The opinions in this letter report document are based on the Scoped Environmental Impact Study, 
Proposed Environmental Resource Recovery Center, Springwater, Ontario (GHD Ltd., November 17, 2016), 
other documents referenced; opinions are subject to modification if revised documents are provided. 
 
Sincerely,  

  

Jim Dougan, BSc, MSc, OALA (Hon)           Mary Anne Young, BLA, OALA, ISA 
Director, Senior Ecologist     Landscape Architect, Arborist, Ecologist 
      

 
Karl Konze, B.Sc. 
Senior Wildlife Ecologist             
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Date: June 16, 2017 

Attention: Springwater Township Clerk Renee Chaperon 
(Email: renee.chaperon@springwater.ca) 

Planning & Development Department 
Township of Springwater 
2231 Nursery Road 
Minesing, ON L9X 1A8 

Re: Part Lot 2, Concession 1 
2976 Horseshoe Valley Road West 
Township of Springwater 
Environmental Resource Recovery Centre 
County File: SC·OPA-1602 
Township Flies: OP-2016·005 and ZB-2016-021 

I am in receipt of the notice of a Statutory Public Meeting for the above noted Official Plan and 
Zoning By-Law Amendments. 

I would like the opportunity to address Township Council on June 19, 2017. 

I am opposed to the proposed amendments for the following reasons: 

1. The County of Simcoe's expressed desire to locate the facility, if possible, on lands 
already owned by the County resulted in the inclusion of County-owned forests in the 
candidate waste disposal facility sites; 

2. Given that the vast majority of County landholdings are County Forests, this resulted in 
50% of the candidate sites for a waste disposal facility being within woodlands; 

3. If you consider just the County-owned sites that were under consideration, 82% of the 
sites were woodland areas. This is an overwhelming proportion of candidate sites within 
areas that most residents of the County would consider to be protected from 
development; 

4. County Forests should not be considered as a viable option for the construction of 
Infrastructure and should have been excluded from the site selection process based on 
both natural heritage as well as social and cultural impacts to the broader community; 
and, 

5. The decision-making matrix that was used during the Part 1 - 3 site selection process 
was not consistent with the requirements of the Provincial Policy Statement. In addition, 
the Scoped Environmental Impact Study has not demonstrated that there will be no 
negative impact to areas of provincial interest, such as woodlands, wetlands, wildlife 
habitat and habitat of endangered and threatened species, as required by the Planning 
Act as well as the Simcoe and Springwater Official Plans. 
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6. I would like to draw your attention to the Township of Springwater 'Notice of a Complete 
Application and Public Meeting' where it identifies under 'Zoning By-law Amendment 
Purpose and Effect' the following, 'The effect would permit an Environmental Resource 
Recovery Centre (ERRC), which will house a Materials Management Facility (MMF), 
Organics Processing Facility (OPF), and associated ancillary facilities, while requiring 
site specific minimum front, rear and side yard setback distances and to establish the 
site limits for the ERRd Next, I would like to draw your attention to the County of Simcoe 
'Notice of Statutory Public Meeting Concerning Proposed County Official Plan 
Amendment' which was held on May 9, 2017 where it identified 'The Effect of the 
amendment is to facilitate the development of an Environmental Resource Recovery 
Centre that includes an Organics Processing Facility for the long-term processing of 
source-separated organics, a Materials Management Facility for the transfer of garbage, 
recyclables and source-separated organics, .11 potential future Materials Recoverv 
Facility. and ancillary uses'. I am deeply concerned about this major discrepancy 
regarding 'a potential future Materials Recovery Facility' between the Township of 
Springwater and the County of Simcoe public meeting notices because of the following. 

7. In a 2010 report titled 'Solid Waste Management Strategy, County of Simcoe' prepared 
by Stantec Consulting Ltd. on behalf of Simcoe County on Page 82 it states 'A Simcoe 
only MRF would require a building of approximately 4,750 m2 (-51,000 ft2) while a 
6,100 m2 (-65,600 ft2) MRF would be needed to provide additional processing capacity 
for Barrie and Orillia. A representative site of about 15-20 ha would be required to 
accommodate a stand-alone MRF facility, allowing sufficient space for employee and 
guest parking, vehicle roadways, weigh scales and scale house, sufficient vehicle 
queuing at the weigh scales, etc.' 

8. Now by my calculations, 15-20 hectares is 37-49 acres, which is at least three to four 
times larger than the 4 hectares (or 11 acres) that the County's consultant's are 
presently proposing. 

9. My question is 'Why is there such a large difference in the amount of land required for 
the MRF identified by the first consultant(Stantec) to the County compared to the present 
County consultant(GHD)?' 

10. Additionally, that same 2010 report identifies that the MRF would require 12-16 
employees to work the various sorting machines and based on the projected growth of 
Simcoe County's recyclables, it would be reasonable to consider a MRF sized to 
accommodate 50,000 tonnes of recyclables per year processed over two shifts and the 
report also says, if Barrie and Orillia were to be considered in the MRF design, total 
design capacity would grow to 70,000- 75,000 tonnes per year. 

11. My question is 'When Barrie and Orillia begin using this MRF would this then require 
more employees for three shifts, essentially working the machinery 24 hours a day?' 

12. This whole 'potential future Materials Recovery Facility' issue has not been properly 
disclosed to the public and therefore I do not see how the County can include it in 
anyway in 'the effect' area of their recent official plan amendment public meeting 
announcement, whereas the Township did not include it in their public meeting 
announcement. I trust that the Township will address this major discrepancy with the 
County. 

13. Our property is behind the proposed site and my wife and I bred horses whose offspring 
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contribute to the Canadian presence at the Olympics in the Equestrian sport categories. 
The light at night from the proposed facility will interfere with the natural cycles of our 
breeding mares- which is our agricultural income. Additionally, the noise of up to 200 
garbage trucks six days a week, the onsite heavy machinery including ventilations 
systems, crushers, etc., will be constantly heard in an area that is now silent except for 
the sounds of nature. This night light and constant noise will disrupt the development of 
any livestock around this facility, specifically horses, who are naturally susceptible to 
being startled and do not let their guard down until they feel safe. This constant state of 
heightened stimulus and hyper vigilance will impede the conception rates of our 
breeding mares and development and growth rates of their foals. The effects of this 
proposed facility on our farming operations have not been addressed by either the 
County or the Township. 

14. An industrial property requires proper infrastructure including emergency and fire 
response, environmental design to encourage fire suppression, water supply, discharge 
that is linked to appropriate sewage treatment. Industrial parks are designed years in 
advance with proper infrastructure and notice for people to avoid settlement because 
industrial parks and proper urban and rural design is FOR THE GREATER GOOD. The 
City of Barrie has ample industrial parks and they could supply the land and the County 
could be responsible for the rest. 

15.1 support the Township's request that the County provide a Business Case in support of 
the proposed use, as outlined in the Township's March 2, 2016 resolution however, the 
underlying site selection process and site-specific environmental investigations are not, 
in our opinion, consistent with the requirements of the Planning Act, the Provincial Policy 
Statement, the Simcoe County Official Plan or the Township of Springwater Official Plan. 

Based on the above, I would ask that the Township not approve the Official Plan or Zoning 
By-Law Amendments. 

I would like to be notified of the adoption or refusal of the proposed Official Plan and Zoning 
By-Law Amendments. 

Yours truly, 

,,1'/ /~, Name: Edward Krajcir ~ Scarlett Krajcir+--'-=\"~:.;:__:_ __ 
Address: 1286 Rainbow Valley Roa , East 
Phelpston, ON LOL 2KO 
email: concernedspringwatercitizen@gmail.com 
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Brianna Belcourt

From: Mary Wagner <yramrengaw@hotmail.com>
Sent: June 16, 2017 7:45 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Township Public Meeting

Follow Up Flag: Follow Up
Flag Status: Flagged

To Mayor French and Township council and staff, I , Mary Wagner, oppose the proposed change to Springwater official 
plan and rezoning proposal for 2976 Horseshoe Valley Rd. 
 
I am a “sensitive receptor” and feel devalued by the treatment I have received from the County of Simcoe. I attended to 
County public meeting and was very dismayed how county staff were able to answer questions after my submission and 
discredit me. My residence was originally 500 m from the facility. The archeological find and another complaint from a 
“sensitive receptor” viewing the facility from their property caused the county to shift the facility and their own maps 
now show that my residence is 280 m from the facility. I stated this in my submission and county staff when asked 
about this stated there was no sensitive receptor within 500 m of the facility. How can a normal person protect or fight 
for themselves with this type of dismissive attitude which has been woven throughout all communications with the 
county from the initial public meetings for sites selection. I look to Springwater Township to acknowledge my right to be 
heard and listened to. 
 
The Freele Forest is adjacent to my property of 50 acres of forests, and north of my property is another 100 acres of 
forest. The county staff have not accounted for impact to adjacent farm land and forest, the studies done minimize the 
forest. This forest is Significant Wildlife Habitat and Significant Woodland and home to several species of birds, frogs 
and salamanders that have not been appropriately valued. The little brown bat is endangered species and the county 
study did not even look for them within this forest. 
 
Please read the peer reviews the township has been given from professionals in the field. I was astonished by the lack of 
knowledge that the County study review displayed, in particular to the Environmental Impact Study. Could the same 
minimalist approach have been applied to all the studies they have performed? 
 
I ask Springwater Township to oppose the application to change the Official Plan and rezoning and take the initiative to 
have County Council answer questions in regard to the ommisions in the planning and site selection process as outlined 
in letter from Jennifer Lawrence and the gaps and lack of competent study in the EIS as stated in the peer review from 
Dougan and Associates. 
 I regret I cannot join in person to show my solidarity and support with my fellow Sprinter citizens.  
 
Regards 
Mary Wagner 
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Brianna Belcourt

From: Mary Wagner <yramrengaw@hotmail.com>
Sent: June 16, 2017 7:47 PM
To: Planning
Subject: speaking at public consultation June 19th

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Dear Sir/Madam 
Please be advised that Robert Wagner will be speaking on behalf of the Friends of Simcoe Forests Inc., in opposition to 
the proposed OP amendment and rezoning of the Freele Tract. 
Regards 
Mary Wagner 
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Brianna Belcourt

From: Renee Chaperon
Sent: June 19, 2017 8:21 AM
To: Brianna Belcourt
Cc: Karen Jamieson
Subject: FW: County's Proposed "Garbage Depot" Within the Freele Forest
Attachments: Letter to Township re Public Meeting, June 19, 2017.docx

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

ERRC folder  
 

 
 

From: Wagner, Bob [mailto:Bob.Wagner@CIBC.ca]  
Sent: June 16, 2017 9:30 PM 
To: Renee Chaperon <Renee.Chaperon@springwater.ca> 
Subject: County's Proposed "Garbage Depot" Within the Freele 
Forest 

 
Please refer to my attached letter regarding the County’s short-sighted and inappropriate plans for the subject significant 
woodlands. 
 
Aside from the numerous flaws in the siting process, there has been a lack of “MEANINGFUL” consultation with the public 
in this matter. As you will be aware, the County has stressed throughout the process that the key to success is to engage 
the public  in “meaningful” consultation. There is a significant difference between consultation and “meaningful” 
consultation. 
 
An example of consultation is to conduct a public meeting, advise the public of one’s intentions, and ask for 
feedback/suggestions. Then, when the public responds, simply file their comments and move ahead with the existing 
plan. 
 
An example of “meaningful” consultation is to conduct a public meeting, advise the public of one’s intentions, and ask for 
feedback/suggestions. Then, when the public responds, act on the comments being offered. 
 
In the case of the Freele Forest, under the leadership of G. Marshall, public comments and suggestions have been 
largely set aside by the County. 
 
In his assertions to the media, Marshall has attempted to downplay the public’s concerns by stating that opposition to the 
siting process is only from a “small group of local landowners”. Note how he uses the term “landowners” rather than 
“homeowners”, in an attempt to minimize the visible impact on people’s lives. 
 
In the initial set of 10 public meetings held in the fall of 2015, meetings were held at 5 different locations, one meeting in 
the afternoon and one in the evening at each location. I attended all 5 of the evening meetings. The County’s own records 
state that there were 465 participants in total and, I can honestly say, there was not one member of the public who stated 
support of the proposal to place such a facility in one of our forests. Rather, there was consistent 
resistance/condemnation by all of those who approached the microphone to speak, and the visible reaction of those 
participants who chose not to speak was clearly supportive of opposition to the proposed siting. I have no reason to 
suspect that the afternoon meetings were any different than the evening meetings. 
 
Is 465 a “small group”? 
 

 

       Renée Chaperon 
       Clerk 
       Township of Springwater 
       2231 Nursery Road 
       Minesing, ON  L9X 1A8 
       P: 705-728-4784 ext.2026 
       F. 705-728-6957 
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A petition in opposition to the proposed site was submitted by 1,300 members of the public, from various locations 
throughout the County (i.e. not just “local landowners”). 
 
Is 1,300 a “small group”? 
 
In one of the reports from the County’s consultant, reference is made to 74% of the public being opposed to the preferred 
site (or, indeed, any of our forests). I suspect that the other 26% would also have stated opposition, if the question had 
been openly asked. However, it was not openly/clearly  asked. Why not?  
 
Is 74% a “small group”?           
 
In summary, I ask the question, has there been “meaningful” consultation with the public in this matter? The answer is 
clearly “no”.      
 
On another matter which further supports the concern over autocratic decisions made by the Warden and his inner circle 
(who clearly are directing County Staff in this process), please also consider the County’s underhanded/manipulative 
tactics with regard to the Midhurst Secondary Plan, and the exclusion of the Township from recent discussions.  
 
I see this current situation as an opportunity for the Township to “draw a line in the sand” and say “NOT THIS TIME”, and 
I would strongly encourage all Township Councilors to reject the County’s request for rezoning. 
 
 
R.W. Wagner 
2928 Horseshoe Valley Road West 
Phelpston, Ontario 
L0L 2K0 
  



Date: June 16, 2017 
 
Attention: Springwater Township Clerk Renee Chaperon  
(Email: renee.chaperon@springwater.ca) 
 
Planning & Development Department 
Township of Springwater 
2231 Nursery Road 
Minesing, ON  L9X 1A8 
 
 
Re: Part Lot 2, Concession 1 
 2976 Horseshoe Valley Road West 
 Township of Springwater 
 Environmental Resource Recovery Centre 
 County File: SC-OPA-1602 
 Township Files:  OP-2016-005 and ZB-2016-021 
  
I am in receipt of the notice of a Statutory Public Meeting for the above noted Official Plan and 
Zoning By-Law Amendments 
 
I am opposed to the proposed amendments for the following reasons: 
 

1. The County of Simcoe’s expressed desire to locate the facility, if possible, on lands 
already owned by the County resulted in the inclusion of County-owned forests in the 
candidate waste disposal facility sites; 

2. Given that the vast majority of County landholdings are County Forests, this resulted in 
50% of the candidate sites for a waste disposal facility being within woodlands; 

3. If you consider just the County-owned sites that were under consideration, 82% of the 
sites were woodland areas.  This is an overwhelming proportion of candidate sites within 
areas that most residents of the County would consider to be protected from 
development; 

4. County Forests should not be considered as a viable option for the construction of 
infrastructure and should have been excluded from the site selection process based on 
both natural heritage as well as social and cultural impacts to the broader community; 
and, 

5. The decision-making matrix that was used during the Part 1 – 3 site selection process 
was not consistent with the requirements of the Provincial Policy Statement.  In addition, 
the Scoped Environmental Impact Study has not demonstrated that there will be no 
negative impact to areas of provincial interest, such as woodlands, wetlands, wildlife 
habitat and habitat of endangered and threatened species, as required by the Planning 
Act as well as the Simcoe and Springwater Official Plans. 

 
I support the Township’s request that the County provide a Business Case in support of the 
proposed use, as outlined in the Township’s March 2, 2016 resolution however, the underlying 
site selection process and site-specific environmental investigations are not, in my opinion, 
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consistent with the requirements of the Planning Act, the Provincial Policy Statement, the 
Simcoe County Official Plan or the Township of Springwater Official Plan.   
 
Based on the above, I would ask that the Township not approve the Official Plan or Zoning By-
Law Amendments. 
 
I would like to be notified of the adoption or refusal of the proposed Official Plan and Zoning By-
Law Amendments. 
 
Yours truly, 
 
 
R.W. Wagner 
2928 Horseshoe Valley Road West 
Phelpston, Ontario           
L0L 2K0 
 
 
 
 
 



Attention: Springwater Township Clerk Renee Chaperon 
(Email : renee.chaperon@springwater.ca) 

Planning & Development Department 
Township of Springwater 
2231 Nursery Road 
Minesing, ON L9X 1A8 

Re: Part Lot 2, Concession 1 
2976 Horseshoe Valley Road West 
Township of Springwater 
Environmental Resource Recovery Centre 
County File: SC-OPA-1602 
Township Files: OP-2016-005 and ZB-2016-021 

I am in receipt of the notice of a Statutory Public Meeting for the above noted Official Plan and 
Zoning By-Law Amendments 

I am opposed to the proposed amendments for the following reasons: 

1. The County of Simcoe's expressed desire to locate the facility, if possible, on lands already 
owned by the County resulted in the inclusion of County-owned forests in the candidate 
waste disposal facility sites; 

2. Given that the vast majority of County landholdings are County Forests, this resulted in 
50% of the candidate sites for a waste disposal facility being within woodlands; 

3. If you consider just the County-owned sites that were under consideration, 82% of the 
sites were woodland areas. This is an overwhelming proportion of candidate sites within 
areas that most residents of the County would consider to be protected from development; 

4. County Forests should not be considered as a viable option for the construction of 
infrastructure and should have been excluded from the site selection process based on 
both natural heritage as well as social and cultural impacts to the broader community; and, 

5. The decision-making matrix that was used during the Part 1 - 3 site selection process was 
not consistent with the requirements of the Provincial Policy Statement. In addition , the 
Scoped Environmental Impact Study has not demonstrated that there will be no negative 
impact to areas of provincial interest, such as woodlands, wetlands, wildl ife habitat and 
habitat of endangered and threatened species, as required by the Planning Act as well as 
the Simcoe and Springwater Official Plans. 

I support the Township's request that the County provide a Business Case in support of the 
proposed use, as outlined in the Township's March 2, 2016 resolution however, the underlying 
site selection process and site-specific environmental investigations are not, in my opinion, 
consistent with the requirements of the Planning Act, the Provincial Policy Statement, the Simcoe 
County Official Plan or the Township of Springwater Official Plan. 
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Based on the above, I would ask that the Township not approve the Official Plan or Zoning By
Law Amendments. 

I would like to be notified of the adoption or refusal of the proposed Official Plan and Zoning By
Law Amendments. 

Yourstruly, ~,._ 0.J?c/ 



Date: J"une.- \] J dO\] 

Attention: Springwater Township Clerk Renee Chaperon 
(Email: renee.chaperon@springwater .ca) 

Planning & Development Department 
Township of Springwater 
2231 Nursery Road 
Minesing, ON L9X 1A8 

Re: Part Lot 2, Concession 1 
2976 Horseshoe Valley Road West 
Township of Springwater 
Environmental Resource Recovery Centre 
County File: SC-OPA-1602 
Township Files: OP-2016-005 and ZB-2016-021 

I am in receipt of the notice of a Statutory Public Meeting for the above noted Official Plan and 
Zoning By-Law Amendments 

I am opposed to the proposed amendments for the following reasons: 

1. The County of Simcoe's expressed desire to locate the facility, if possible, on lands already 
owned by the County resulted in the inclusion of County-owned forests in the candidate 
waste disposal facility sites; 

2. Given that the vast majority of County landholdings are County Forests, this resulted in 
50% of the candidate sites for a waste disposal facility being within woodlands; 

3. If you consider just the County-owned sites that were under consideration, 82% of the 
sites were woodland areas. This is an overwhelming proportion of candidate sites within 
areas that most residents of the County would consider to be protected from development; 

4. County Forests should not be considered as a viable option for the construction of 
infrastructure and should have been excluded from the site selection process based on 
both natural heritage as well as social and cultural impacts to the broader community; and, 

5. The decision-making matrix that was used during the Part 1 - 3 site selection process was 
not consistent with the requirements of the Provincial Policy Statement. In addition, the 
Scoped Environmental Impact Study has not demonstrated that there will be no negative 
impact to areas of provincial interest, such as woodlands, wetlands, wildlife habitat and 
habitat of endangered and threatened species, as required by the Planning Act as well as 
the Simcoe and Springwater Official Plans. 

I support the Township's request that the County provide a Business Case in support of the 
proposed use, as outlined in the Township's March 2, 2016 resolution however, the underlying 
site selection process and site-specific environmental investigations are not, in my opinion, 
consistent with the requirements of the Planning Act, the Provincial Policy Statement, the Simcoe 
County Official Plan or the Township of Springwater Official Plan. 
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Based on the above, I would ask that the Township not approve the Official Plan or Zoning By
Law Amendments. 

I would like to be notified of the adoption or refusal of the proposed Official Plan and Zoning By
Law Amendments. 

vou~WJJ 

Name: sr~~;:~ ~~ 
A,ddress: I ' i \ v e 
Yhe\ps}(;;;J)i\f 1-0L~ \((i) 



Attention: Springwater Township Clerk Renee Chaperon 
(Email: renee.chaperon@springwater.ca) 

Planning & Development Department 
Township of Springwater 
2231 Nursery Road 
Minesing, ON L9X 1A8 

Re: Part lot 2, Concession 1 
2976 Horseshoe Valley Road West 
Township of Springwater 
Environmental Resource Recovery Centre 
County File: SC-OPA-1602 
Township Files: OP-2016-005 and ZB-2016-021 

I am in receipt of the notice of a Statutory Public Meeting for the above noted Official Plan and 
Zoning By-Law Amendments 

I am opposed to the proposed amendments for the following reasons: 

1. The County of Simcoe's expressed desire to locate the facility, if possible, on lands already 
owned by the County resulted in the inclusion of County-owned forests in the candidate 
waste disposal facility sites; 

2. Given that the vast majority of County landholdings are County Forests, this resulted in 
50% of the candidate sites for a waste disposal facility being within woodlands; 

3. If you consider just the County-owned sites that were under consideration, 82% of the 
sites were woodland areas. This is an overwhelming proportion of candidate sites within 
areas that most residents of the County would consider to be protected from development; 

4. County Forests should not be considered as a viable option for the construction of 
infrastructure and should have been excluded from the site selection process based on 
both natural heritage as well as social and cultural impacts to the broader community; and, 

5. The decision-making matrix that was used during the Part 1 - 3 site selection process was 
not consistent with the requirements of the Provincial Policy Statement. In addition , the 
Seeped Environmental Impact Study has not demonstrated that there will be no negative 
impact to areas of provincial interest, such as woodlands, wetlands, wildlife habitat and 
habitat of endangered and threatened species, as required by the Planning Act as well as 
the Simcoe and Springwater Official Plans. 

I support the Township's request that the County provide a Business Case in support of the 
proposed use, as outlined in the Township's March 2, 2016 resolution however, the underlying 
site selection process and site-specific environmental investigations are not, in my opinion, 
consistent with the requirements of the Planning Act, the Provincial Policy Statement, the Simcoe 
County Official Plan or the Township of Springwater Official Plan. 
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Based on the above, I would ask that the Township not approve the Official Plan or Zoning By
Law Amendments. 

I would like to be notified of the adoption or refusal of the proposed Official Plan and Zoning By
Law Amendments. 

Yours truly, 

~. 
Name: Aido-.1\ Ve Jd Jr. CAry_ ~ Lt) 
Address: :1.~ Pl"'e 1-/;j/ Drfvt 
Phel es fon , ON , LO Ld-.kO 

' 



Attention: County Clerk Renee Chaperon (Email: renee.chaperon@springwater.ca) 

Planning & Development Department 
Township of Springwater 
2231 Nursery Road 
Minesing, ON L9X 1 AB 

Re: Part Lot 2, Concession 1 
2976 Horseshoe Valley Road West 
Township of Springwater 
Environmental Resource Recovery Centre 
County File: SC-OPA-1602 
Township Files: OP-2016-005 and ZB-2016-021 

I am in receipt of the notice of a Statutory Public Meeting for the above noted Official Plan and 
Zoning By-Law Amendments 

I am opposed to the proposed amendments for the following reasons: 

1. The County of Simcoe's expressed desire to locate the facility, if possible, on lands 
already owned by the County resulted in the inclusion of County-owned forests in the 
candidate waste disposal facility sites; 

2. Given that the vast majority of County landholdings are County Forests, this resulted in 
50°/o of the candidate sites for a waste disposal facility being within woodlands; 

3. If you consider just the County-owned sites that were under consideration, 82°/o of the 
sites were woodland areas. This is an overwhelming proportion of candidate sites within 
areas that most residents of the County would consider to be protected from 
development; 

4. County Forests should not be considered as a viable option for the construction of 
infrastructure and should have been-excluded from the site selection process based on 
both natural heritage as well as social and cultural impacts to the broader community; 
and, 

5. The decision-making matrix that was used during the Part 1 - 3 site selection process 
was not consistent with the requirements of the Provincial Policy Statement. In addition, 
the Seeped Environmental Impact Study has not demonstrated that there will be no 
negative impact to areas of provincial interest, such as woodlands, wetlands, wildlife 
habitat and habitat of endangered and threatened species, as required by the Planning 
Act as well as the Simcoe and Springwater Official Plans. 

I support the Township's request that the County provide a Business Case in support of the 
proposed use, as outlined in the Township's March 2, 2016 resolution however, the underlying 
site selection process and site-specific environmental investigations are not, in my opinion, 
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consistent with the requirements of the Planning Act, the Provincial Policy Statement, the 
Simcoe County Official Plan or the Township of Springwater Official Plan. 

Based on the above, I would ask that the Township not approve the Official Plan or Zoning By
Law Amendments. 

I would like to be notified of the adoption or refusal of the proposed Official Plan and Zoning By
Law Amendments. 

Yours truly, 

Name: _£AM€:LA Oll-.)\f\f~t:; 
Address: ~ Pt ~-tuv..s-r L-fJ:NE= 

)"\'\ \ N~SI NCrl C('l ~) L9 'f... oc7 . 



Date:  June 18, 2017 

 
Attention: Springwater Township Clerk Renee Chaperon  
(Email: renee.chaperon@springwater.ca) 
 
Planning & Development Department 
Township of Springwater 
2231 Nursery Road 
Minesing, ON  L9X 1A8 
 

Dear Sir, 

 

Re: Part Lot 2, Concession 1 

 2976 Horseshoe Valley Road West 

 Township of Springwater 

 Environmental Resource Recovery Centre 

 County File: SC-OPA-1602 

  
I am in receipt of the notice of a Statutory Public Meeting for the above noted County Official Plan Amendment.   

 

I am opposed to the proposed amendment for the reasons set out below and I would ask that Springwater Township 

Council not acquiesce to the Official Plan Amendment proposed by Simcoe County. I would like to be notified of the 

adoption or refusal of the proposed Official Plan Amendment.. 

 

Attached to this letter is a copy of submissions made to County staff following an information meeting in Hillsdale 

which I incorporate by reference in to this letter. I also append a copy of the responses from the County staff to the 

points raised. I request that these submissions and the responses from County staff be made part of the public record 

for this meeting. 

 

I should state at the outset that I participate in and support endeavours to handle waste responsibly by reducing, 

reusing and recycling, but do not believe this should be accomplished at the expense of equally valuable parts of the 

environment, particularly where viable alternatives exist. 

 

My opposition to the proposed amendment is based on a number of factors, namely:- 

 

1) The misuse of the County Forest for Industrial Purposes; 

2) A flawed selection process that ignored critical factors 

3) The lack of a sound business case for the proposed facility 

4) Failure to provide benefits to Springwater Township. 

 

1. Use of Forest tracts for industrial activity. 

I, like most people I believe, consider the County Forest to be exactly that, a forest owned by the County on behalf of 

the residents of Simcoe County, that is available to residents for recreation and to improve the environment in which 

we live.  The County’s own web site reinforces this perception by stating:- 
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“these forests provide a multitude of environmental, social, and economic benefits to the County 
including protection of wildlife habitat and water resources, public education, recreation, scientific 
research and the production of wood products. “ 

 

The County lauds its activity in this regard, emphasizing its long term planning, careful management and its 

membership of the Forestry Stewardship Council. At no point does it promote the holding of these lands for eventual 

industrial sites or for whatever use the County deems appropriate. 

 

I moved to Springwater relatively recently and one of the factors influencing the decision was the existence of a large 

tract of forest at the end of the street on which we intended to live. The signage on the forest trails promoted 

recreational use, maps showed an extensive trail network, and there was a reasonable certainty that these lands 

would remain as forest for well beyond the forseeable future. Anyone conducting due diligence would find nothing 

to suggest otherwise.  

 

It now appears that this confidence is misplaced. Recent activity at Orr Lake, the inclusion of 5 County Forest sites in 

a short list of 6 sites, and the continuing attempts to convert this site from agricultural to industrial zoning suggests 

that the County Forest is simply considered a land holding. 

 

In order for Council to enjoy the confidence and support of the people it represents, it must act in a predictable and 

consistent manner. The County’s own website in outlining the history of the Simcoe County Forest rather dramatically 

berates previous generations in their treatment of the forest.  

 

“For a hundred years the forests of Simcoe County fell to the lumberjack's axe with no thought of 
conservation for tomorrow.” 
 

Will the future website refer to the steps taken to preserve and maintain these forests to the good of all, or will they 

refer to a relapse to past practices, aided and abetted by a quiescent township Council? ?  

 

I would ask that Council should reflect on whether the proposal to utilize County Forest for industrial purposes is 

 

i) consistent with the Counties public statements and policies,  

ii) will undermine the confidence of the residents of Springwater in its elected ;  

iii) is fair and reasonable to those residents who have relied on the status of the County Forest promoted by 

the County in the past; and  

iv) is the only viable option that exists to accommodate such a facility. 

 

2. The selection process was flawed. 

 

The selection of a short list of potential sites failed to take in to account a number of critical factors. As set out in the 

email exchange with the County Staff attached, the “centroid” was determined using only inputs to the site. It failed 

to take in to account the output of materials from the site, that are essentially the same as the inputs and travel 

greater distances.  Although the County Staff attempt to justify the omission of the outputs on the basis that they may 

be directed elsewhere than to the south of Simcoe, the reality is that consumers of the separated waste will be to the 

south in the GTA for the foreseeable future. 

 

The selection process also failed to consider the impact of the chosen site on commercial operations in the immediate 

vicinity. An immediate neighbour to the proposed facility is an award winning “farmgate” retail operation that 

provides employment for a significant number of people and supports local food entrepreneurs. It is patently obvious 
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that siting a waste processing and transfer operation in the immediate vicinity to this operation would have a 

significant negative impact. This economic impact was not considered. 

 

Although the site selection process considered traffic volumes, it did not consider the steps necessary to 

accommodate the increased commercial traffic in a safe manner. The entrance to the proposed site is on a main 

arterial road and due to the topography, is from approaching traffic. It would seem that major earth removal would 

be required to ensure clear sight of the entrance, thereby adding significantly to the cost of this site. 

 

 

3.Business case  

 

No business case has been made for the proposed facility. The figures provided are “guestimates” at best and are 

based on assumptions that seem tenuous. The recent Staff Report to Council also point to a changing environment 

for waste management in Ontario and clearly indicates that many of the assumptions used to justify the proposed 

facility no longer are current or valid.  The changes outlined in the Staff report impact not only the viability but also 

the siting of the facility, a a complete review of the process to take these anticipated changes in to account is required.  

 

With respect to the business case, I would like to draw Council’s attention to a recent posting in the Globe and Mail, 

Friday May 5th. page B6, in which BDO requests offers for an organic waste processing facility in Belleville that is now 

in Receivership. This is the Astoria facility in Belleville which was built in 2015 for $19, 000,000. It now appears not  to 

be financially viable. 

 

4. A missed opportunity 

 

The desire of the County to establish an Enviromental Resource Recovery Centre presents an opportunity for a Council 

with vision and leadership to address major concerns of its residents, without the adverse impact of the County Forest. 

 

 I recently attended a visioning exercise held by Springwater Township as part of its strategic planning process. In “my” 

group two issues emerged as paramount, namely the preservation of the agricultural nature of the Township and the 

creation of job and career opportunities to maintain the viability of the communities in the Township. 

 

The present proposal for the ERRC does neither of these. In fact it destroys agricultural land and will at best divert 

jobs from existing facilities.  The controversial nature of its location has emphasized minimizing its footprint, thereby 

rendering it self-limiting in expanding its scope and range of activities. 

 

By selecting an appropriately serviced industrial site, Council could use the ERRC as an anchor tenant for an 

Environmental Technology Industrial Park that would utilise existing resources in the County, provide an incubator to 

support new technologies and attract established business in the environmental field. Such an initiative would 

preserve the existing agricultural land and provide job and career opportunities in the local economy. 

 

The basic building blocks already exist within Simcoe.  I act as a mentor at the Henry Bernick Entrepreneurial Centre 

at Georgian College and in that role have seen a number of emerging technologies that would directly benefit from 

an incubator of this type. Some of these require feedstock of the nature that would be provided by the ERRC, others 

would benefit from the byproduct of the organic waste processing, notably heat, and others need real world 

conditions to validate their concepts.  

 

Georgian College, which is presently building an incubator for Advanced Technology, has a Centre for Sustainable 

Technology, which would be a natural partner of an incubator in an Environmental Park. 
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Barrie has recently established a Department of Creative Economy to nurture new technologies, which of course 

include developments in the environmental technologies. 

 

A significant number of established firms exist in Simcoe who would benefit from a state of the art facility to expand 

their businesses. 

 

The benefit to the County is of course employment, increased industrial base, increased tax base and a leadership 

position in emerging technology. 

 

 

 

5. Summary 

 

I would ask Springwater Township Council to reject the proposed amendment on the basis that it is an inappropriate 

use of County Forest, is inconsistent with public positions taken by the County Council, establishes a precedent for 

the further industrialization of the County Forest, and to refer the matter back to staff to consider other viable options 

that do not utilize the County Forest and that take in to account changes foreseen in the waste management regime 

within Ontario.. 

 

Yours truly, 

 

 

Name: John Orange 

Address: _9 Pinehurst Lane, Minesing, Ont. L9X 0C7. 
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Submission following public information meeting. 
 
1. Site evaluation.  
It surprised me that all of the short listed sites lie in a relatively small area centred in Springwater 
Township. I understand from the consultant's representative that this is a result of computing the centroid 
of population to minimize the distance travelled from collection to the MMF site. However, the 
computation only appears to take in to account "inputs" to the MMF. It is my understanding from 
comments at the meeting that all of the non-organic materials are subsequently transferred from the MMF 
to processing facilities generally in the GTA. A round trip of 165 km was quoted. Computing the centroid 
with both input and output journeys included would shift it significantly south, even if the number of 
journeys made for the output is less because of the size of vehicle used.  
 
 
I also understand that the centroid was determined using the population of Barrie and Orillia. However, 
according to FAQ's provided at the meeting, these are "separated cities" and have their own facilities. As 
such, the population of those cities should have been excluded from the computation of the centroid.  
 
 
The site selection criteria excluded traffic impact as a factor in screen 1 or 2. However, if the 
representations regarding odour and noise are taken at face value, the major impact on neighbours to 
potential sites is likely to be traffic. Even the busiest road will see a 5% increase in traffic, less busy roads 
will see a correspondingly larger increase. This is a major issue and should be one of the fundamental 
factors in selecting potential sites. 
 
The corollary of course is that if the siting criteria for this facility are appropriate, it follows that ALL other 
County projects, such as health care facilities, arts centres, libraries an the like should also be located in 
Springwater as they will then also be equally available to all residents! 
 
 
2. The business case 
 
Whilst I understand the concerns about availability of third party sites in the future, the need to build a self 
contained Simcoe facility reeks of Empire building. Other opportunities exist, such as partnering with 
other regions or the "separated cities" or as a PPP with long term, contractually guaranteed  access. 
These do not seem to have been explored. 
 
The savings are projected at $13million over 20 years, or $650,000/year. The construction cost of the 
OPF alone is between $10 and $35 million. No cost is provided for the MMF, nor any estimate of the 
infrastructure costs such as road upgrades that may have a significant impact on the overall cost. 
 

 
According to FAQ's secured funding of $1.15million is in place, but this is only 3% of the projected cost for 
the OPF. It is also contingent on the facility being able to process the materials received. It is unclear 
whether this contemplates expansion of the MMF to include recycling processes or whether it refers to 
the organics only. 
 
Whilst a business case is to be presented, by excluding other options, the justification is inevitable. 
 
 
3. Use of Simcoe Forest lands 
 
Many of the sites propose to use existing tracts of Simcoe County forest. It appears the Council view 
these lands as a "land bank" to be developed at whim for projects totally unrelated to forest preservation. 
Most residents, I believe, view these lands as an asset that contributes to lifestyle available in Simcoe. To 
hear that it is simply held until some other use can be found for it is disturbing. It is only necessary to 
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consider the zoning for the MMF, namely industrial, to see how inappropriate it is to consider the use of 
forest tracts for this purpose. 
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Response received from County Staff, 7 Dec 2015. 
 

Mr. Orange, 
 
Thank you for your feedback in regard to the two infrastructure projects.  I believe we had the opportunity 
to speak at the Hillsdale consultation session and we appreciate this follow-up correspondence.  Please 
see below our response to your comments (in blue) on the site evaluation criteria, the business case, and 
the use of County forest sites.  Note that all reports referenced in our response can be found at 
www.simcoe.ca/opf and www.simcoe.ca/mmf. 
 
1. Site evaluation.  
It surprised me that all of the short listed sites lie in a relatively small area centred in Springwater 
Township. I understand from the consultant's representative that this is a result of computing the centroid 
of population to minimize the distance travelled from collection to the MMF site. However, the 
computation only appears to take in to account "inputs" to the MMF. It is my understanding from 
comments at the meeting that all of the non-organic materials are subsequently transferred from the MMF 
to processing facilities generally in the GTA. A round trip of 165 km was quoted. Computing the centroid 
with both input and output journeys included would shift it significantly south, even if the number of 
journeys made for the output is less because of the size of vehicle used.  
 
The center of waste generation was calculated by the County’s Geographical Information Systems (GIS) 
Department using the specific location of households where we currently collect waste.  This was a 
weighted centroid in that it took into account multi-residential units such as condominiums and 
apartments.  For your information, this is further outlined in the consultant’s first siting report for the 
Materials Management Facility (County of Simcoe Materials Management Facility – Part 1 – Planning – 
Siting Methodology and Evaluation Criteria, Conestoga-Rovers & Associates (CRA)) in Section 4.2.1 on 
page 22. 
 
As you noted, consideration of curbside collection – inbound collection vehicles – was used to determine 
this point.  It did not consider output or, in addition, input from County drop-off facilities.  This was in 
consideration of the following: 
 

         at the 30-year design capacity, ~60% of the vehicles coming to the MMF will be from curbside 
collection; 

         the efficient operation of the MMF will largely be dependent on managing the inbound curbside 
collection vehicles which must collect waste throughout the County but be able to return to the 
centralized transfer point and discharge in a timely manner; 

         only 20% of the vehicles will be larger, outbound transfer trailers destined for final 
markets.  There is no certainty as to the location of final disposal/processing locations.  These 
trailers may, with new contracts, travel northbound or use routes north of the County to access 
markets to the east; and 

         10% of the vehicles will be inbound from eight County drop-off facilities.  These facilities are 
located in Collingwood, Clearview, Midland, Oro-Medonte, Severn, Ramara – more northern 
locations – and Adjala-Tosorontio and Bradford in the south.  The busiest site is the North Simcoe 
Transfer Station in Midland. 

 
I also understand that the centroid was determined using the population of Barrie and Orillia. However, 
according to FAQ's provided at the meeting, these are "separated cities" and have their own facilities. As 
such, the population of those cities should have been excluded from the computation of the centroid.  
 
From staff report Item CCW 15-078 – Materials Management Facility – Siting Methodology and 
Evaluation Criteria (February 26, 2015): 

 

http://www.simcoe.ca/opf
http://www.simcoe.ca/mmf
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It should be noted that the "waste centroid" calculations include data from the separated cities of 
Barrie and Orillia in consideration of the CIF funding previously discussed.  Again, this funding is 
contingent on the County's transfer facility considering the potential for other neighbouring 
municipalities to utilize this facility on a cost recovery basis. 

 

Barrie and Orillia have both committed to considering the MMF in their next procurement 
opportunities for blue box recycling as they currently utilize contracted services for transfer and 
processing of this material. 

 
The site selection criteria excluded traffic impact as a factor in screen 1 or 2. However, if the 
representations regarding odour and noise are taken at face value, the major impact on neighbours to 
potential sites is likely to be traffic. Even the busiest road will see a 5% increase in traffic, less busy roads 
will see a correspondingly larger increase. This is a major issue and should be one of the fundamental 
factors in selecting potential sites. 
 
The corollary of course is that if the siting criteria for this facility are appropriate, it follows that ALL other 
County projects, such as health care facilities, arts centres, libraries an the like should also be located in 
Springwater as they will then also be equally available to all residents! 
 
Your comments will be forwarded to our consultant as part of their final evaluation of the sites. 
 
2. The business case 
 
Whilst I understand the concerns about availability of third party sites in the future, the need to build a self 
contained Simcoe facility reeks of Empire building. Other opportunities exist, such as partnering with 
other regions or the "separated cities" or as a PPP with long term, contractually guaranteed  access. 
These do not seem to have been explored. 
 
The savings are projected at $13million over 20 years, or $650,000/year. The construction cost of the 
OPF alone is between $10 and $35 million. No cost is provided for the MMF, nor any estimate of the 
infrastructure costs such as road upgrades that may have a significant impact on the overall cost. 
 

Note that the cost of the Organics Processing Facility (OPF) will be dependent on the technology 
selected.  The above-referenced savings would be for the Materials Management Facility 
(MMF).  For reference, information on costs of the facilities has been provided to County Council 
in the following staff reports: 

 

Item CCW 14-025 – Central Composting Update (January 28, 2014) – page 4 

Item CCW 14-253 – Transfer Facility Assessment (August 12, 2014) 

 
According to FAQ's secured funding of $1.15million is in place, but this is only 3% of the projected cost for 
the OPF. It is also contingent on the facility being able to process the materials received. It is unclear 
whether this contemplates expansion of the MMF to include recycling processes or whether it refers to 
the organics only. 
 
Whilst a business case is to be presented, by excluding other options, the justification is inevitable. 
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Secured funding has been established for the MMF as use for transfer.  It is contingent, however, that 
expansion to process blue box recycling be a potential option in the future.  Siting of the facility will 
therefore consider this.  For reference, this was outlined for County Council in the following staff report: 
 
Item CCW 14-344 – Transfer Facility Funding Update (August 26, 2014) 
 
3. Use of Simcoe Forest lands 
 
Many of the sites propose to use existing tracts of Simcoe County forest. It appears the Council view 
these lands as a "land bank" to be developed at whim for projects totally unrelated to forest preservation. 
Most residents, I believe, view these lands as an asset that contributes to lifestyle available in Simcoe. To 
hear that it is simply held until some other use can be found for it is disturbing. It is only necessary to 
consider the zoning for the MMF, namely industrial, to see how inappropriate it is to consider the use of 
forest tracts for this purpose. 
 
Again, we appreciate your comments on the projects and the short-list of sites.  Public and 
stakeholder feedback on the potential sites will be an important component of the decision-
making process.  Your response will form part of the project record and will be forwarded to our 
consultant for consideration as the sites are further evaluated.  Comments received by the County 
during the consultation process, the results of the evaluation, and details on the preferred site will 
form the third siting reports, anticipated to be presented to County Council in early 2016 for their 
direction. 

 

My contact information is below should you have further questions or wish to discuss the above 
further.  Alternatively, we can make arrangements to meet and discuss the projects in person at 
your convenience. 

 

Regards, 

 

Stephanie Mack, P.Eng. 

Special Projects Supervisor 

County of Simcoe, Solid Waste Management 

1110 Highway 26, Midhurst, ON L0L 1X0 

Phone: (705) 726-9300 ext. 1924, Cell: (705) 794-0605 

E-mail:  stephanie.mack@simcoe.ca 

simcoe.ca 

 

 

mailto:stephanie.mack@simcoe.ca


Questions for 2976 Horseshoe Valley Road Environmental Resource Recovery Centre Re-zoning and 
Official Plan Amendment 
 
With the nature of this Industry there is a significant occurrence of and concern with fires as 
witnessed by Springwater May, 2013 BFI total loss of Materials Handling Facility and more recently 
with the huge outbeak at a  Materials Handling Facility in Toronto beside Lake Ontario.  Both of these 
facilities were located in an Industrial area. 
 
The proposed facility in Horseshoe Valley must go through a rezoning and official plan amendment 
since it is not located in an industrial area but in a vibrant, flourishing forest, with its own fire load 
associated with a forest.  This plot of land is part of a wildlife corridor that stretches from the 
northern region to the south that has heavily wooded properties associated with wildlife corridors. 
The property directly to the north is Little Craighurst Wetland (OM 17) evaluated by MNR as 
significant wetland. Should a fire occur on this facility, the consequences could be devastating. 
 
Consequently the property is within 1 mile of four dead end roads.  The northern entrance to the 
property intersects with Rainbow Valley Road East which further intersects with Base Line Road. To 
the north of these is Flos Road 3 East which is in direct line with the property.  To the south is Fox 
Farm Road in which a subdivision depends on exiting this road.  It was noted that on maps distributed 
to some council members that the dead ends were not delineated properly and appeared to have 
extensions off them.  These were in fact, unserviced road allowances, snow mobile trails, all 
unsuitable to be used as exits in an emergency.  Should a fire occur in the facility and the forest was to 
catch fire, residents would be trapped without access to exit. 
 
Will the County explain what type of emergency preparedness have they considered to ensure the 
safety of the residents on the dead end locations.  Will there be watermains brought down the roads to 
facilitate minimal ability to fight fires?  Has it been considered to upgrade the access to exit on the dead 
end portion of the roads by opening road allowances and extending the road system to accommodate 
evacuation of the residents who would be trapped? If any of these measures have been considered, 
how will they be financed and by who, County or Springwater?  Who will maintain these roads and/or 
watermains in the future? 
 
During the public meetings, compensation was to be discussed with the residents.  The discussion 
should be on public record. To date, despite being queried on the type of compensation, the County has 
remained silent with the affected land owners and has not approached any to date.  Is it the intent of 
the County to wait for all the approvals to go forward before addressing the type of compensation that 
property/business/farm owners can expect?  What parameters would be looked at and would there be 
an adjudicator to handle differences in perceived losses?  Who would compensate the residents, the 
County or the Municipality if they agree to move forward? 
 
The County has not discussed any mitigation measures that they propose be it the smell, the traffic, the 
sound, the water quality, the site appearance, the risk, to mention a few.  When will the County come 
forward with a clear picture of what they intend to do to make this a “friendly environment” for the 
community it represents? 
 
This leads into the requirements of the Provincial Policy Statement (PPS). As you are aware, when 
municipalities make a decision on a planning matter, it shall be consistent with the PPS in effect and 
shall conform with provincial plans.  It is the policy of the Province (PPS) that 1.1.1.(c) “Healthy, liveable 



and safe communities are sustained by:  avoiding development and land use patterns which may cause 
environmental or public health or safety concerns”. And 1.2.6.1. “Major facilities and sensitive land uses 
should be planned to ensure they are appropriately designed, buffered and/or separated from each 
other to prevent or mitigate adverse effects from odour, noise, and other contaminants, minimize risk 
to public health and safety, and to ensure the long-term viability of major facilities”. From this point D6 
guidelines come into effect and many OMB cases have used the D series as a basis for their decisions. 
 
With all the new legislation updates to Growth Plan 2017 and the Waste Free Ontario Act, why doesn’t 
the County put on hold progressing the ERRC planning until the rules and regulation details of the new 
legislation are clear and the impact of these is better known? 
 
An excerpt from report CCW 17-174 – “inconsideration of local municipal informal comments on this 
project and input received from some members of the public, an appeal to the Ontario Municipal Board 
(OMB) is likely regardless of outcomes.  This could significantly impact the project’s timelines, 
potentially resulting in a lengthy delay in project development.  It should also be noted that the Province 
has very recently released an outline of proposed changes to the land use planning appeals system in 
Ontario.  It is not possible to confirm how these proposed changes could impact the project until the 
associated legislation is published and reviewed by the County’s legal counsel.”  With all of these 
changes discussed and the negatives expressed by many parties, is it not incumbent for County Council 
to reflect and consider that the decisions made to this point about location and timing might be wrong  
and that they should pause and reconsider these for such a costly exercise on so many fronts.  Given the 
uncertainty that decisions to date are still the best ones (at a cost of $1 million so far), is this a good 
basis for future decisions which need to be made regarding this project? 
 
I would appreciate being contacted of any decisions or answers to my questions in the future and 
respectfully submit my document for Council’s consideration. 
 
Heather J. Rutherford C.E.T., C.B.C.O. 
1484 Flos Road 3 East 
Springwater Township. 
 
 



Mary Wagner on behalf of Friends of Simcoe Forests – Letter to be presented by Heather Rutherford to 
Council 
 
 
Mary Wagner is a resident of Springwater Township and President of the citizen group, Friends of 
Simcoe Forests Inc.. 
 
Springwater Council is considering an amendment to its official plan and rezoning to accommodate the 
County’s choice to site an Environmental Resource Recovery Centre in an agricultural and residential 
area.  There is a reason the Official Plan does not presently allow this. 
 
I and approximately 200 members are concerned with the apparent shift in County values away from 
the great works of Deputy Minister Edmund Zavitz and Premier Ernest Drury.  When Simcoe County 
named one of its forests “The E.C. Drury County Forest” in recognition of his efforts in reforestation, he 
is quoted as saying, “I would rather have this for my monument than a statue in Queens Park or on 
University Avenue”. 
 
How proud he was of his legacy.  A legacy his children, grandchildren and great grandchildren can claim 
as their heritage. 
 
My husband as a child roamed and remembers many adventures in the Friele Forest.  Many of the 
members of Friends of Simcoe Forest recall venturing into this forest and spending hours at playing with 
salamanders, frogs and snakes.  Holding their breath when they caught site of a doe and fawn. 
We now have a grandson.  Our plans of teaching him the wonders of the woods in Simcoe County is now 
more than ever in jeopardy. 
 
What of the legacy of councils predecessors.  Those men that saw a wasteland of sand, floods and fires.  
They experimented until they found the right trees to restore the land.  They did restore this land to one 
that no longer allowed flooding, that invited wildlife and provided foraging ground for citizens in search 
of foods such as ferns, leeks and mushrooms. 
 
Springwater Township has the greatest number of forests in the county.  Could it be that it was also the 
leading township for wasteland and required the most help to restore her healthy forests?  Shall 
Springwater be a constant risk for site selection for the next project?  Springwater could be asked to 
provide another industrial site in their forests.  Has that possibility been discussed? 
 
What legacy will council claim today?  Will you allow your children and grandchildren to witness you 
vote away their future lands of natural heritage and wildlife habitat.  Their playgrounds for catching 
tadpoles or watching the salamander dances. 
 
This is a slippery slope.  No other place in Canada has placed a Materials Recovery Facility, Materials 
Management Facility, Organics Processing plant and truck maintenance and parking garage in the 
middle of a forest less than 150 meters from peoples homes.  The most land pressured cities in Southern 
Ontario have respected setbacks of no less than 300 m. for these facilities and they are not placed in 
residential areas. 
 
The noise and odour allowances within the industrial city sites that are home to similar faculties cannot 
apply to our quiet fresh air forest.  Citizens that attended the visits to these sites came back with reports 



of needing ear mufflers to protect them from the noise of fans providing the negative pressure within 
these facilities.  Staff at the visited facilities stated that fires were a common if not daily occurrence. 
 
Springwater Council, you have options to site this on industrial land and reject this rezoning and official 
plan amendment.  Is the cost of industrial land too great?  What is the dollar value to bring the services 
and roads through a forest.  What is the cost to flatten the significantly rolling topography of this facility 
footprint?  What is the cost of destroying the water recharge area that is presently providing water to all 
citizens on private wells?  Why do we not seem to matter? 
 
Friends of Simcoe Forests Inc. has provided council and staff with peer reviews to the planning process 
and site selection as well as the environmental impact study for the Friele Tract.  Please take time to 
read these documents.  I will also suggest reading the County’s own forest management plan. 
 
We the Friends of Simcoe Forests Inc. applaud the green initiative of Simcoe County to take ownership 
of the waste produced by our citizens.  We, the Friends of Simcoe Forests Inc. opposes the siting of the 
Environmental Resource Recovery Centre in a forest. 
 
Mary Wagner 
President 
Friends of Simcoe Forests Inc. 
2928 Horseshoe Valley Road , Springwater. 
 
Friends of Simcoe Forests Inc. 
For public record 
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Brianna Belcourt

From: Renee Chaperon
Sent: June 19, 2017 3:24 PM
To: Brianna Belcourt
Subject: FW: Opposed to Proposed ERRC AT 2976 HORSESHOE VALLEY ROAD WEST (FREELE 

FOREST)

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

ERRC folder  
 

 
 

From: Sarah Tuck [mailto:sarahtuck@live.ca]  
Sent: June 19, 2017 2:56 PM 
To: Renee Chaperon <Renee.Chaperon@springwater.ca> 
Cc: jaddisonhunter@gmail.com 
Subject: Opposed to Proposed ERRC AT 2976 HORSESHOE 

VALLEY ROAD WEST (FREELE FOREST) 

 
Hello Renee,  
 

I am in receipt of the notice of a Statutory Public Meeting for the above noted Official Plan and Zoning By-Law 
Amendments 

  

I am opposed to the proposed amendments for the following reasons: 

  

1. The County of Simcoe’s expressed desire to locate the facility, if possible, on lands already owned by 
the County resulted in the inclusion of County-owned forests in the candidate waste disposal facility 
sites; 

2. Given that the vast majority of County landholdings are County Forests, this resulted in 50% of the 
candidate sites for a waste disposal facility being within woodlands; 

3. If you consider just the County-owned sites that were under consideration, 82% of the sites were 
woodland areas.  This is an overwhelming proportion of candidate sites within areas that most 
residents of the County would consider to be protected from development; 

4. County Forests should not be considered as a viable option for the construction of infrastructure and 
should have been excluded from the site selection process based on both natural heritage as well as 
social and cultural impacts to the broader community; and, 

5. The decision-making matrix that was used during the Part 1 – 3 site selection process was not 
consistent with the requirements of the Provincial Policy Statement.  In addition, the Scoped 
Environmental Impact Study has not demonstrated that there will be no negative impact to areas of 
provincial interest, such as woodlands, wetlands, wildlife habitat and habitat of endangered and 

 

       Renée Chaperon 
       Clerk 
       Township of Springwater 
       2231 Nursery Road 
       Minesing, ON  L9X 1A8 
       P: 705-728-4784 ext.2026 
       F. 705-728-6957 
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threatened species, as required by the Planning Act as well as the Simcoe and Springwater Official 
Plans. 

  

I support the Township’s request that the County provide a Business Case in support of the proposed use, as
outlined in the Township’s March 2, 2016 resolution however, the underlying site selection process and site-
specific environmental investigations are not, in my opinion, consistent with the requirements of the Planning 
Act, the Provincial Policy Statement, the Simcoe County Official Plan or the Township of Springwater Official
Plan.   

  

Based on the above, I would ask that the Township not approve the Official Plan or Zoning By-Law Amendments.

  

I would like to be notified of the adoption or refusal of the proposed Official Plan and Zoning By-Law 
Amendments. 

  
In kindness,  
 
Sarah and Addison Hunter  
21 Hillview Crescent 



Thank you Deputy Allen and Members of Council, 
 
I appreciate this opportunity to speak today. As some of you may know, I play a very active role 
in The Friends of Simcoe Forests. We actively work to protect and preserve our County forests. I 
believe with all my heart in the principles that initiated the formation of this group and the 
values that continue to strengthen us.  
 
Today, however, I must come forward and state my position from a more personal stand point 
on behalf of my family.  
 
My family home is immediately next to the Freele forest. In fact, our forest property is only one 
component of a much larger forest consisting of privately owned lands as well as the County 
owned Freele Tract.  
 
Since starting to jot down my thoughts on what I would say here today, there have been two 
more major fire outbreaks at recycling facilities in this Country alone. These are only the 
incidents that we hear about though the media. Numerous recycling facilities must contend 
with fires on a regular basis. These facilities have fire safety devices in place and are located in 
Industrial areas better equipped to handle emergencies unlike a natural corridor. This Township 
witnessed a facility smaller than the ERRC proposed for the Freele forest burn to the ground in 
2014.  
 
Our family is one of several families that reside on a narrow, dirt and gravel dead end road. This 
is the only access route our families have to reach our homes. In addition, we must travel past 
the proposed ERRC site and its emergency entrance onto this rugged, dead end road should it 
ever become necessary to evacuate the area. A fire would only have to travel a short distance 
before trapping multiple families in a densely forested area.  
 
There are multiple dead end roads in the immediate area of the Freele forest. Nowhere does 
there appear to be any type of Emergency Response Plan addressing evacuation routes for 
residents whose families and properties will needlessly be put at great risk. Should this high-risk 
facility be built in the Freele forest and should a disaster occur, I suspect some families will hold 
the Township of Springwater and The County of Simcoe fully responsible for their negligence. 
 
Both the Township and County Official Plans enforce strict governance which applies to the 
Freele forest the same as it applies to the surrounding properties in the area. Our family applied 
for family severance on our 100 acre forest property immediately next door to the Freele 
forest. Working on our behalf we had a team of professionals including a Planner, 
Environmental Consulting Firm and a Lawyer. We took an environment approach and offered to 
subject 97% of our property to Environmental Protection Zoning plus a conservation easement 
under the Conservation Land Act. We faced opposition from both the Township of Springwater 
and The County of Simcoe. Despite the OMB’s sympathetic comments towards our efforts and 
those of the NVCA in attempting to devise an environmental dimension to the project, our case 
was dismissed because it did not meet the Township Official Plan.   



 
The County of Simcoe’s proposed ERRC in the Freele forest does not meet the Township Official 
Plan nor does it meet the County’s own Official Plan.  
 
I fail to understand how a County that successfully fought, and dismissed the proposal put forth 
on behalf of our family can conceivably devise a plan to develop the very forest next door into a 
Mega Waste Management Facility. The County appears to have little desire to abide by the 
same rules and regulations enforced by them on the general public.  
 
It is my understanding that new Provincial Policies coming into effect have been designed to - 
among other things, offer increased protection to our areas of natural heritage, groundwater 
recharge areas and Provincial mapping on an Agricultural system. All of which it appears the 
County will have to contend with should they continue to pursue the Freele forest and build the 
ERRC.  
 
It is my understanding that property owners are encouraged to preserve and protect our 

forests and agriculture. The County of Simcoe should be leading by example. As owners of a 

private forest, we see little to no value in looking to the County for guidance as we cannot think 

of a worse example of forest management than defacing the interior forest of a ‘Significant 

Woodlot’ with ‘Significant Wildlife’ for Waste Management purposes. 

 
The future appears to be heading in a direction that will give lower-tier municipalities more say 
into Land Use Planning in their own communities. It is our hope that Springwater Council will 
recognize the urgency for a positive leadership role when it comes to beneficial Land Use 
Practices in our community and the protection and preservation of our natural heritage.  
 
My family is strongly opposed to both the official plan amendment and the zoning by-law. We 

urge Township Council not to approve this application.   

 
Cindy Mercer 
1601 Rainbow Valley Road E.  
Phelpston, On. L0L 2K0 
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Brianna Belcourt

From: Renee Chaperon
Sent: June 20, 2017 12:03 PM
To: Brianna Belcourt
Subject: FW: PROPOSED ERRC AT 2976 HORSESHOE VALLEY ROAD WEST

ERRC folder  
 

 
 

From: Xiaoyan Sun [mailto:yan415@yahoo.com]  
Sent: June 20, 2017 10:04 AM 
To: Renee Chaperon <Renee.Chaperon@springwater.ca> 
Subject: RE: PROPOSED ERRC AT 2976 HORSESHOE VALLEY 
ROAD WEST 

 
I am reaching you for the PROPOSED ERRC AT 2976 HORSESHOE VALLEY ROAD WEST. I attended the 
public meeting last night and I have a few words to say to express my own concerns, and hoping through you
all councils will hear my concerns.   
  
I live at 18 Gallagher Cres, Midhurst, just 800 hundred meters from the proposed site. I moved up here last year
from Richmond Hill for my retirement since this area is beautiful with forests and is so ideal to live the rest of my 
life here. While I was searching for a home through entire Ontario the horseshoe valley was the love at first
sight. Such precious scenery is ought to be reserved not destroyed. So I strongly oppose the zoning and Official
Plan Amendment. 
  
The planning does not provide a very clear description on handling population growth in the whole Simcoe 
County. The reality is that people are moving up north to this area at very fast pace. I myself am one of them. 
People are moving up north mainly driven by housing prices, plus the beautiful living environment and
convenience hwy 400 and go trains. The census data of government already shows the population growth in 
Barrie area is above national average in previous years. So the proposed site would take much more garbage 
than planned in a very near future, not even mentioning 30 years. The planning documents does not provide a
rather accurate model to describe how the site would evolve in next 30 years to meet the demands of population
growth, which remains the biggest concern of mine. How the water, the odor, the traffic, the noises would impact
the people's lives and the living environments in next 30 years?  Their planning does not give an answer. So, I 
oppose the zoning and Official Plan Amendment. 
  
Thank you for reading my words. 
 

 
Regards， 
 

Xiaoyan Sun 

  

 

       Renée Chaperon 
       Clerk 
       Township of Springwater 
       2231 Nursery Road 
       Minesing, ON  L9X 1A8 
       P: 705-728-4784 ext.2026 
       F. 705-728-6957 
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