
Township of Clearview 

Committee of Adjustment Minutes 
 

Meeting held via Zoom and broadcast on YouTube on February 10, 2021 commencing 

at 7:00 p.m. 

Members Present: Staff Present:  
Shawn Davidson, Chairman 

Dave Rowell 
Daniel Fantin 
Chuck Arrand 

Barry Burton  
Christine Taggart, Secretary-Treasurer 

Nick Ainley 

 
 

 

1. Call to Order 
  

The Chairman called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. 

2. Minutes 
 

2.1 Minutes of the Committee of Adjustment meeting held on January 13, 2020.   

Moved by B. Burton 

That the minutes of the Committee of Adjustment meeting held January 13, 2020 

be approved as circulated. 

Carried. 

3. Disclosure of Pecuniary Interest 
 

There was no disclosure of pecuniary interest. 

 

4. Applications 
 

Consent 20-B12 

8847 County Road 91 – Beattie Bros Farms Ltd. 

PROPOSED SEVERED LOT: 400 metres of frontage on County Rd 91 overall, 15.3 

hectares (38 acres) vacant land. 

RETAIND LOT: 220 metres of frontage on County Road 91 overall, 26.2 hectares 

(65 acres) vacant land. 



  

2 | P a g e  
 

The effect of the application is to sever one lot from the subject lands.  

The Chairman welcomed the applicants, John and Andrew Beattie, and their agent 

Andrew Pascuzzo, to the meeting.  

The Secretary read the notice of application and advised that circulation of the 

application was mailed on January 26, 2021 to the applicant, appropriate agencies 

and property owners within 60 metres. The Secretary then summarized the 

comments received from Nicole & Shawn Stewart, Orville Brown and Glenn Thompson 

having no concern or objection to the application. The Secretary then advised that 

comments were received from the County of Simcoe which do not support and are in 

objection to the application.  

The Chairman asked Mr. Pascuzzo if he had any questions or comments. 

Mr. Pascuzzo, the planner for the applicant, provided a presentation to the Committee 

which explained the proposal of a 15.3 hectare severed lot which the applicants 

propose a hobby farm including a horse barn and dwelling. Mr. Pascuzzo advised that 

there is an existing entrance and access from County Road 91 to the proposed lot, 

further commenting that the former rail line provides a natural dissection of the 

property similar to a natural consent with a water course. He advised of the consulting 

team that the Beattie’s have retained. Mr. Pascuzzo advised that they had originally 

contemplated a 0.8-hectare lot in the north east corner of the site but then then 

decided to modify the consent so that it could be utilized by a hobby farm. Mr. 

Pascuzzo summarized the comments received to date. He then spoke to the soil 

classifications on the property.  

John Beattie then provided an overview of the capabilities of the land. He provided 

the family farming history and educational background. He commented to the 

constraints of farming the property. He commented that the railroad splits the 

property which makes traversing the railroad with farm equipment not possible. He 

then commented that the land is much better suited for another use such as a hobby 

farm.  

Mr. Pascuzzo then proceeded to provide his interpretation of the County of Simcoe 

Official Plan, Township of Clearview Official Plan and Provincial policy. Mr. Pascuzzo 

spoke to the entrance proposal which is to convert an existing field entrance to a 

farm entrance and the proposal is for a new rural lot to be used as a hobby farm. He 

then advised that he had his client obtain a traffic opinion letter prepared by C.F. 

Crozier. He explained that they are looking to change the classification of the 

entrance, they are not applying for a residential entrance, they are applying for a 

farm entrance.  

Mr. Pascuzzo commented on the County of Simcoe’s concerns relating to lot creation 

in the Greenlands designation. He advised that no new development is proposed 
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within 30 metres of the Greenlands designation. Mr. Pascuzzo then spoke to the 

Township’s concern related to the Provincial Policy Statement. Mr. Pascuzzo discussed 

the size of the proposed lot. Mr. Pascuzzo continued to provide his interpretation of 

the planning policies. Mr. Pascuzzo reviewed the conditions that were provided in the 

Planning Department’s report and requested that Committee remove and modify 

some of the conditions if they were to decide to approve the application. Mr. Pascuzzo 

advised that his clients do not wish to defer the application however, prior to 

Committee voting he would request that members provide their opinion including if 

they will be voting yes or no, as it would be helpful to determine if a deferral would 

allow them to provide additional information.  

The Chairman asked the Committee members if they had any comments or 

questions. 

Member Rowell provided his comments on the application and stated that the 

application is complex and somewhat confusing. Member Rowell asked why the 

property is designated Rural. He spoke about the land designation, soil and 

agricultural evaluation, traffic entrance, planning objective strategies, guidelines, 

regulations and policies. Member Rowell made comment to the natural dissection of 

the property by the old railway bed.  

Chairman Davidson asked Mr. Ainley if he would like to provide any comment and 

speak to why the lands were given a Rural designation.  

Mr. Ainley advised that the Official Plan was completed in 2001, over 20 years ago. 

He then spoke to the soils class for rural lands and the reason why the lands would 

have likely received the Rural designation at that time.  He advised that at the time 

some types of severances and certain commercial uses were more permissive 

however, there is now updated Provincial Policy and upper tier County policy which 

are stricter. Mr. Ainley explained that the rural designation would have been based 

on similar mapping to that of the Canadian Land Inventory (CLI) mapping which is 

still being used and likely through consultation with OMAFRA.  

Member Burton commented that it is a very complex application. He advised that his 

first thought was to support staff’s recommendation to not approve the application, 

but Andrew and the Beattie’s have put valid points forward. He commented that he 

has concern with the entrance. He asked if this an existing legal entrance or an 

existing illegal entrance. Member Burton commented to his concerns for the 

possibility of an appeal and going against County and municipal staff. He then 

discussed the outcome of supporting or not supporting the application and stated he 

is currently on the fence with his decision.  

Member Arrand asked Mr. Ainley if this property is designated Rural what can the 

applicant put on this proposed severed lot other than a hobby farm and secondly he 
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asked if it is an existing illegal entrance why would the County take a position of 

maintaining an illegal farm entrance over making it an actual property entrance.  

Mr. Ainley advised that it is difficult for staff to address the transportation component 

as it is a County owned roadway and under their jurisdiction. He then advised that 

the County of Simcoe was circulated all submission materials provided by the 

applicant, including the traffic opinion letter, noting that the County would have had 

an opportunity to review these materials prior to the issuance of their comments. Mr. 

Ainley then advised that the current rural policy limits severance to one hectare and 

explained the types of design considerations that can be contemplated. He then 

explained that a one-hectare rural parcel would be limited to rural-residential uses 

whereas the current 41.7-hectare parcel can contain all agricultural permitted uses 

provided it meets MDS requirements.  

Member Arrand asked Mr. Ainley if they could turn the 41-hectare parcel into 

residential. Mr. Ainley advised that the zone permits a single-detached dwelling and 

if the applicant chose, could just use it as a residential property.  

Member Fantin asked Mr. Beattie what the purpose is of creating the new lot and is 

he planning to sell the severed lot. Mr. John Beattie explained that they can only 

access the portion of the property that is proposed to be severed by the existing 

entrance and advised that the entrance is not illegal and that is was constructed by 

MTO. Mr. Andrew Beattie advised that they would like to reallocate the capital that is 

tied up in the lands and put it into something more productive.  

Member Burton asked Mr. John Beattie if the existing entrance was put in by MTO 

when the highway was built. Mr. John Beattie advised that the highway between 

Stayner and Duntroon was rebuilt in the mid 1960’s and even before the road was 

rebuilt the entrance already existed. He further advised that the MTO improved and 

made MTO spec driveways.  

Discussion ensued regarding the road construction and driveways built by the 

Province in the 1960’s.  

Chairman Davidson asked Mr. Pascuzzo if his assumption is to change to a farm 

entrance from a field entrance simply on the acreage of the property proposed to be 

severed. If you are severing it off and the County is saying that you cannot have a 

residential entrance and you are saying it is a hobby farm with a house then where 

is your argument that it is not a residential entrance and that it is a farm entrance 

based on the size of the property.  

Mr. Pascuzzo answered the size of the property as well as a farm usually has a 

dwelling on it. He then explained that the County’s letter is saying no new rural-

residential lots and his position is that it means no new one-hectare lots being 

stripped along their County roads. He then stated that in this case the hobby farm 
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conforms to the farm application and it is just a change of use. Mr. Pascuzzo then 

commented that he doesn’t believe that the County would appeal this Committee’s 

decision, they would simply withhold the entrance.  

Chairman Davidson asked that if Committee should decide to approve the severance 

and the County withheld the entrance permit what is the appeal process in their by-

law to allow you to try to get a permit. Mr. Pascuzzo answered that they have a 

separate appeal process for their by-law.  

Chairman Davidson asked if Committee decided to approve the consent do you need 

a longer period of time in order to meet the conditions recommended by the 

Township.   

Member Burton commented that it is his understanding that they can come to Council 

and ask for an extension.  

The Secretary-Treasurer advised that when a decision has been made on an consent 

the applicant has one year from the date of the decision to complete the conditions 

of the approval and there is no opportunity to extend, they would be required to 

reapply. 

Member Burton commented that he is convinced that it is an existing driveway and 

if they were to grant the severance it is up to the Beattie’s to decide what they do 

with the lands and he does not believe it should factor into the decision.   

Mr. Ainley commented that he would not presume what an approval authority may 

or may not do regarding an appeal. He further advised that the letter received from 

the County not only identifies the entrance as an issue, but that the County have also 

identified that the proposal does not meet their Official Plan policies and could also 

appeal it on that basis.  

Member Burton commented to the possible grounds for an appeal from the County.  

Member Arrand commented that if whether Committee approves the application or 

not, he does not think it is a good idea to change the conditions.  

Member Rowell commented that he finds the hydrogeological study, condition 6, to 

be onerous and can be quite expensive and probably not required for this property.  

Mr. Ainley advised that a hydrogeological study prepared by a qualified hydrologist 

is a requirement of the Official Plan for any new development occurring on private 

services. The purpose of which is to ensure sufficient quality and quantity of water 

for the site and can also act as insurance for the applicant if someone claims in the 

future that their well is running dry they will have a qualified hydrogeological study 

that they can look to. He further advised that it is a standard requirement for any 

severance on private services and a requirement of the Official Plan and this is why 

it is included as a standard condition.  
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Chairman Davidson commented that he understands the Beattie’s perspective that it 

is not viable for the operations that they wish to partake in. The railway does provide 

a great visual reference point to sever this property. He then spoke to the property 

being highly valuable right now and he believes the proposed severed lot would have 

the same issues the Beattie’s are dealing with now with respect to fertilization and 

nutrient management. He then commented that the Township’s Official Plan must 

comply with the County’s Official Plan and for those reasons he is still on the fence.  

It was then; 

Moved by B. Burton 

That consent application 20-B12 be granted subject to the following conditions: 

1. That the applicant meet all the requirements, financial and otherwise of the 
Municipality including payment of the fee of $150.00 for each Certificate of 

Consent to be issued. 

2. That the applicant provides a description of the land which may be 

registered under the requirements of the Registry Act or Land Titles Act as 

applicable. 

3. That the applicant pay to the municipality an amount equal to (5%) percent 

of the value of land being severed in lieu of dedication of parkland pursuant 

to the Planning Act, R.S.O., 1990. 

4. That any mortgage on the property be discharged from any lands being 

severed and for any lands to be added to a lot with a mortgage, that 

mortgage shall be extended onto the additional land and that the solicitor 

provide an undertaking in writing that this condition will be fulfilled. 

5. That the applicant be required to complete all necessary Minimum Distance 

Separation (MSD) calculations to the satisfaction of the Township, 

confirming that there are no conflicts between the proposed rural 

residential uses and any existing agricultural and/or livestock facilities.   

6. That the applicant be required to obtain a hydrogeological impact study 

completed by a qualified Engineer or Hydrogeologist proving that sufficient 

quality and quantity of water can be sourced on the severed lot, and that a 

new well will not adversely impact any existing neighbouring well(s). The 

conclusions of the study, and implementation thereof, must be to the 

satisfaction of the Township and its consulting Engineers; a servicing 

agreement registered on title of the lands may be a necessary requirement 

to implement the conclusions of the report.  
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7. That the applicant successfully obtain a valid entrance permit and all 

necessary approvals and permissions from the County of Simcoe for the 

new lot. 

8. That the applicant successfully apply to the Nottawasaga Valley 

Conservation Authority and make satisfactory arrangements with respect 

to development within any area regulated by the conservation authority.   

  

REASON FOR DECISION 

The Committee believes that the request is desirable for the appropriate development 

and use of the lands. 

Carried. 

5. New Business 

 
There was no new business. 

7. Next Meeting 
 

Tentatively scheduled for Wednesday, March 10, 2021. 

8. Adjournment 
 

There being no further business, the Chairman adjourned the meeting at 9:05 pm. 

 

Shawn Davidson, Chair 

 

Christine Taggart, Secretary-Treasurer 

Christine Taggart (Mar 11, 2021 07:50 EST)
Christine Taggart

Shawn Davidson (Mar 11, 2021 09:07 EST)
Shawn Davidson

https://clearview.na2.documents.adobe.com/verifier?tx=CBJCHBCAABAAPj2fXf-2WkGk1BU9ofgTnPXVVB58KvM5
https://clearview.na2.documents.adobe.com/verifier?tx=CBJCHBCAABAAPj2fXf-2WkGk1BU9ofgTnPXVVB58KvM5
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