640 Bayport Boulevard
Subdivision Application MD-T-0119 and Zoning By-Law Amendment Application ZBA-01-19
List of correspondences received:
-

Email from Elaine Nicholls, dated January 9, 2019
Comments from County of Simcoe, dated January 18, 2019
Email from Eva and Julian Milakowski of 380 Bayport Boulevard, dated January 30, 2019
Included in the Agenda, deputation from Lorraine Hughes of 381 Bayport Boulevard and 50
residents, dated February 25, 2019
Email from Mary Oliver of 401 Bayport Boulevard, dated February 11, 2019
Letter from the Heritage Committee, dated March 19, 2019
Email from Enbridge Gas, dated March 19, 2019
Email from Simcoe County District School Board, dated March 19, 2019
Report from Micheal D. Hamelin of 587 Bayport Boulevard, dated March 20, 2019
Letter from Pierre & Liane Boivin of 369 Glenbrook Drive dated March 22, 2019
Letter from Dorene Trunk of 396 Bayport Boulevard dated March 23, 2019

Last updated: April 2, 2019

From: Elaine Nicholls
Date: January 8, 2019 at 4:58:09 PM EST
To: Cher Cunningham <ccunningham@midland.ca>
Subject: Bay Port Village development
First of all, congratulations on your election !
I so enjoyed our talk when you came to our door.
I am writing with respect to Dean’s and my concerns regarding the
way the development here is occurring.
Our brief history is that we were to have moved into a townhouse in
March of 2009, which was repeatedly delayed , and ultimately in
2013 we purchased the model home.
The original townhouses were to have driveways and front doors
opening onto a road, north of and parallel to Bay Port Boulevard. At
that time there were to have been a recreation complex and grass
cutting service to freeholders for$ 100:00 / mo.
There were also to have been ponds with fountains to circulate the
water. The ponds which currently exist are stagnant, overgrown and
a breeding ground for mosquitoes.
After the company was restructured, those services were canceled.
Residents were not made aware at that time that the site plan was
to be altered. We were not informed of the elimination of the north
road.We hadn’t expected that the ponds would not be completed as
originally described,
A number of residents attended a town hall meeting to voice our
concerns.
These include : townhouses being built with very short driveways
which will be unable to accommodate larger vehicles and certainly
not two cars parked one behind the other.
:possible elimination of the sidewalk.( There is not one
on the opposite side ).
:no provision for visitor parking , noting that currently
many non residents of Bay Port Village park on the road to access
the trail at the west end of the Boulevard and especially at the east
end where many park on the cul de sac,blocking driveways ,
sometimes tor hours while using McCullough Park , the trail and
beach.
: very heavy traffic on a relatively narrow road which is
bisected by (very unkempt ) boulevards.
At the meeting several expressed concerns re the density, parking
and traffic flow.
Now our concerns are what we are experiencing. We understand

that during construction there will be obstacles, but, we were told, by
notice , that there would be a temporary detour. This has not been
built and on every trip in and out we are confronted with all manner
of construction vehicles on both sides of the road, a very dirty street
,ice by a mailbox where a drain is covered and much more.
We suggest that you drive through the development, speak to
residents at random or by appointment and then report to the
council what you have observed and heard.
Surely it is not too late to take some sort of remedial action.
Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,
Elaine Nicholls.
Sent from my iPad

Bayport Draft Plan of Subdivision
Blake, Kaitlyn <Kaitlyn.Blake@simcoe.ca>
Fri 18/01/2019 15:04
To: Angela Zhao <AZhao@midland.ca>;
Cc:Marek, Greg <Greg.Marek@simcoe.ca>; Barrett, Laura <Laura.Barrett@simcoe.ca>;

 1 attachments (530 KB)
Waste Collection Design Standards Draft -.pdf;

Good Afternoon Angela,
The County has now had the opportunity to review the above noted applications for a zoning bylaw amendment
and draft plan of subdivision. Staff understand that the applicants are proposing to construct 148 freehold
townhouse units fronting onto a local municipal road, 32 freehold/condominium townhouse units with rear lanes
and 291 apartment units in an apartment complex made up of two 12-storey apartment buildings connected by a
shared lobby area. Please note the County provides the following comments.
Planning Comments
The subject lands are designated ‘Settlement’ on Schedule 5.1 of the County Official Plan. The Settlements
designation permits, among others, residential uses. Settlement Areas are the focus of population and
employment growth in the County of Simcoe. Please note that there appears to be an unevaluated wetland
located the subject property.
Waste Collection Comments
The proposed freehold townhouses fronting onto municipal roads can be serviced for waste collection provided
that they are constructed and maintained to the applicable road design standards.
Please note that the County does not provide waste collection services to buildings for residential purposes
containing 6 or more dwelling units. The County is not obligated to provide waste collection services for
developments fronting onto private roads. The County may be able to provide waste collection services to ground
oriented units if the development has been designed and built to comply with the County of Simcoe’s road design
standards for waste collection.
The County Solid Waste Management staff note the following design standards:
·

The paved road width must be 6 metres or greater;

·

The internal curb radius must be 11 metres or greater;

·

A Cul-de-sac or T-turnaround must have a paved 15.5 metre turning radius;

·

The internal road radii may require a Turn Path Analysis to determine appropriate truck movement.

Staff require clarification for the following items in order to determine if waste collection service is possible:
·

On street parking configuration and stall size;

·

Paved road width;

·

Snow storage locations; and,

·

Where the turning radius measurements included on the concept plan are measured from (ie. Internal
curb radius or centreline).

The County will request draft conditions when it is determined if service is possible. Please note that the County’s
Waste Collection Design Standards will be updated and are going to Council in 2019. Attached are the draft new

figures showing where turning radii should be measured from. These images are for illustration purposes only.
Please circulate a copy of any future notices associated with these files along with any required engineering
drawings/turn path analysis if County waste collection services are desired. If you have any questions or require
further information, please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned.
Thank you,
Kaitlyn Blake
Planner II
County of Simcoe, Planning Department
1110 Highway 26, Midhurst, Ontario L9X 1N6
Phone: 705-726-9300 Ext. 1969 Fax: 705-727-4276
Email: Kaitlyn.Blake@simcoe.ca
www.simcoe.ca

From: Milakowski, Eva
Sent: January 30, 2019 11:29 AM
To: Stewart Strathearn <SStrathearn@midland.ca>; Cher Cunningham <ccunningham@midland.ca>
Cc: Wes Crown <wcrown@midland.ca>;
Subject: Bayport Blvd Rezoning & Kaitlin's new subdivision proposal
Dear City Council and Town of Midland officials,
We are the residents of 380 Bayport Blvd in Midland and this email provide our comments on the
proposed Kaitlin’s new subdivision proposal and upcoming large scale development on Bayport Blvd.
We reviewed their submission and it seems that their new proposal will create number of problems for the
existing residents in this neighbourhood and the immediate area. The major point is that this new
development proposal is of much higher density than Kaitlin’s original plan, which was previously
submitted and approved.
The request to increase density from 22 units/hectare to 30 units/ hectare (for Area A), building 2
apartments 12 storey high with additional Freehold/ condominium townhouse units fronting on Bayport
Blvd exceeds the reasonable density for this relatively small and environmentally sensitive area.
This proposal is not in the best interest of the local residents and doesn’t fit within the surrounding
neighbourhood which consider the uses, massing, height, scale, architecture and details of adjacent
buildings;
The proposal will create higher traffic on Bayport Blvd during construction phase and after completion of
the project. In addition, this situation will most likely continue for the next few years, as Kaitlin’s going
to take time to complete this project to maximize their profit (it took 12 years from 2007 of their original
proposal to when we’re now).
We would like to request that Council and Planning Dept approve Kaitlin’s proposal under the
original subdivision plan or consider the following conditions:
1.

Lower density for Area A and create extra space to allow for additional parking spots for
residents and/or visitors. Most of the proposed townhomes have only one garage and there’s no
additional parking spaces allocated in this area (for visitors or residents). This most likely result
in the overflow of cars being parked along Bayport Blvd.
2. Lower density for Area B by allowing only 2 apartments 5 or 6 storeys high and rejecting
additional Freehold/ condominium townhouse units fronting again on Bayport Blvd. The original
concept proposed only 2 apartments for this area. The proposal for 2 apartments bldgs. 12 storeys
high is already in excess for this low rise, residential area and construction of additional
Freehold/ condominium townhouse units represents the “greed” of the developers and is not in
the best interest of the local residents and the area. They should be removed from the proposal for
Area B.

****The rezoning application for Area B from Residential Apt to Residential Townhouse
zoning to allow for construction of add’l Freehold/ condominium townhouse units with
frontage on Bayport Blvd should be rejected as too dense and contrary with The
Town of Midland Official Plan (Town OP) set out in Section 1.3.1 and the Community
Design policies of the Town (specifically OP Section 2.4.4):
- Encouragement of private and public developments to provide an integrated mix of
uses, activities and experiences;
- Encouragement of creation of an overall physical form related to pedestrians and
cyclists;
- Encouragement of designing road patterns, building and spaces which make it easy for
pedestrians and vehicles to move efficiently;
- Encouragement of developments that fit within the surrounding neighbourhood which
consider the uses, massing, height, scale, architecture and details of adjacent buildings;
and
- Encouragement of preserving landmarks and other distinctive elements including
buildings, open spaces, landscapes and natural features.
3.

The entire development will be using Bayport Blvd as the only Main road access to and from the
area. There’s no consideration for additional traffic generated by these higher densities using one
access via Bayport Blvd. There’s a need to provide additional access to the area by opening
current road provision of Harbourview Drive/ Fuller to provide add’l access in case of any
emergency situation requiring immediate evacuation (such as fire). Extending Drummond Drive
could also be a possibility.
4. There are no provisions for additional parking area for residents and visitors to support this
development. Most likely, cars will be parked along Bayport Blvd further congesting the access
to the area.
5. The proposal as submitted (with such high density) pose a public safety hazard and have no
provisions for access to and from the area in case of any emergency situation requiring immediate
evacuation (such as fire).
Here are few observations from Kaitlin’s new Subdivision proposal, that we would like to bring to
Council/ City attention:
6.

The original Draft Plan Approval has lapsed and a new proposal needs to be reviewed and
approved again. Hence, Town Council may apply new rules and conditions of approval.
7. The New Plan for both areas A and B vs original plan will require rezoning permission to allow
for much higher density that is being proposed for both areas A & B:
 New plan for Area A vs original results in density increase from 22 units/hectare to 30
units/ hectare.
 New plan for Area B vs original will require rezoning permission from Residential Apt
to Residential Townhouse zoning to allow for construction of add’l Freehold/
condominium townhouse units with frontage on Bayport Blvd. This will be in addition
to 2 apartment/condominium buildings joined by a common lobby. The original concept
proposed only apartments for this area.

Please add our names to the distribution list and let us know the decision on Kaitlin’s new development
proposal. We’re confident that Council and Town officials will review our comments and consider them
in their response that will be satisfactory to both, the developer and the existing residents.
Kind regards,
Eva and Julian Milakowski
380 Bayport Blvd, Midland, Ont.
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Mr. Wes Crown
Director of Planning & Building Services
Town of Midland
RE: 640 Bayport Boulevard (Bayport Subdivision Phase 2)
Zoning By-law Amendment Application ZBA-01-19 & Plan of Subdivision MD-T-0119

Dear Wes,
I am a permanent resident living in Bayport Village and recently attended an information
session held on Tuesday, February 5, 2019 with the Kaitlin Group’s planners and engineers. I
have some concerns that I’d like to bring to your attention.
~My primary concern, and of outmost importance, is the lack of roadways to enter and exit the
subdivision.
Having only one intersection at Harbourview Drive and Bayport Boulevard for access to and
from the subdivision creates a single point of failure for residents, emergency vehicles and
service vehicles should this intersection become obstructed for any length of time. This is
definitely a safety concern and the Town of Midland would be remiss for putting their
residents at risk if this issue were not remediated before approval of Phase 2.
The builder tells us there is a future plan for the extension of Drummond Drive to Fuller
Avenue. The big question, which was unanswered, is when?
There are currently 60 completed and occupied homes in the subdivision, which comprises
approximately ten percent of what is expected when the subdivision is complete. With the
density of residents and vehicles expected to increase by ninety percent, an approved and
completed secondary access to and from the subdivision is a necessity!
Options could include either a continuation of Street B, within the proposed plan for Phase 2,
to exit onto Harbourview Drive or an early completion of the Drummond Drive extension to
Fuller Avenue. Completion of a secondary access road in and out of this subdivision is
essential for the safety of all its residents and should be completed before the units in Phase 2
are completed and occupied. This must be a condition of zoning approval!
~My second concern is regarding the planned condominium townhouses and the 12-storey
apartment complex in Area B.
After review of the artist’s concept for both these dwellings (see attached), I am saddened that
they are not in keeping with the architectural design of the subdivision as originally planned.

The townhouses are industrial in appearance and are positioned far too close to the road
devouring open green space from the original plan, and the 12-storey apartment complex is
very institutional and commercial in design and appearance. High-rise buildings should be
kept to the background in a downtown cityscape, not towering over a residential waterfront
community, and especially not at its forefront. This subdivision, by its name is a village, not a
downtown core. Careful consideration should be given to these structures before they become
permanent eyesores along Bayport Boulevard or the Midland Bay waterfront.
The three low-rise buildings that were originally planned for this subdivision could
incorporate roof top terraces that would provide all its residents with an outdoor space
boasting an unobstructed panoramic view of the bay over the waterfront homes, and also reestablish the open green space in front of the buildings along Bayport Boulevard. I believe
this would be a more acceptable solution for the residents in Bayport Village and definitely
more in keeping with the aesthetics and architectural design of the subdivision.
~Thirdly, I’d like to address the blocks in Area A for the freehold townhouses.
There should be some provisions made for visitor parking throughout this high-density area.
Most of these units appear to have a single car garage and a driveway that would only
accommodate one additional car. On average, most working families have two vehicles so
there is no allowance for additional parking for any service vehicles, visitors and/or overnight
guests. Please give careful attention to this issue in order to keep our roads clear of parked
cars, especially during summer months, when the town sees an increase in population and the
winter months, when accumulations of snow narrow the roadways.
I’d appreciate if you would acknowledge receipt of this email and add my email address to any
notification list with regard to this rezoning application.
Thank you for your time, attention and careful consideration.
Sincerely,
Mary Oliver
401 Bayport Blvd.

Enbridge Gas Inc.
500 Consumers Road
North York, Ontario M2J 1P8
Canada

March 19, 2019

Wesley R. Crown, MCIP, RPP
Director of Planning
Town of Midland
Planning Department
575 Dominion Avenue
Midland, ON, L4R 1R2
Dear Wesley,
Re:

Draft Plan of Subdivision, Zoning By-law Amendment
2428568 Ontario Ltd. (Kaitlin Corporation)
Bayport Village Phase 2
640 Bayport Boulevard
Town of Midland
File No.: MD-T-0119, ZBA-01-19

Enbridge Gas Inc. does not object to the proposed application(s).
This response does not constitute a pipe locate or clearance for construction.
The applicant shall contact Enbridge Gas Inc.’s Customer Connections department by emailing
SalesArea50@Enbridge.com for service and meter installation details and to ensure all gas
piping is installed prior to the commencement of site landscaping (including, but not limited to:
tree planting, silva cells, and/or soil trenches) and/or asphalt paving.
If the gas main needs to be relocated as a result of changes in the alignment or grade of the
future road allowances or for temporary gas pipe installations pertaining to phase construction,
all costs are the responsibility of the applicant.
Easement(s) are required to service this development and any future adjacent developments.
The applicant will provide all easement(s) to Enbridge Gas Inc. at no cost.
In the event a pressure reducing regulator station is required, the applicant is to provide a 3
metre by 3 metre exclusive use location that cannot project into the municipal road allowance.
The final size and location of the regulator station will be confirmed by Enbridge Gas Inc.’s
Customer Connections department. For more details contact SalesArea50@Enbridge.com.

The applicant will grade all road allowances to as close to final elevation as possible, provide
necessary field survey information and all approved municipal road cross sections, identifying all
utility locations prior to the installation of the gas piping.
Enbridge Gas Inc. reserves the right to amend or remove development conditions.
Sincerely,

Alice Coleman
Municipal Planning Coordinator
Long Range Distribution Planning
—
ENBRIDGE GAS INC.
TEL: 416-495-5386
MunicipalPlanning@enbridge.com
500 Consumers Rd, North York, ON, M2J 1P8
enbridgegas.com
Safety. Integrity. Respect.

March 19, 2019
Ms. Angela Zhao
Planner
Planning & Building Services Department
The Corporation of the Town of Midland
575 Dominion Avenue
L4R 1R2
Dear Ms. Zhao:
DRAFT PLAN OF SUBDIVISION (MD-T-0119)
ZONING BY-LAW AMENDMENT (ZBA-01-19)
BAYPORT VILLAGE PHASE 2
640 BAYPORT BLVD.
TOWN OF MIDLAND
Thank you for circulating a request for comments on the above-noted development
application. The Draft Plan of Subdivision and the Zoning By-law Amendment applications
proposes the development of 148 freehold townhouse units fronting onto a local municipal
road, 32 freehold/condominium townhouse units with rear lanes and 291 apartment units in an
apartment complex made up of two 12-storey apartment buildings connected by a shared
lobby area.
Planning staff have no objections to this development. At this time the Board respectfully
requests the following Draft Plan Conditions to be included:
“That the Owner shall agree in the Subdivision Agreement to include in all offers of purchase
and sale, a statement advising the prospective purchasers;
a) that accommodation within a public school in the community is not guaranteed and
students may be accommodated in temporary facilities (e.g., portable classrooms, a
“holding school”) or in schools within or outside of the community;
“The owner shall agree in the Subdivision Agreement to include in all Offers of Purchase and
Sales a notice advising prospective purchases that school buses may not enter the
subdivision and that pick up points will be at the location convenient to the Simcoe
County Student Transportation Consortium.”
Should you require additional information, please do not hesitate to contact this office.
Sincerely,

Vivian Chan, MCIP, RPP
Planner

Simcoe County District School Board - www.scdsb.on.ca - 1170 Hwy 26 - Midhurst, ON - L0L 1X0 - 705-728-7570

