THE CORPORATION OF THE
TOWNSHIP OF ADJALA — TOSORONTIO

7855 Sideroad 30 * R.R.#1 * Alliston, Ontario * L9R 1V1
Telephone: (705) 434-5055 Fax: (705) 434-5051

Office of the Clerk
BY E-MAIL ONLY

May 19, 2010

Mrs. Denise Holmes, Clerk
Township of Melanchton
R.R.#6

Shelburne, Ontario

LON 159

Dear Mrs. Holmes:

Re: Proposed Limestone Mine

The Township Council at the meeting Monday March 1, 2010 passed the following resolution:

Please be advised that the following motion was made by Councillor Wallace, seconded by
Councillor Webster and carried:

WHEREAS a letter has been received from Karren Wallace of the Township of Melanchton,
County of Dufferin concerning a proposed Limestone Mine north of the Town of Shelburne;

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT the County of Dufferin be requested to provide
Council with further detailed information regarding the proposed Limestone Mine.

After receiving an e-mail from Linda Dean, Clerk with the County of Dufferin on May 4%, 2010,
the Township was advised to contact the Township of Melanchton with respect to any
information regarding the proposed Mine.

Council at their meeting on March 1* expressed concerns, mainly with respect to the water usage
and would like additional information before considering the request from Karren Wallace.
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Any information you may have and/or updates regarding the proposed quarry would be greatly
appreciated prior to May 25™ so that it can be brought to the next Council meeting.

Yours truly,
Barbara Kane
Township Clerk

c.c. Council



Karren Wallace

R.R#6, Shelburne '
Ontario LON 159 Rs&éﬁ:yg
January 19, 2010 i ' D
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MAYOR AND COUNCIL
| am a private citizen and a ratepayer in the Township of Melancthon, in the Gounty of Dufferin.

One of the biggest environmental disasters is happening in our own back yard and threatens the water source for your
community. The Highland Companies is proposing a 2,400 acre, 200 foot open pit limestone mine situate on the headwaters
of the Nottawasaga and Grand Rivers in Melancthon Township in the Gounty of Dufferin on prime agricultural land, This
application will be the largest inifial application ever made in Ontario. All water runs downhill from there and everyone should
be very concerned.

The dewatering proposal put forth by the company at their open house in July 2009 is to build a cement wall inside the hole
and run massive pumps 24/7 to dewater the mine. They fiken it fo your sump pump in your basement. And when
guestioned as to who would “sustain” the pumps and maintain the cement wall to keep the water out of the hole after they are
finished "mining" their own consuitants stated it would be whoever owned the property.

This company is promising 400 jobs and economic prosperity the likes of which we have never seen beforsl! Politicians
seem 1o be accepting this at face vaiue. When Highlands was questioned at their July 2009 open house, their cansuttants
confirmed these jobs would NOT all be local jobs nor are they permanent jobs.

In all their literature and public statements, this company maintains they ‘plan” o rehabilitate the land to agriculture. At their
July 2009 meeting their consultants determined that tender fruit trees at the bottom of this massive hole would be feasible. A
spokesperson from the Ontario Sand and Gravel Association and an OMAFRA representative, however, both confirmed that
in fact if the hole is so massive it is simply feft to fill with water and there is no expectation that rehabilitation has to occur.

Every single person who relies on water from the headwaters of the Nottawasaga and Grand River, {more than 1 million
Ontarians) on which this open pit mine will be situate WILL potentially be impacted in some way by this proposal. This issue
should be on svery single Council agenda in the Nottawasga and Grand River watersheds for discussion and information
purposes every meeting. |t will certainly be an election issue in October 2010.

When the farmland is gone, the water compromised and the limestone mined there will be nothing left. The only true
sustainable industry is agriculture. It has sustained itself for centuries, and works in harmony with the environment.

The apparent short sightedness of local politician's regarding the proposed rail sale and the thoughts of someone buying
them a $15 million YMCA seems to overshadow their concem over their ratepayers (and more than 1 million Ontarian's)
drinking water is astounding.

Your neighbours in Melancthon and Mulmur need your help to help protect the water source for your community, Politicians,
please stand up and be heard on this issue. Go to www.ndact.com for information and call and write your political colleagues
in Dufferin and express your concern about this issue. This is NOT a local issue, this Is an issue that will impact your
community if it proceeds.

Sincerely, - '
Abren Malllace

Karren Wallace
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Niagara Escarpment Commission Commission de I’escarpment du Niagara k— O t o
232 Guelph St, : 232, rue Guelph p n a r ' O
Georgetown, ON L7G 4B1 Georgetown ON L7G 4B1
Tel: 905-877-5191 No de tel. 905-877-5191
Fax: 905-873-7452 Télécopieur 805-873-7452
www.escarpment.org www.escarpment.org Ontario’s Njagara Escarpment
: ‘ ' -L A World Biosphere Reserve
Ontann's
_ Escarpment
May 8, 2010

TO: Directors of Munncnpal/ReglonaI Planning or Clerks and Stakeholders (see attached
list) .

" Re: Request for Comment - Draft Kennel Guidelines in Conjunction with the
Niagara Escarpment Plan.and Development Control Areas

On October 15, 201 0 the Niagara Escarpment Commission accepted the following
recommendations contained in a Staff Report conceming the above-referenced maiter:

1. That the Niagara Escarpment Commission endorses the Draft Dog Kennel
' Guidelines to have effect in the Niagara Escarpment Development Control
Area, subject to Recommendatxon 2.

2. | That the Niagara Escarpment Commission direct staﬂ to circulate thls
staff report/draft guideiines to applicabie municipalities and stakeholders
for comment prior to adopting final guidelines.

Copies of the ‘April 5, 2010 Staff Report and Draft Kennel Guidelines (Appendix 1) are
- enclosed for your review and comment (Appendix 2 is excluded but available upon -
request)

In the context of the Niagara Escarpment Commission’s mandate to regulate land uses
under the Niagara Escarpment Planning and Development Act (NEPDA) and _
administration of the Niagara Escarpment Plan (NEP), established dog kennel-related -

.uses and proposals for new kennel operations are often contentious, and a source of
concern or conflict between the Kennel opérator and affected landowners (particularly
issues related to noise). This has an impact on the Commission’s resources and those
of municipalities. The objectwe of this exercise is to establish clearer guidelines and
mlnlmlze conflict. :

The enclosed Draft Kennel Guidelines have been prepared primarily for the purpose of
supporting the review of applications to establish new or expanded kennel-related .
operations and to set appropriate development standards in accordance with the
“Purpose and Objectives of the NEPDA and the Objectives of the NEP’s Escarpment
Protection and Escarpment Rural Areas. ‘
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Through its consideration of the aforementioned staff report, the Commission modified
Criterion No. 11 to read:

. any proposal for a dog breeding kennel operation shall require proof of
membership with the Canadian Kennel Club, or an equivalent professional
kennel organization (modification shown bolded).

Additionally, some concern was expressed regarding staff's comments on economic
viability on page 6 of the report. The NEC does not take a position on this matter as part
of this planning exercise.

It was also noted that clarification was in order to ensure the understanding that a “pet
store” use remains prohibited in the Escarpment Protection and Rural Area designations
of the NEP and that it not be considered a kennel use.

Your comments are requested by July 15, 2010. Please forward comments to the
attention of Michael Baran, Planner, who is located at the Commlssmn s Georgetown
office or by contacting michael.baran@ontario.ca.

Commission staff wish to thank the mumcnpahtles that responded to our initial request
for information i

geh Whitbread
Manager

-Enclosures
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N.E.C. DECISION pment
April 5, 2010 - APR 15 2010
STAFF REPORT

RE: Draft Guidelines for Dog Kennel Applications in the Nlagara Escarpment
Development Control Area :

.BACKGROUND:

This report has been prepared in response to a motion by the Niagara Escarpment

- Commission (NEC) at its October 15, 2008 Policy meeting having considered the following
recommendations contained in the staff report entitied Animal Kennel Policy Review for
the Niagara Escarpment Plan (see Appendix 2):

1. That the NEC dlrect staff to prepare an Amendment to the Niagara Escarpment
Plan (NEP) to clearly define and regulate kennels.

2. As an alternat[ve the NEC could direct staff to develop gmdelmes for kennels which
the Commission could use in the assessment of kennels in the NEP. '

Thereafter, the following motion was carried:

“That the Commission accept the staff recommendatlon to draft a set of gmdellnes
for dog kennels as a first step towards developing a policy and that the guidelines
be brought back to the Commlssmn by the next Policy meeting in 2009.”

The Commission’s October, 2009 Policy meetlng was postponed.

Up to this point, it is apparent that the regulating of animal/dog kennels has only been
considered in the context of the NEP. This author contends that any guidelines prepared
for such purpose should extend to cover all lands located within the Niagara Escarpment
Deveiopment Control Area, as explalned in the body of this report.

SUMMARY RECOMMENDATIONS:

That the Niagara Escarpment Commission endorse the Draft Dog Kennel Guidelines
to have effect in the Niagara Escarpment Development Control Area and to circulate
this staff report/draft guidelines to applicable municipalities and stakeholders for
comment prior to adopting final guidelines as a policy. :

10f8 l



DISCUSSION:

According to the aforementioned Policy Review, it is the contentious nature of animal
kennels as a land use (particularly noise related to dog kennels) that has proven to be
problematic for neighboring residents and proponents/kennel operators. Moreover, the
NEC’s involvement in such matters, either through existing kennels that predate the NEP,
enforcement of conditions applied to kennels through a Development Permit, or the
appeals frequently filed in response to decisions rendered by the NEC on kennel

' applications, has proven to be costly and time consuming for the Commission.

The re\new concluded that current policy in the NEP was not specific or effective enough
to adequately address kennel proposals. it was also found that weak or non-existing
municipal kennel by-laws and a lack of consistency between such by-laws, compound
those deficiencies. Therefore, the creation of specific criteria/standards for the review of
kennel applications in the NEP area could ensure compatibility with the Escarpment
landscape, better inform applicants of requirements, and mitigate conflicts between
affected landowners as a result. This would benefit the NEC and further support

' mumcupalmes in their planning functions.

Staff is of the opinion that an animal kennel in conjunction with a single dwelling, and as ‘
defined in the NEP, is an appropriate accessory rural land use and should continue to be a
permitted use in the Escarpment Protection Area and Escarpment Rural Area '

_designations, subject to additional and more explicit land use planning
guidelines/standards and the NEP’s relevant Development Criteria.

However, there is an obvious gap if such guidelines only apply to lands located within the
NEP area when the Development Permit process also covers lands situated, in many
instances, outside of/foverlapping the NEP area in accordance with the Development
Control Area established under the Niagara Escarpment Planning and Development Act
(NEPDA). In other words, if any set of guidelines are to be beneficial and consistent (for
the reasons noted above), they must apply to the entire Development Control Area, where
local zoning has been replaced by the provisions of the NEPDA, and in which the appeal
process applies. Conversely, where Development Control has been lifted from within
parts of the NEP (as with most Urban and some Minor Urban Centres), local zoning will be
in effect and NEP policy will not apply or be very limited, unless stipulated otherwise in the
Plan. The NEC can also use its guidelines to comment on areas that are zoned should

~ zoning changes be proposed that deal with kennels.

The Greenbelt Plan only applies in limited areas where it coincides with the Development
Control Area that overlaps, as in the Town of Mono. The Greenbelt Plan could have
broader implications in the event that it expands. Non-agriculiural uses, except existing
uses, are prohibited in specialty crop and prime agricultural areas, but secondary uses
(including, but not limited to home businesses and home occupations) are permitted in the
Protected Gountryside Area.

Shouid there be future interest in adopting new kennel policies through an Amendment to
the NEP, such a process would not appear to be compromised by having guidelines in
place for the Development Control Area, Additionally, the guidelines could continue to
apply to the areas where NEP policy cannot be applied.

Zofao?



NEP Deﬁniﬁon-of an Animal/dog Kennel

Technically, the current NEP definition of an animal kennel cannot be modified without an
Amendment. Staff finds the current definition to be suitable in general, however, there are
other components related to a kennel operation, be it a breeding and/or boarding kennel
that should be clarified through the guidelines. This may include grooming/spa, training .
and daycare services that are appropriate to include as part of the boarding or breeding
kennel. There are also separately operated animal rescue shelters which should be
classified as a kennel and be subject to the same standards. Veterinary clinics are sub]ect
. to aseparate permltted use and are not conSIdered animal kennels.

Although the kennel deflnltlon refers to dogs, cats and other household pets, the primary
context of this discussion and draft guidelines wiil focus on dogs/canines, for which the -
majority of kennels relate to, and which pose the greater compatibility concern.

tis afso lmponant to note that the Commission has approved stand-alone grooming and
dog obedience training operations as home businesses within a single dwelling or an
accessory structure, and therefore these were subject to the Home Business policies
contained in Section 2.2.10 and other relevant Development Criteria of the NEP. Staff
finds this treatment to be appropriate and emphasizes that such businesses must remain
distinct and not to involve any daycare, boarding/breeding components, or outdoor
operations/facilities. If so, the use should be categorized as a kennel and be subject to the
required minimum standards. .

Some concern has been expressed regarding the wording under the Permitted Uses
sections in Parts 1.4 and 1.5 of the Plan, which state: animal kennels in conjunction with a
single dwelling. The concern stems from an application that was filed (subsequently
withdrawn) on the basis of the proponent's interpretation that a kennel need not be located
on the same lot as the dwelling, so long as the dwelling is located in the general vicinity.

- Staff finds the current wording to be appropriate and defensible in the event that the NEC's
interpretation is contested at an appeal hearing. The Concise Oxford Dictionary defines

conjunction as union, connection, and in conjunction as together (with). There is no

- ambiguity to be found in this wording, in staff's opinion. The wording could be improved in
order to facilitate the layperson’s understanding of the land use by emphasizing that a
kennel is intended to be located on the same Iot as the single dwelling (therefore -
secondary, subordinate and accessory to the dwellmg) This, however, would need to be

: addressed through an Amendment

Municipal By-laws, Official Plans and Ot-her Leqislation/Requlations

. The earlier policy report’s review of existing kennel by-law provisions and definitions for
some NEP area municipalities shows significant variation between such by-laws. In order
to thoroughly examine the differences that exist and inventory the extent of municipal -
policies that are in place, a formal request for information was sent to all municipalities .
located in the NEC'’s jurisdiction. Resporises were received from the majority of those
contacted. Where there was no reply, staff was able to obtain copies of by-laws and
official plans by other means. For further comparison, staff consulted kennel by-laws for
municipalities located beyond the Development Control Area, including other jurisdictions
throughout North America.
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It was found that while dog control by-laws are prevalent, kennel and noise by-laws are
not. Many by-laws (authorized under the Municipal Act) contain minimum standards that
are designed, appropriately, to ensure the humane treatment of animals, to protect
communities from animals/dogs at farge or if vicious, and to license individual dogs. In the
case of specific dog kennel by-laws, there is generally no differentiation between a
breeding and boarding kennel, or a commercial and hobby kennel, although the majority
specify that a kennel license is required where more than three (3) dogs are kept on a

property. '

Some of the by—laWsj require membership in the Canadian Kennel Club (CKC) where a
breeding kennel is established. CKC membership requires.adherence to a
- comprehensive Code of Practice.

Most kennel by-laws prescribe minimum standards intended to maintain sanitary
conditions, suitable space for individual indoor pens/outdoor runs, and fencing, etc., but

. very rarely do they limit the number of animals. Instead the by-laws may contain minimum
lot areas, setback distances (from lot lines and closest neighboring dwelling) and - '
maximum lot coverage. From one by-law to the next, the foregoing standards vary.

Of note, some municipalities in the NEP area do not even include animal kennels as-of-
right in any zone/designation, requiring a zoning or official plan amendment (OPA)
approved by council, e.g., Town of Halton Hills (Draft Comprehensive Zoning By-law),
Town of Caledon, Town of Grimsby and Township of Clearview. In some cases, where
the use-is permitted, a zoning amendment is required to enact the provision, e.g.,
Municipality of North Bruce Peninsula. An OPA would normally be integrated with any
NEC approval. The Town of Milton's Official Plan, which generally conforms to the NEP,
. is more restrictive in that an animal kennel is not a permitted use in the Escarpment Rural
Area. ‘

Other legislation that extends to existing and proposed kennel operations in the
Development Control Area includes the Ontario Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to
Animals Act (recently updated by the Provincial Animal Welfare Act) and the Dog Owner’s
Liability Act. Regional/County health regulations also appear to have jurisdiction.

The Nutrient Management Act and Minimum Distance Separation Il (MDS) formula do not
apply directly to animal kennels. The MDS | requirements are, however, applicable to new
residential development regarding minimum distances from established livestock facilities.
As such, the MDS requirements could have implications where a dwelling and kennel are
proposed in tandem in the NEP area, due to its required association with a single dwelling.
“Of note, the Oak Ridges Moraine Plan permits small-scale commercial uses in the
Countryside Area. ' oo

The 2005 Provincial Policy Statement requires that proposed new secondary uses in
prime agricultural areas shall be compatible with, and shall not hinder, surrounding
agricultural operations, and shall be limited in scale.

Gaining an understanding of the rationales from which the various by-law standards have
been formulated, beyond the basics, would require extensive investigation that is beyond
the scope of this exercise and may not be constructive anyway. Instead, staff has
proceeded to utilize a balanced approach that endeavors to create draft guidelines that are
first tailored to the Escarpment environment, but borrow from the most commonly used
standards established by municipalities located in the NEC’s Development Control Area, -
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including deferral to standards contained in existing municipai by-laws where such by-
laws, or portions thereof, are more restrictive than the final guidelines. Of course, some of
the NEP’s current Home Business.policies can be emulated.

Draft Guidelines/Rationale -

“In order to prepare an effective set of animal kennel guidelines that will complement and .
support the Commission’s mandate, it is imperative that the Purpose and Objectives of the

* - NEPDA/Niagara Escarpment Plan and the respective Objectives of the Escarpment

Protection and Rural Areas are followed. Given that the NEP’s Development Criteria will
remain applicable to the majority of kennel applications, the guidelines can be prepared as
-a concise and readily useable document, which should be easily understood by the public.

Accordingly, staff asserts that the guiding principle for such guidelines be based on a

_ small-scale approach, which is consistent with other commercial, home business and
institutional related uses that-are permitted in the same designations, and generally
appropriate for the areas located solely within the Development Control Area. From that
point of reference, the guidelines can be honed to ensure that the primary objective of -
preventing or minimizing land use conflicts is achieved, while maintaining viable economic
- opportunities in rural areas/communities, and providing a service to others in the
community. Of note, most health regulations requwe that a breeding or boarding kennel
not be iocated within a dwelling unit.

Firstly, it shouldbe stipulated that the kennel guidelines will apply to all lands located -

within the NEC’s Development Control Area, and only to dog breeding and boarding

kennels, or kennels that include the boarding/breeding of both dogs and cats (staff is not

aware of any issues associated with non-canine kennel operations). Any dog daycare

operations or dog rescue shelter will be considered as a boarding kennel and be subject to

- the guidelines. Also that any authorized kennel operation may include a grooming, training
. and daycare component provided that the maXImum number of ammals is not exceeded.

Any applications for a dog daycare business shall be subject to the kennel guidelines. For
. an expansion of a kennel operation that is subject to a previous Development Permit, the
same guidelines will apply. If the proposal for expansion does not comply with the
guidelines, the expansion would generally not be permitted unless the Commission
considers there to be unique or spec:al CIrcumstances thereby allowing conS|derat|0n fora
minor adjustment :

For applications proposing expansions to an existing kennel located in the area of the
NEP, but which pre-dates the NEP, the application will be reviewed under the Existing Use
policies in Section 2.3. For an expansion to a kénnel located only in the Development”

-~ Control Area, which was not the subject of a previous Development Permit and has

already met or exceeded the maximum number of animais or other criteria set by the
guidelines, the proposal will likely continue to be evaluated using municipal policies, and in
accordance with the Purpose and Objectives of the NEPDA. Staff concedes that this is a
situation where the new guidelines could not reasonably be applied. This should not,
however, preclude a request for an acoustic analysis. Also, the local mun:cnpallty may

- have a particularly restrictive policy/protocol in place.

In the case of an animal kennel, whether for boarding or breeding purposes, the main
determinant for a small-scale operation will simply be in relation to the number of animals
kept on the premises. As such, by setting a realistic maximum number of dogs and other
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animals permitted in a kennel, the result should be smaller/less structural elements
(including outdoor runs, septic facilities, client parking), fewer employees needed (sources
indicate 1 employee to 7 dogs), less noise from barking dogs and a lower volume of traffic
to and from the property.

Staif is recommending that the maximum number of dogs in a kennel be limited to 12, not
including up to 3 licensed dogs kept in the single dwelling (owned by the residenis of the
dwelling) and in the.case of a breeding operation, not including-any litters/pups under the
age of 3 months. For a kennel that both breeds and boards dogs, the same limits should
apply. Staff's research finds that one building not exceeding 140 sq m (1500 sq ft) can
sufficiently accommodate up to 12 dogs (including litters) in accordance with
recommended minimum pen sizes, kitchen, office and storage space, within a modernized
facility. A boarding facility for the same amount of dogs could be of considerably less floor
area.

Some boarding facilities (rarely breeding related) also offer accommodations for cats in
addition to dogs. Cats and other household pets do not have the additional horizontal
space requirements of dogs (usually utilizing vertical space}, nor contribute significantly to
the volume of noise and waste. Therefore, in light of this difference, but keeping within the
parameters of a small-scale use, it is recommend that a dog kennel can be permitted to
accommodate up to a maximum of 6 cats, in addition to the 12 dogs. :

Where an existing accessory structure is being converted for use as a dog kennel or dog
kennel/cattery (especially a particularly large structure), it must be demonstrated that the

- number of permitted animals, as prescribed above, will not be exceeded through the

submission of a floor p!an/kennel de31gn

It is evndent that many breeding and_boardlng facilities are of a modest scale, with the
larger operations (between 20 and 50 dogs) being the minority. Considering the cost of
purchasing a purebred dog/cat or the average $30.00 per day rate for boarding a dog, a
kennel operation can s’ull in staff's opinion, be a viable business under the llmltatlons
recommended. ' ,

Where a minimum lot area for a kennel is prescribed in a kennel by-law (in the context of
the NEP area), the lot sizes range between 0.4 ha (1 acre) to 19.5 ha (48 ac), depending
on the specific zone in some instances. The average minimum lot size is closer to 10 ha
(25 ac). Considering the predominant 40.4 ha (100 ac) original half township lots in most |
rural areas and subsequent severances typically into 20 ha (50 ac), followed by 10 ha (25
ac) lots, a 10 ha (25 ac) lot stands as a suitable median. Following various measuring -
exercises, this acreage can realistically accommodate suitable minimum setback
distances (see below), generally regardless of the subject lot’s configuration, or the area,
configuration and use of abutting lots. This lot size also minimizes densities.

A minimum setback distance of 150 m (492 ft) from all kennel-related facilities to the
nearest dwelling located on a separate lot is recommended. At this distance, it is
anticipated that most noise and/or odor impacts would be avoided or minimized. This
same distance is utilized in some existing kennel by-laws. The setback should also be
applied to consider a dwelling that was approved on an abutting lot, even if it is yet to be
constructed, or its approval has lapsed.

. It is also appropriate to include a minimum setback from property lines. This can provide
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support a livestock operation, or are vacant and without any determined land use. A
distance of 60 m (197 ft) is recommended.

Staff is not recommending usage of maximum lot coverage as a percentage of lot area.
The foregoing provisions would appear to render this value redundant.

Other general criteria that should be included with the guidelines, which are self-
explanatory, are as follows:

any proposal fora new or expanded dog kennel operation shall demonstrate
compliance with a municipal kennel by-law where such by-law is more restrictive, 7
or has provisions which are more restrictive than the NEC’s Kennel Gu:dellnes

municipal official plan policies and standards (e.g. fencing, parking, lot size shall
be met

' municipal and agency permit, licensing and approval requirements shall be
_satisfied (e.g. kennel, building, access, health, safety, conservation authority);

any propesal for a dog breeding kennel operation shall require proof of
membership with the Canadian Kennel Club:

all kenne] related facilities shall be fenced and where determined necessary,
vegetatlve screening shall be provided;

any proposed kennel- related structure shall be accessed by a common driveway
shared with the single dwelling, including an existing accessory building to be
converted to a kennel, where possible;

any proposed kennel-related structure shall be located wnth:n 30 m (100 ft) of the
single dwelling on the same lot, or in the case of an exiting structure to be
converted for kennel-related purposes, no more than 50 m (150 ft) from the
single dwelling on the same lot;

only one unlit sign having a maximum size of 0.9 square metres (9.7 sq ﬂ)
ldentn‘ymg the kennel business shall be permitted on the lot; :

the kennel operation shall be secondary to a primary residential use on the lot,
or a primary agricultural use on the lot that includes a single dwelling;

the kennel shall be operated by the residents of the smgle dwellfng on the same
lot, exclusive of employees

a Development Permit that includes a dog kennel will not be transferable to a
new owner, but the kennel operation may be considered through a new
application.

The draft guidelines are setoutas a separate document in Appendix 1. -
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CONCLUSION:

The draft dog kennel guidelines contained in this report represent a first step to
effectively regulate dog kennels located within the NEC’s Development Control Area
and NEP Area, where applicable. The guidelines should be considered a discussion
document. ,

The draft guidelines have been prepared in accordance with the Purpose and
Obijectives of the NEPDA and the NEP, and would not appear to conflict with other
relevant legislation, regulations, or the Provincial Policy Statement. In the end, it is
staff’'s view that the draft guidelines can provide a balance between the support for
viable small-scale dog kennel and kennel-related uses in rural areas, maintenance of
the Escarpment environment, supporting municipal planning functions, and preventing
or minimizing the well documented conflicts associated with dog kennels in the Niagara
Escarpment Development Control area.

It is anticipated that relevant municipalities and stakeholders will generally support the
draft guidelines and/or offer constructive advice toward the adoption of final guidelines,
which could then be used as a basis to formulate new kennel policies in the Niagara
Escarpment Plan.

Should new kennel policies be incorporated into the Plan, the guidelines could continue
~ to apply to those lands that are located within the Development Control Area, but
outside of the Plan area. ‘

RECOMMENDATIONS:

1. That the Niagara Escarpment Commission endorses the Draft Dog Kennel
Guidelines to have effect in the Niagara Escarpment Development Control-
Area, subject to Recommendation 2.

2. That the Niagara Escarpment Commission direct staff to circulate this
. staff report/draft guidelines to applicable municipalities and stakeholders _
for comment prior to adoptmg final gundelmes

repared by
cfael Baran B 7 Keh Whitbread
Pl nner Manager
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1.

APPENDIX 1

DRAFT DOG KENNEL GUIDELINES

General:

' The guidelines shall apply to all lands located in the Niagara Escarpment

Development Control Area.

The guidelines apply only to new or expahded dog kennels, including

_instances where dogs and other household pets are bred or boarded on the

same property in conjunction with a single dweliing.

Any property that accommodates more than three (3) licensed dogs shall
require approvals for a kennel through the Devetopment Permit Application
process.

A kennel consists of a structure and related facilities used in conjunction with
a single dwelling for the purpose of boarding and breeding dogs, including a
dog daycare and a dog rescue shelter. A dog boarding or breeding kennel
may include grooming/spa and obedience training as an ancillary use,
provided that the maximum number of an:mals permitted in'the guidelines is
not exceeded. .

A dog grooming/spa and dog obedience training business located entirely
within an accessory structure may be considered to'be a home business
unless there is a boarding, breeding or daycare component. In such a case,
the operation will be considered to be a kennel. R

Animal kennels in conjunction with a single dwelling are permitted uses in
the Escarpment Protection Area, Escarpment Rural Area, and where
permitted by a municipality, on lands designated as Niagara Escarpment
Development Control Area. :

Criteria:

1.

The maximum number of dogs in a kennel shall be limited to twelve (12), not
including up to three (3) licensed dogs kept in the single dwelling (owned by
the residents of the dwelling) and in the case of a breeding operation, not
mclud:ng any htters/pups under the age of three (3) months.
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10.

11.

12,

For a kennel that both breeds and boards dogs, the maximum number of
dogs shall be limited to twelve (12), not including up to three (3) licensed
dogs kept in the single dwelling (owned by the residents of the dwelling) and
not including any litters/pups under the age of three (3) months. '

A dog boarding kennel can be permitted to accommodate up to a maximum

. of six (6) cats, in addition to the twelve (12) dogs.

Where an existing accessory structure is being converted for use as a dog
kennel or dog kennel/cattery (especially a particularly large structure), it
must be demonstrated that the number of permitted animals, as prescribed
above, will not be exceeded, through the submission of a floor plan/kennel
design.

A ddg kennel shall not be established on any property that has less than a
minimum lot size of 10.0 hectares (25.0 acres). :

A minimum setback distance of 150 m (492 ft) is required from all
kennel-related facilities (including any outdoor runs or other areas to be used
by the dogs) to the nearest dwelling located on a separate lot.

A minimum setback distance of 60 m (197 ft) from any property line is
required for all kennel-related fagcilities {including any outdoor runs or other
areas to be used by the dogs) -

Any proposal for a new or expanded dog kennel operation shall
demonstraté compliance with a municipal kennel by-law where such by-
law is more restrictive, or has provisions which are more restrictive than
these Kennel Guidelines.

Mun:crpal official plan policies and standards (e g. fencmg parking, lot
size shall be met.

Municipal and agency permit, licensing and approval requirements shall
be satisfied (e.g. kennel, bulldmg, access, health, safety, conservation

" authority).

Any proposal for a dog breeding kennel dperation shall require proof of
membership with the Canadian Kennel Club or an equivalent professional
kennel organization. : :

Al kennel-related facilities shall be fenced and where determined
necessary, vegetative screening shall be provided.
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13.
14.
15.
16.
17.

18.

-Any proposed kennel-related structure shall be accessed by a common
. driveway access shared with the single dwelling, including an existing
accessory building to be:converted to a kennel, where possible. .

Any proposed kennel-related structure shall be located within 30 m (100 ft)
of the single dwelling on the same lot, or in the case of an existing

_ structure to be converted for kennel-related purposes, no more than 50 m

(150 ft) from the single dwelhng on the same lot.

Only one (1) unlit sign having a maximum size of 0.9 square metres (9.7
square feet) identifying the kennel business shall be permitted on the lot.

The kennel operation shall be sécondary to a primary residential use on .
the lot, ora pnmary agncultural use on the lot that includes a smgle
dwelling.

The kennel shall be operated by the ressdents of the smgle dwelllng on the

-same lot, exclusive of employees.

A'Development Permit that inciudes a dog kennel will not be transferable
to a new owner, but the kennel operation may be considered through a
new apphcatlon
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