














From: rob uffen [mailto:robuffen@yahoo.ca]

Sent: Thursday, September 10, 2009 10:28 PM

To: dholmes@melancthontownship.ca

Subject: Correspondence for September 17 Agenda

To Melancthon Township Council,

Please accept this email as Correspondence to be included in the September 17 Council
meeting Agenda. When will [ receive a written answer to the question I asked in writing
on Friday, August 28 that was included in Public Question Period during the September 3
Council meeting? I was told, orally, at that meeting that a written answer would be sent
but I have not yet received it. I've, also, read the proposed Bylaw that Council intends to
pass at the September 17 Council meeting and think that the amendment might help a
little bit to better organize Public Question Period in terms of the request that a question
be submitted in writing by noon of the Friday preceding a Council meeting but there are
things that are unclear to me including whether or not a question asked during Public
Question Period may, then, be discussed at that meeting or, rather, discussion is only
allowed for a Delegation and not for a Public Question Period question. You will recall
that regarding the question I wrote, and that you received, on Friday, August 7, you read
to me a prepared oral answer during Public Question Period at the August 13 Council
meeting but you would not allow any further discussion regarding my question, however,
questions from the Gallery that were not submitted in writing were accepted and
discussed! Also unclear is whether or not Delegations are entitled to a written response or
whether that is only given for a written question or at the discretion of Council. In fact, it
is also unclear as to how Council deals with Correspondence included in Agendas in
general as, at some Council meetings that I've attended, Council discussed some of the
Correspondence but at most of the meetings I've attended Council did not discuss most of
the Correspondence. Do all members of Council read all of the Correspondence? Does
Council then correspond with people who have written letters that appear in
Correspondence? Given that Correspondence frequently includes sentences that are
"worded or expressed so as to seek information", which is how Council's proposed Bylaw
defines a question to be included in Public Question Period, shouldn't Public Question
Period questions and Correspondence, including this email, be treated in the same way
i.e. answered/responded to orally at the Council meeting and then in writing? Until
Council sorts out these things, I must rely on the precedent Council has set by having
answered, in writing, my questions asked, in writing, during Public Question Periods at
the July 16 and the August 13 Council meetings. I need to have Council's written answer
to my written question that was included in the September 3 Agenda so that I may, now,
prepare any written question that I may have for Public Question Period during the
September 17 Council meeting and submit it by noon Friday, September 11 in
compliance with the Bylaw as it currently exists.

Sincerely,

Rob Uffen

Make your browsing faster, safer, and easier with the new Internet Explorer® 8.
Optimized for Yahoo! Get it Now for Free!
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From: rob uffen [robuffen@yahoo.ca]

Sent: Friday, September 11, 2009 10:40 AM
To: AMCTDenise Holmes

Subject: RE: Question for Council

To Melancthon Township Council,

I've just received the email from you shown below and do not understand how it answers my
written question included at the September 3 Council meeting that you have on record. I am
attaching that question for your convenience to read again. Please consider this email as an
addendum to my email with the subject title "Correspondence for September 17 Agenda" sent to
you yesterday and, as such, please include both emails as Correspondence for the September 17
Council meeting.

Sincerely,

Rob Uffen

--- On Fri, 9/11/09, Denise Holmes, AMCT <dholmes@melancthontownship.ca> wrote:

From: Denise Holmes, AMCT <dholmes@melancthontownship.ca>
Subject: RE: Question for Council

To: "rob uffen™ <robuffen@yahoo.ca>

Received: Friday, September 11, 2009, 9:30 AM

Hi Rob,

Sorry for the delay on this. Please see answer that was given at the meeting below:

No. We will not be passing resolutions you have requested at this meeting. The reasons
have already been given in the first set of questions and discussed during the meeting
under Unfinished Business. The fact that we make a motion doesn’t prohibit them from
taking down these buildings. The Planning Act is clear and so is the Building Code.
Council is not prepared, at this time, to amend the OP to list the studies required.

The reasons are as follows (that were given at the meeting) :

Question # 1 - Demolition of structures — Section 33 of the Planning Act states no person shall
demolish a structure unless he is in possession of a demolition permit. These are given out at
the County of Dufferin Building Department — under Section 15.1 of the Building Code Act.

Question # 2 — We have a fee structure in place. The fee structure could be updated, but as you
know, the level of fees can be challenged before the OMB. The dollars must be justified. The
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Act States that “such fees shall be designed to meet the anticipated cost of the municipality in
respect of processing the application.” As mentioned above, Council is not prepared, at this
time, to amend the OP to list the studies required.

Denise

Denise B. Holmes, AMCT
CAOQ/Clerk-Treasurer
Township of Melancthon
Phone - 519-925-5525

;‘5 Tread lightly... please consider the environment before printing this e-mail

This message (including attachments, if any) Is intended to be confidential and solely for the addressee. If you received this e-
mail in error, please delete it and advise me immediately. E-mail transmission cannot be guaranteed to be secure or error-free
and the sender does not accept liabilify for errors or omissions.,

From: rob uffen [mailto:rebuffen@yahoo.ca]
Sent: Friday, August 28, 2009 11:56 AM

To: dholmes@melancthontownship.ca

Cc: robuffen@yahoo.ca

Subject: Question for Council

To Melancthon Township Council,

Please accept the following question to be answered at the September 3
Council meeting.

Will any members of Council please put forward motions to pass the two
9/11/2009
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resolutions presented by two different delegations at the August 13 Council
meeting namely:

1. a resolution regarding the demolition of structures in Melancthon Township
2. a resolution regarding amendments to the Official Plan whereby a list of
studies required for planning and zoning applications and a Planning and

Economic Development Fee Structure are included

and if so, will you do so at the September 3 Council meeting and if not, why
won't you?

Sincerely,

Rob Uffen

Be smarter than spam. See how smart SpamGuard is at giving junk email the
boot with the All-new Yahoo! Mail

Make your browsing faster, safer, and easier with the new Internet Explorer® 8.
Optimized for Yahoo! Get it Now for Free!
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THE TOWNSHIP OF MELANCTHON

R.R. # 6, Shelburne, Ontario, LON 159

Telephone - (519) 925-5525
Fax No. - (519) 925-1110

Denise B. Holmes, AMCT Website: www.melancthontownship.ca
CAO/Clerk-Treasurer Email:info@melancthontownship.ca

September 10, 2009

Karren Wallace
RR.#6
Shelburne, Ontario
LON 159

Dear Karren:

The following is the response from the Council of the Corporation of the Township of Metancthon
to your delegation dated September 3, 2009 and will be included in the agenda package for the
September 17, 2009 meeting as a public document.

The information compiled by Deputy Mayor Hill and Councillor Elliott was a document to be sent
to ALL ratepayers. It was a general information piece to raise the awareness of the general
population of the Township. The document was reviewed by our Planner and did not require our
representatives to be subject matter experts.

The current Official Plan is still a very valid document. The process to revise the plan started back
in late 2001 and had considerable publicinput. It was presented to the Ministry for approval in the
Fall of 2004. Even though there were several follow-ups , there were various laws enacted by the
Provincial Government that required changes and amendments to the Plan. We have received
approval from the Ministry to finish our Plan by June 2010 in order to be in compliance with the
Growth Management Plan.

When the initial application for Phase One of the Melancthon Wind Project was received, the
taxation rules were clear. Turbines would be taxed at the commercial rate in place based on the
value of the units. Therefore, it was anticipated that the revenue would be based on a value of one
and a half million dollars to two million dollars. That generated approximately $16,000 to $21,000
per turbine. Based on 45 turbines that would mean about $720,000 to $945,000 per year in
revenue.

On August 17, 2004, the Provincial Government passed Ontario Regulétion 243/04 under the
Assessment Act that capped the assessment at $40,000 per megawatt of power produced by the
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turbine. That meant that the tax rate went from the above numbers to $60,000. The approximate
assessment on a turbine with the access road and land included is $93,000. This generates about
$1021 of revenue per turbine — a far cry from the anticipated revenue. We agree we are
subsidizing the project, but the decision is just another example of intervention at the Provincial
level without public consultation.

The Council of the day appointed (then) Councillor Hill to negotiate an Amenities Agreement with
Canadian Hydro Developers. This was based on an Agreement that had been made with Canadian
Hydro Developers and Wolfe Island on their development and thatis how the $4,000 was derived
at. Wolfe Island did receive more dollars per turbine but, the turbines were bigger. They also gave
up permit fees and waived the Environmental Screening Process—which Melancthon did not.
Therefore, the Agreement reached was the best deal available.

Canadian Hydro does NOT dictate how the money is spent. As per the Agreement, the monies are
to be spent for the betterment of the Community and entirely at Council’s discretion. We provide
details, annually, to CHD on how this was accomplished:

The purpose of our Public Meeting with the Ministries is to provide the residents with the
opportunity to find out who the decision makers are and their role in the application process.
Since this is a Public Meeting, anyone can come. The purpose of the meeting is NOT to get into a
debate about the project, it is to EXPLAIN the process and to ensure the public is aware of their
role and ability to participate. There will be many times and other meetings that wili involve many
people, ministries and authorities.

We have macle many approaches with various Ministry Personnel. We have been advised that at
this stage of the process we are to use the representative at the Ministry of Environment as our
“one window contact”.

As stated, this meeting is for the PUBLIC to gain INFORMATION, not a debate of the project. We
have requested that our Solicitor, Planner and Hydrogeologist compile the team that they feel will
be best suited to represent the Township’s interest. As a result some or all of them may be at the
public meeting but not all of them will be speaking.

We have dealt with the turbine issues previously.

Your reference to Mr. Osyany’s February 27, 2009 letter focussed on one sentence. There were
many other points raised. As a result of that letter, the Council did move forward with other
actions including the formulation of various experts as mentioned previously.

We will try to respond to the several points you raised in your correspondence as follows:
Strategic plan: When we started dealing with the draft Official Plan, three of the five Councillors
of the day outlined the things they felt were important to them and the Township. This request

was prompted by the Citizen’s Coalition that was active at the time. The items were to be
incorporated in the draft Official Plan as best they could be. As indicated earlier, there have been
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four new laws and policies that affected the completion of our draft Official Plan. Once it is
completed, we will have the “driving document” that we can present to the public and we can
develop the strategic plan.

AMO Conference: Council was not in attendance at the AMO Conference in August for many
reasons. As stated we have been in contact with the various Ministries and are following the
process.

Subject lands designated under the EPA: We believe your reference to the Environmental
Protection Act resulted from the presentation by Lyle Parsons. It actually deals with the
Environmental Assessment Act. This response deals with the above and if we are not correct we
would ask you to clarify. The document presented by Lyle Parsons was sent to our Planner and
a further question was asked by Councillor Hill. Section 39 of the EAA list the types of regulations
the Lieutenant Governor in Council {(Provincial Cabinet) may make. There is a process that would
have to be followed to obtain the designation. IF the designation was granted there would be a
more detailed approval process applied but this approach would not necessarily stop an
application under the Aggregate Resources Act.

Seek and Obtain a Specialty Crop Designation: We are still gathering information on the Specialty
Crop Designation. Asindicated, once the information is available, we stated we will have a Public
Meeting. We have been advised that Staff of OMAFRA reported that the evaluation procedures
referred to in the definition of Specialty Crop Area have not yet been formalized. Staff were not
able to indicate when these procedures might be available. Please note the designation would
NOT STOP an application under the ARA or a request for a zoning amendment.

Appeal to the OMB or force the Province to take action on the five year review of the Official Plan:
We have had several follow-ups with the Ministry and the delays over our draft Official Plan. We
have indicated that most of the delay was caused by new laws and policies implemented by the
Province with limited public discussion. The draft Official Plan is in our hands and the final
document will be done no later that June 2010, UNLESS, the Government passes more laws to
delay the process.

Amend the OP to include a comprehensive list of studies: An amendment to the OP could take a
year or more and would further deplete the limited resources we have. A list of studies required
has been reviewed with our CAO and Planner and that list does not preclude us from asking for
further studies if deemed necessary. By NOT having the studies listed in the OP, it gives the
Township more flexibility to request studies depending on the type of application without going
through an OP amendment

Incorporate the AEMOT study into the OP: As stated previously at various Council meetings, parts
of the AEMOT study and mapping are included and referenced in the draft OP.

Update the OP and aggregate policies and/or fees: As stated previously, the fees must be justified
and are open to challenge at the OMB. The Township does have fees listed and, to repeat, the OP
amendment could take a year or more and further diminishes the resources available.



Put conditions in place where a deposit of % billion dollars is on deposit by the applicant: There is
no legislative process that would allow such a charge. However, as the process evolves, we will
be formalizing agreements to protect the resources and the residents of Melancthon.

Recommendation of more than five years ago by opponents of Strada to hire an aggregate
specialist: The recommendation from five years ago cannot be found or remembered, unless it
was through Citizens Coalition that were active then. The Township had their subject matter
experts involved and Strada paid the fees. We continue to repeat that our professional team is
getting their subject matter experts together to deal with issues that arise.

Municipal Tree Cutting By-law: The upper tier handles the tree cutting issue and the Township
does not support a lower tier hylaw.

Pass o By-law Under Section 33 of the Planning Act: We explained at the September 3, 2009
meeting that the Planning Act, Building Code and the Township’s Property Standards By-law are
in place. Another By-law will not preclude the issuing of demolition permits. The County Building
Department handles the issuing of building and demolition permits. We also suggested at that
meeting, that two members of NDACT approach the Chief Building Official to seek further
clarification if required or desired.

Move a motion at County Council to fine Highland Companies for the nine proven contraventions
with respect to tree cutting: There is a discrepancy in the number of actual violations according
to the public information available. The County has the Authority to deal with this issue.

Heritage Designation for century homes: We are looking into this. Passing the motion as
requested would have been very premature. There are two different types of designations. There
is an entirely lengthy process that needs to be followed. It starts with the establishment of a
Heritage Committee and the process is laid out under Section 29 of the Heritage Act. The process
is extremely time consuming and, as with anything else, there are two sides to the issue. Under
the Act, the owners of the property have the right to input and under the Act, the Heritage
Committee must be consulted before a designation is granted.

Interim Control By-law Under Section 38 of the Planning Act: the Acts or Provincial Policies must
be considered in their entirety. Both the current Official Plan and the draft Official Plan outline the
land use planning policies as per their respective designations The zoning bylaw implements the
planning policies of the Official Plan. It is the view of Council, that there would be no enhancement
to implementing a By-law under Section 38 of the Planning Act.

Request the assistance of an inter-ministerial technical working group: We have stated that we
have made contact with the various Ministries and have our “one window contact”.

Protecting ratepayers form the invasive species Giant Hogweed: Your reference to our action
about the Giant Hogweed was something that was in the control of this Council and we were able
to make a decision. The motion was passed to try to protect our agricultural community.



Lobbying together with the Highland Companies for a YMCA: The YMCA issue is a multi-
community event and the involvement of the Township was discussed at several open meetings
of Council. It is a three-phase project and only phase one has been completed. In the event that
it reaches phase three, the potential cost of to each Municipality involved MAY be about $5,000
to each of the six Municipalities.

In closing, we appreciate and respect the continued involvement of the citizens of our Township.
However, we do feel that the time and energy being spent on these types of responses could be
better spent dealing with the major issue confronting us and that is the forthcoming aggregate
application.

Respectfully,
Bill Hill, Deputy Mayor

For the Council of the Corporation
of the Township of Melancthon





