
Township of Clearview 

Committee of Adjustment Minutes 
 

Meeting held via Zoom and broadcast on YouTube on November 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 

Rossalyn Workman 

 
 
 

 

1. Call to Order 
  

The Chairman called the meeting to order at 7:05 p.m. 

2. Minutes 
 

2.1 Minutes of the Committee of Adjustment meeting held on September 8, 2021.   

Moved by D. Rowell 

That the minutes of the Committee of Adjustment meeting held September 8, 2021 

be approved as circulated. 

Carried. 

3. Disclosure of Pecuniary Interest 
 

There was no disclosure of pecuniary interest. 

 

4. Applications 
 

Consent File 21-B11 

261 Batteaux Road – Dopp  

The purpose and effect of the application is to sever one residential lot. 

PROPOSED SEVERED LOT: 30.5 metres of frontage on Concession 6 North, overall, 

0.2 hectares vacant land. 
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RETAINED LOT: approximately 107 metres of frontage on Batteaux Road, overall, 

2 hectares with dwelling.  

The Chairman welcomed Kristine Loft, the agent representing the owners, Tecia 

White of Whitewater Hydrology Ltd. and Melissa Fuller from Birks Environmental to 

the meeting.  

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

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

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

comments received from Hydro One, Nottawasaga Valley Conservation Authority, 

having no concerns or objection to the application. The Secretary then read the 

comments received from Lynn Williams of 2330 Concession 6 North who stated 

concerns with the impact of a new well being dug on the subject lands. She then read 

comments provided by Tecia White of Whitewater Hydrology Ltd. addressing Mrs. 

Williams comments.  

The Chairman asked Ms. Loft if she had any comments or questions. Ms. Loft provided 

a PowerPoint presentation which provided a summary of the location of the subject 

lands and description of the proposed severed vacant lot. She advised that the 

proposed lot meets the requirements of the Residential Hamlet (RS) zone. Ms. Loft 

advised that Birks Environmental was retained to complete an Environmental Impact 

Study to confirm that there was potential for lot creation and the scope of the work 

was to identify the presence of natural hazard features and functions and to provide 

mitigation measures. Ms. Loft advised that the report did conclude that the potential 

ecological impacts are mitigable provided that a number of mitigation measures are 

applied. She further advised that staff’s recommendation is that these mitigation 

measures are to be implemented through a development agreement. Ms. Loft 

explained that a hydrology report was completed by Whitewater Hydrology and the 

scope of work was to investigate the groundwater quality and quantity of the 

proposed severed lot. The report concluded that the groundwater quality and quantity 

assessment confirm that the future residents will be able to obtain a water supply for 

domestic consumption and will not interfere between users on the adjoining lands 

which was found through a pumping test program. Ms. Loft advised that there was a 

recommendation in the report that a water quality analysis be completed on any 

future water well to confirm water quality and to determine if water treatment is 

required and, staff’s recommendation is that these recommendations be included in 

a development agreement as a condition of consent. Ms. Loft concluded by stating 

that the proposed development is consistent with the Provincial Policy Statement, 

conforms to the Growth Plan, County of Simcoe and Township of Clearview Official 

Plans and complies with the Township’s Zoning By-law. Ms. Loft asked Committee to 

approve the application with staff’s recommended conditions in the original staff 

report.   
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The Chairman asked Ms. Workman if she had any further comments with respect to 

the addendum report. Ms. Workman advised that she had no further comments. She 

advised that comments were received after the initial report was written and 

circulated and the addendum report offers additional conditions which Committee can 

consider adding if they choose. Ms. Workman explained that a hydrogeology study is 

typically a condition of a consent approval however, in this case the hydrology study 

was competed in advance and noted that Tecia White is a professional.  

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

questions.  

Member Rowell asked Ms. White to explain how she established that there was no 

interference to neighbours or other users when doing to pumping program. Ms. White 

explained the process of how they complete their assessment which includes an area 

of influence called a drawn down cone that will extend out from the pumping well and 

through the testing they must put stress on the aquifer considerably to get a response 

beyond the bore hole. She advised that they got very little draw down with the pump 

test and through hydrogeological equations they can estimate the distance of area of 

influence. Member Rowell asked Ms. White if there would have been any benefit to 

extend the study beyond July, which was considerably more wet than the other 

summer months. Ms. White explained that whether it is wet or dry season that the 

response in the aquifer would be the same and climate is not going to impact their 

testing. Discussion ensured regarding the response whether it is a dry or wet season. 

Ms. White clarified that they are getting their information from the aquifers response 

and that is how they determine impact, the aquifer is not going to change over a wet 

period or dry period just the static water level will change. Member Rowell asked Ms. 

White if Ms. Williams well is not drawing from the same aquifer that you tested. Ms. 

White explained that there are no records with the Ministry of the Environment for 

Ms. Williams well and she is assuming that it is an old dug well in the same aquifer 

as the test well, but she does not have those details. Member Rowell asked Ms. White 

if there would be a benefit to have the Township engineer review your study. Ms. 

White advised that she stands by her results but if it would give Committee more 

comfort to have it reviewed, they could.  

Member Arrand asked for clarification that the test well is on the proposed retained 

property and not on the proposed severed property. Ms. White answered that they 

used the domestic well from subject property as there is no well on the proposed 

severed lot. Member Arrand asked for clarification that their conclusions are 

extrapolated from the well on the property for the severed property. Ms. White 

advised that she does a review of all the wells in the database and area which gives 

a regional look at it.  

Chairman Davidson asked Ms. White if in her professional opinion does the Batteaux 

River have a substantial impact on the aquifer, with the fact that the test well was 
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on the north side of the river and the proposed well is to be located on south side of 

the river. Ms. White advised that the upper aquifer will be directly hydrologically 

connected to the creek but said she did not understand the question. The Chairman 

restated his question that the study reflects the aquifer on the north side of the river, 

and he is asking if the new proposed well will be from the same aquifer on the south 

side of the river. Ms. White responded that if the target well goes for the upper 

aquifer, yes but if they decide to go deeper into a bedrock then it will be a lower 

aquifer.  

Member Fantin commented to the 7 wells in the report and that two wells south of 

the proposed severed property were not included. He then commented on well 

number 1 and its relation to his property line which he doesn’t believe to be in that 

location. Ms. White advised that the information is obtained directly from the Ministry 

of the Environment and that it is not the best source of information as there are a lot 

of wells missing such as Mrs. Williams well because it is a bored well. Any bored wells 

are usually missed by the database and these are GPS locations that have been 

entered by the well driller, so they are usually within proximity. Member Fantin asked 

Ms. White if these are only drilled wells and not bored wells. Ms. White answered that 

some are drilled, and some are bored but the wells that are missing from the database 

are usually old farm dug wells. She explained this is a standard source for data that 

they rely on unless they do a detailed door to door survey which is usually beyond 

the scope of a simple test like this to determine a single use domestic well supply. 

Member Fantin commented that he knows the area quite well and lived there for 25 

years. He said he is aware of water problems that have gone on at other properties, 

he stated that he doesn’t have a problem because his well is 72 feet deep on his 

property. He commented that he believes the test well was done in the wrong place 

and until there is a test well put on the proposed severed property and studies done 

to the properties directly south of the proposed severed property, he would decline 

the application. Ms. White advised that it is not the approach they have been asked 

to do by Clearview Township for other severances they have done, and she is 

following the Ministry’s regulations and guidelines on how to approach this and 

following protocol.     

The Chairman asked if a committee member would like to bring a motion forward.  

Member Arrand motioned to defer the application at this time to digest all the 

information. Member Rowell agreed that he would also like to defer the application 

to receive more information gathered from the neighbouring wells and expand the 

study to include the immediate neighbouring properties.  

The Chairman asked Ms. Workman for her opinion on what else might be included as 

part of the deferral. Ms. Workman commented that as a planner she does not have 

an expertise in well studies and that is why she provided the option in her addendum 

report to Committee if they would like a peer review of the study.  
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The Chairman asked if it is fair to the applicant to add this to their request and he 

asked for clarification that if this was peer reviewed by the Township’s engineer it 

would be completed by a hydrologist and not a general professional engineer. Ms. 

Workman confirmed that staff forward any studies to RJ Burnside and then they 

choose who is best to review the study.  

Member Arrand commented that he believes what Ms. White has written in her report 

but he has concern that the proposed severed parcel has not been tested and he is 

not looking for a peer review.   

Discussion ensued regarding a referral versus a deferral and the new information 

Committee would like to receive.  

The Chairman asked Ms. White if she is prepared to do an addendum to her study 

with more data specific to the proposed severed parcel. Ms. White explained that 

whether she does a well survey or locates all the old dug wells that may not be 

mapped, she is not sure what that would add to her assessment. She advised that 

the old dug wells that are not constructed to the provincial regulations could have a 

series of issues with them. She then explained that having the client go to the 

expense of digging and testing a well on the proposed severed parcel is raising the 

bar and they have already shown that there is an adequate supply on both quantity 

and quality, and she does not understand how this property differs from the other 

properties that have the same aquifer for conditions generally. Ms. White then stated 

that she has never been asked these questions before on ones she has done for 

Clearview and that asking an applicant to drill and test a well is huge expensive and 

a lot to ask when people have said her science is pretty solid. The Chairman 

commented that the geography of the lot and the known history of the dug well issue 

in the Batteaux Nottawa area is what is eliciting this desire for more data. Ms. White 

asked are the issue because of the dewatering construction of the water line or 

because people are just saying there well is dry. The Chairman commented that 

having sat on Council for 15 years, well issues in that whole area of Clearview were 

rapid and whether it was the dewatering or the quality of the well created many years 

ago, the exiting residents seem to have concern about supply. He then questioned 

does the well testing taken from the portion of the property on the other side of the 

river and is the river impacting the aquifer, would testing on the south side of the 

river be the same data as the north side of the river or will the river impact and 

recharge the analysis within your study. Ms. White stated that she did not say it has 

to be a shallow well in the upper aquifer, there are two sources of water there with 

the bedrock being the second. Whether the river influence this well or others that 

abuts it is irrelevant to her analysis. Ms. White stated that the river does not influence 

it in a negative way, and she does not understand why it is an issue. Discussion 

ensued. Ms. White commented that domestic use is so small, and you cannot stress 

the aquifer.     
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It was then; 

Moved by: C. Arrand  

That consent application 21-B11 be denied. No seconder. Not carried. 

It was then; 

Moved by: B. Burton  

That consent application 21-B11 be deferred to refer to staff to acquire more data on 

the surrounding wells and the south side of the subject property.  

Carried. 

Consent File 21-B12 

794195, 794251, 794315, 794335, 794363 & 794395 Osprey-Clearview Townline – 

Megbrook Holdings Inc. 

The purpose and effect of the application is to sever one lot for conservation and 

Bruce Trail purposes. 

PROPOSED SEVERED LOT: 20.3 metres of frontage on unmaintained road 

allowance of 21/22 Sideroad, overall, 77 hectares vacant land. 

RETAINED LOT: approximately 1828.7 metres of frontage on Osprey-Clearview 

Townline overall, 168 hectares with dwelling, barn and accessory buildings. 

The Chairman welcomed Antoin Diamond, the agent representing the owners, to the 

meeting.  

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

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

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

comments received from Hydro One, Nottawasaga Valley Conservation Authority, 

having no concerns or objection to the application. 

The Chairman asked Ms. Diamond if she had any comments or questions, she had 

none. 

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

questions.  

Member Rowell commented that he likes the wording that Walker Aggregates 

provided in their letter and supports staff recommendation with the addition of the 

Walker’s requested condition.  

Ms. Workman and Ms. Taggart advised that there were discussions with staff, Ms. 

Diamond and Debra Walker from MHBC regarding a condition be added to the 
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approval to have an undertaking in writing that would allow both parties to agree to 

wording that would be used and registered to the title of the property regarding the 

quarry use in close relation to the subject lands.  

It was then; 

Moved by: D. Rowell 

That consent application 21-B12 be granted subject to the following conditions: 

1. That the applicant meet all the requirements, financial and otherwise of the 

Municipality including servicing by-law charges and payment of the $150.00 

fee 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 any mortgage on the property be discharged from any lands being 

severed and that the solicitor provide an undertaking in writing that this 

condition will be fulfilled, if required. 

4. That the property to be severed will be given one roll number, one pin 

number and conveyed into the ownership of Bruce Trail Conservancy. That 

the solicitor provide an undertaking in writing that this condition will be 

fulfilled.  

5. That the applicant provides a legal undertaking to confirm that the request 

outlined in the letter dated November 9, 2021 from Debra Walker, MHBC 
Planning will be fulfilled.  Further that the two parties agree to discuss the 

specific wording of the request, but both agree that this wording will include 
confirmation that the subject lands are within close proximity of an active 

quarry and that nuisances associated with an active quarry will be 
experienced from time to time. 

REASON FOR DECISION 

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

and use of the lands. 

Carried. 

5. New Business 
 

No new business. 

7. Next Meeting 
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Tentatively scheduled for Wednesday, December 8, 2021. 

8. Adjournment 
 

There being no further business, the Chairman adjourned the meeting at 8:14 pm. 

 

Shawn Davidson, Chair 

 

Christine Taggart, Secretary-Treasurer 

Christine Taggart (Dec 9, 2021 07:24 EST)
Christine Taggart

Shawn Davidson (Dec 9, 2021 08:30 EST)
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