




   
    

   
       

   
 

   
  

 
 

     
    

     
    

   
    

    
  

  
 

  
  

   
     

    
       

   
 

    
  

    
    

 
   

  

 
 

 

PLEASE PROTECT NATURAL HABITAT FOR WILDLIFE, BIRDS, INSECTS AND PLANTS:
As natural woods, forests, grasslands and wetlands disappear in Saugeen Shores - and Southampton in 
particular, we become responsible and culpable for the loss of habitat for our crucial neighbours -
wildlife, birds, insects, plants, to list a few of nature's inhabitants. Beavers and fox families have already
suffered from human proximity and traffic in the Emerald Drive and Albert Street areas.  How many other
less visible or remarkable life forms will be compromised or lost altogether with another 
development/subdivision of houses, townhouses, driveways, lawns and vehicles? Such losses of 
nature's inhabitants in this corridor from Emerald Drive to Albert Street would be irretrievable.

PLEASE PROTECT DESIGNATED SAUGEEN VALLEY CONSERVATION AUTHORITY WETLAND:
When I purchased 198 Emerald Drive in 2021, it became evident that the Saugeen Valley Conservation 
Authority had strict rules and expectations of homeowners on the east side of Emerald Drive. The
original owners of my house had erected an unauthorized shed with a poured concrete floor. According
to SVCA regulations, this shed had to be removed from the property before I could legally purchase the
house with a mortgage financed by a bank.  A letter to my lawyer from SVCA (dated November 19, 2021)
expressed concern with any further or future amendments that might interfere, in any way, with the
existing channel of water to the east of my property.  I am attaching a copy of this letter from the SVCA 
which, at the time, was cc’d to Cheryl Grace and Dave Myette as members of the Saugeen Valley 
Conservation Authority.  Please honour and preserve designated SVCA wetland.

PLEASE ADDRESS ALREADY CHALLENGING TRAFFIC ISSUES THAT WOULD BE COMPOUNDED BY
DEVELOPMENT AT CHANTRY CROSSING:
In the seasons when Airbnb’s are busiest, traffic is already a serious concern on Emerald Drive.  A house
rented for Airbnb purposes has between 1-4 vehicles parked in the driveway and on the
street.  Residents, visitors, and tourists who drive, walk, or cycle currently experience frustrating
challenges crossing at the corners of Adelaide Street, Emerald Drive and Highway 21.

Additional vehicular traffic created by the Chantry Crossing development would further aggravate and
complicate these traffic and congestion challenges. Turning left onto Highway 21 from Adelaide Street or
Emerald Drive would mean even longer waits and frustration for vehicles, potentially putting people’s
safety and lives at risk.

“Not in my backyard” is a phrase I worry about using with regard to the development application for 'S4
L16 Z27 Chantry Crossing’.  It won’t surprise you that, given my location at 198 Emerald Drive, I am 
distressed by the number of single dwellings and townhouses that are being proposed.  My concerns are
magnified by the number of vehicles that would pass my west, north, and east-facing windows and
porches.  Until now, my own proximity to Highway 21 has been shielded and protected by a natural 
corridor of woodland and wetland, buffers to human traffic and noise.

I sincerely appreciate your serious consideration of my concerns about the proposed development 
application for 'S4 L16 Z27 Chantry Crossing’.

Lisa Billings
198 Emerald Drive
Southampton - N0H 2L0
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1078 Bruce Road 12, P.O. Box 150, Formosa ON Canada N0G 1W0 
Tel 519-367-3040, publicinfo@svca.on.ca, www.svca.on.ca 

SENT ELECTRONICALLY ONLY (mmck@bmts.com) 

November 18, 2021 

McKerroll & McKerroll Barristers & Solicitors 
854 First Avenue West 
P.O. Box 607 
Owen Sound, ON 
N4K 5R4 

ATTENTION: M.K. McKerroll 

Dear Ms. McKerroll 

RE: Billings purchase from  
198 Emerald Drive 
Lot 17 
Plan 3M175 
Roll No. 411048000200800 
Town of Southampton 
Municipality of Saugeen Shores 

In response to your letter dated November 17, 2021, Saugeen Valley Conservation Authority (SVCA) staff offers 
the following comments based on an in-office review of our files and mapping. A recent site inspection of the 
subject property has not been conducted by Authority staff. 

SVCA Regulations 

Please be advised that the entire property is subject to the SVCA’s Development, interference with Wetlands 
and Alterations to Shorelines and Watercourses Regulation (Ontario Regulation 169/06, as amended). This 
Regulation is in accordance with Section 28 of the Conservation Authorities Act, R.S.O, Chap. C. 27. This 
Regulation requires that a person obtain the written permission of the SVCA prior to any “development” in a 
Regulated Area or alteration to a wetland or watercourse. 

“Development” and Alteration 
Subsection 28(25) of the Conservation Authorities Act defines “development” as: 

a) the construction, reconstruction, erection or placing of a building or structure of any kind, 
b) any change to a building or structure that would have the effect of altering the use or potential use of 

the building or structure, increasing the size of the building or structure, increasing the number of 
dwelling units in the building or structure, 

c) site grading, or 
d) the temporary or permanent placing, dumping or removal of any material, originating on the site or 

elsewhere. 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 
 

   
 

    
  

 

 
 

 
 

  
  

 
 

  
 

  
 

  
 

    
   
    
  
   
   
                          
 

  
  

   
 

 
 

       
   

  
   

  
 

 
    

  
  

 
  
   

 

Watershed Member Municipalities 
Municipality of Arran-Elderslie, Municipality of Brockton, Township of Chatsworth, Municipality of Grey Highlands, 

Town of Hanover, Township of Howick, Municipality of Morris-Turnberry, Municipality of South Bruce, 
Township of Huron-Kinloss, Municipality of Kincardine, Town of Minto, Township of Wellington North, 

Town of Saugeen Shores, Township of Southgate, Municipality of West Grey 



  
  

  
 

 
   

 
 

  
   

 
 

  
     

 
 

 
  

     
   

 
  

 
   

     
   

   
 

 
   

   

 

    
   

   
    

 
 

  
 

  
 

    
      

    
 

 
 
 

Billings p/f Vendor 
November 19, 2021 
Page 2 of 3 

According to Section 5 of Ontario Regulation 169/06, as amended, alteration generally includes the 
straightening, diverting, or interfering in any way with the existing channel of a river, creek, stream, or 
watercourse, or the changing or interfering in any way with a wetland. 

To determine where the SVCA’s areas of interest are located associated with our Regulation, please refer to 
the SVCA’s online mapping program available via the SVCA’s website at http://eprweb.svca.on.ca.  Should you 
require assistance, please contact our office directly. 

Hurricane Hazel Flood Event Standard (Regional Storm) Floodplain 
Please be advised that portions of this property are located within the Hurricane Hazel Flood Event Standard 
(Regional Storm) Floodplain. In general, no new development is permitted within the floodplain. 

Permission for Development or Alteration 
If development or alteration including construction, reconstruction, conversion, grading, filling, or excavation is 
proposed within the Regulated Area on the subject property, the SVCA should be contacted as review and 
permission may be required. 

Zoning and Official Plan 

Administration and final interpretation of the Zoning By-law and Official Plan are the responsibility of the 
Municipality and/or County. We recommend you contact the Municipality and/or County to confirm the 
zoning status and/or designation for the property, and for all other items relating to the Zoning By-law and 
Official Plan. 

As the provincial commenting agency for matters relating to Natural Hazards (Environmental 
Protection/Environmental Hazard/Hazard/etc. zones and/or designations) in association with applications 
made under the Planning Act, the SVCA is required to provide comments and assistance to the Municipality 
and/or County and its residents for zoning and Official Plan matters in this regard. The SVCA also provides 
recommendations pertaining to Natural Heritage in accordance with the Plan Review Agreements currently in 
effect with our member municipalities, and as a watershed agency associated with Planning Act applications. 
Therefore, if a planning application (proposed Zoning By-law amendment, application for minor variance, 
application for consent, site plan approval, Draft Plan of Subdivision, Draft Plan of Condominium, etc.) is 
required in association with your proposal, the SVCA will be involved in that process as a review agency and 
the SVCA’s comments to that process will be forwarded to the Municipality and/or County at that 
time. However, SVCA comments regarding Zoning and Official Plan matters are not included within this 
correspondence. 

Drinking Water Source Protection Plan 

Please be advised that the property is located within an area that is subject to the Saugeen, Grey Sauble, 
Northern Bruce Peninsula Source Protection Plan, prepared under the Clean Water Act, 2006. The Source 
Protection Plan came into effect on July 1st, 2016 and contains policies to protect sources of municipal 
drinking water from existing and future land use activities. Please contact the Risk Management Official at 
rmo@greysauble.on.ca for more information on the Source Protection Plan policies that may affect the subject 
property. 











 

 

 

concerns or questions are brought forward. 
I am also concerned how the postal strike may impact the distribution of notifications 
regarding public meetings concerning decisions on this development. Can you please share 
how the town is circumventing this issue? 

I have Cc'd John Divinski, Jay Pausner and Cheryl Grace on this email in addition to the 
residents. Please note however, Cheryl has excused herself from participation in the public 
meeting, Council discussions and vote, or any official discussions/meetings about the 
application due to a pecuniary conflict of interest. I do wish to keep her informed as one of 
the residents notified of this development application. 

I thank you for your time and consideration in this matter. I look forward to receiving your 
response. 

Kind Regards, 

Denise Brady 
254 Island St 



 

   
     

  
   

   
     
       
  
     

  
   

    
  

     
    

 
    
     

  
   

  
   
   

   
  

  
      

 
     

   
     

   
    

 
 

Concerns: 

1) Rail trail relocation and proximity to highway. The loss of mature trees and safety of trail being 
immediately adjacent to highway. Frequently used by many residents of all ages and abilities 
and will also be used by any future residents 

2) Rail trail: has there been an impact assessment to determine if historical or heritage land 
protection is in place i.e.: train derailment site – at the bridge etc. 

3) Publically used trail, yet only our neighbourhood has been informed of potential modification. 
4) Loss of greenspace and mature forests brought on by development of land 
5) Housing density 
6) Is there a demand in the area for this many dwellings. While the current national conversation 

often includes housing shortages, is that the case in Saugeen Shores? It appears that other 
subdivisions (e.g. Southampton Landing) may be having trouble selling lots and building homes 

7) Road access to Island St. Is this necessary. It is not a faster access to highway or beach and only 
serves the new development. Island St/Cedar Bush neighbourhood has small children, family 
members and pets that walk their family to school bus stops down to Albert Street and to the 
beach. There are no sidewalks on our part of Island and Cedar Bush streets thus a traffic hazard 
adding additional traffic on Island Street. 

8) Approximate start and finish date for development 
9) Does the developer have sufficient funds and pre-sales to ensure the subdivision does not sit 

unfinished for prolonged period of time 
10) Has Saugeen Valley Conservation been consulted to ensure the removal of trees/greenspace 

does not affect the current residents ground water (ie: flooding, insurability) 
11) Any environment protections in place for wildlife that reside in this greenspace 
12) With inconsistencies in grade of land, what amount of leveling/grading will be required, and 

how tall will these new dwellings potentially be 
13) Infrastructure changes that impact our taxes i.e.: assessed value of existing properties-

moratorium on taxes for current residences 
14) Will the land be clear cut or will it be developed on a lot by lot basis in effort to retain as many 

mature trees/forest as possible 
15) is there a net loss of open space designated in the Official Plan (OP)? If yes, what is the 

justification, open space is a critical component of healthy, productive communities 
16) is there a net loss of highway commercial lands designated in the OP? These lands are critical to 

the economic viability of the town, what justification is provided to eliminate these lands (i.e. 
lands with access to the highway are limited and very valuable as commercial property) 









 While each incident has unique circumstances, it underscores a widely recognized planning 
principle: placing vulnerable trail users adjacent to high-speed vehicular traffic dramatically 
increases the likelihood and severity of collisions. Off-road, separated trails—like the existing 
Saugeen Rail Trail—are specifically designed to prevent such outcomes. 

Even current crossing points along Highway 21 already present safety challenges. Expanding 
this exposure across the entire trail would significantly increase risk. 

3. Accessibility for All Ages and Abilities 

The existing trail is accessible to 

Seniors 
Children and families 
Individuals using mobility aids 
Dog walkers and casual users 

This level of accessibility depends on a low-stress, off-road environment. A highway-adjacent 
route would effectively exclude many of these users, particularly those who are most 
vulnerable. 

4. Environmental and Community Impact 

The current rail corridor preserves a continuous green space that: 

Protects mature trees and habitat 
Provides shade, noise buffering, and air quality benefits 
Supports mental and physical well-being 

Removing this corridor for development and replacing it with roadside infrastructure would 
result in a permanent loss of these environmental and community benefits. 

5. Community Investment and Stewardship 

For decades, volunteers have contributed significant time and effort to build and maintain this 
trail. It represents a strong partnership between the community and local government, and a 
legacy that should be preserved and respected. 

6. Economic and Tourism Importance 

The trail connects key areas of Saugeen Shores and supports tourism by offering a safe, scenic 
route for visitors. Trails like this are known to contribute to local economies by attracting 
cyclists, walkers, and families seeking high-quality outdoor experiences. 

Conclusion 

The Saugeen Rail Trail is a rare and irreplaceable asset: a safe, accessible, off-road corridor 
that serves people of all ages and abilities. 

Relocating it to a highway corridor would: 



 

 

Reduce safety 
Limit accessibility 
Damage environmental assets 
Undermine decades of community investment 

I strongly urge the County and Municipality to: 

Preserve the existing rail trail corridor 
Enhance safety at existing road crossings 
Protect the surrounding natural environment 
Continue prioritizing off-road, separated active transportation infrastructure 

This decision will have long-term consequences. I ask that you choose the option that 
prioritizes safety, accessibility, and the well-being of the community. 

Sincerely, 
Jo-Anne Cameron 

Supporting Evidence and Planning Principles 

Transportation Association of Canada (TAC) – National guidelines emphasize that 
physically separated facilities are the safest option for cyclists and pedestrians, 
especially along high-speed roadways. 
Ontario Traffic Manual (OTM Book 18: Cycling Facilities) – Recommends separation 
from traffic on roads with higher speeds and volumes, noting increased collision risk 
when cyclists share space with motor vehicles. 
Public Health Ontario & Injury Prevention Research – Consistently identifies motor 
vehicle speed and proximity as the primary factors in the severity of pedestrian and 
cyclist injuries. 
Active Transportation Best Practices (Canada & North America) – Off-road, multi-use 
trails on former rail corridors are widely recognized as: 
Among the safest facility types 
Highly inclusive for all ages and abilities 
Critical for increasing participation in active transportation 

Local Context – The Saugeen Rail Trail: 

Provides an existing, fully separated corridor 
Has decades of community investment and volunteer stewardship 
Serves both transportation and recreation functions 

These principles are consistent across multiple levels of government and planning practice, 
and strongly support the preservation of existing off-road trail infrastructure over relocation to 
roadside environments. 





 

My fourth concern is if this developer has been in contact with the Saugeen Ojibwe Nation on 
this project? This is a significant plot of land with trails and wildlife that's situated on treaty 
land. If the developer hasn't yet, are they going to approach SON? 

Overall, residents' quality of life will go down from this build and I know many locals don't 
support it. I know my family will personally suffer from this development, as we wanted to live 
in this neighbourhood because of the nature, wildlife, and trails, instead our view is going to be 
at the side of all the townhomes. It'll be extremely disappointing if this development goes 
through. 

Sincerely, 
A concerned local 

Tara Campbell 





 

Bruce County Planning - Lakeshore Hub 

File Numbers: S-2025-004, L-2025-016, Z-2025-027 

From: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Date: Wednesday, September 24, 2025 1:23:19 PM 

** [CAUTION]: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or 
open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

Good afternoon Jake Bousfield-Bastedo, 

I and my neighbours copied in this email would appreciate being advised when the public 
meeting will be scheduled to learn more and/or express our concerns relative to the above 
mentioned proposals. 

Kind regards 

John dehooge 









 
      

    

       

               
             

  

               
              

   

                  
 

                    
       

            

                  
     

              

  

 







 

 

   

 

 

 

 

forested area after another being ripped down to provide ultra expensive houses for 
buyers.  Saugeen Shores Council does not seem to value beautiful forests and 
recognize how they are so important to the health and well-being of our residents. 

This planned development must be stopped and never be allowed to proceed.  These 
forested areas help to mop up water when we have heavy rainfall in our region. 
Without the natural woodland from Emerald Drive to Albert Street, the existing houses 
on Emerald Drive could be flooded during heavy rainfall events in March and April 
and during spring runoff. 

Summarizing, forests are vital to life and must be protected.  They act as the planet's 
lungs by producing oxygen and storing carbon, filtering air pollution, and playing a key 
role in the water cycle, protecting watersheds, filtering water, and reducing the risk of 
flooding. 

For all of the above reasons, I recommend that Saugeen Shores Council oppose the 
approval of this development application. 

We have lots of vacant fields and lands within Southampton that could be used to 
provide more housing units for families.  There is no need to destroy natural, forested 
areas existing in Southampton and Saugeen Shores. 

Yours sincerely, 

Michael Kennedy 

87 First Street 

Southampton 





 

 
 

  

 

 

 

 

 

   

 

   

 
 

  

independent business ecosystem of Southampton while introducing more pollution. 

Retail Displacement: These spaces are likely to attract national chain stores that outcompete 
the small, independent shops for which Southampton is famous while again contributing to 
various forms of pollution and unsightly additions to what is currently a green space. This also 
risks hollowing out our community and negatively impacting our historic downtown core 
businesses. Southampton does not need any chain stores such as Stacked, an A&W, dollar 
tree store, cannabis shop, etc. to overrun our small local businesses and charm. We need 
more employees that work in our current local businesses not irresponsible corporate chain 
stores. 

Commercial Nuisance: Commercial stores and development introduces 24-hour light 
pollution, traffic, noise from delivery corridors, and increased industrial HVAC activity, all of 
which are incompatible with the quiet, green character of this community. 

III. Loss of Environmental Amenities and Canopy Protection 

The proposed site would result in the permanent destruction of significant green space, 
including a vital portion of the rail and walking trail system. These trails are critical for local 
biodiversity and serve as major draws for cycling and hiking tourism and walkability. 
Southampton has claimed that it wants to increase tree canopy and yet the solution here 
seems the destruction of it. 

Recommendation: A comprehensive Tree Preservation Plan must be mandated. The "razing" 
of ANY land during early development stages must be prohibited to prevent the irreversible 
loss of canopy and the creation of barren eyesores that can never be replaced.  There are 
numerous examples of destroyed land in Saugeen Shores as a result of developers who have 
left razed land empty for years without any action impacting local residents, wildlife, 
biodiversity, watersheds etc. 

IV. Infrastructure Strain and Traffic Safety (Highway 21) 

The addition of this subdivision will put undue pressure on the Highway 21 corridor, an artery 
that already faces significant congestion while increasing noise pollution and safety of local 
residents. Any changes such as the widening of this roadway will again impact the charm and 
character of this town and create a massive disruption to accessibility and the day to day lives 
of local residents. 

Recommendation: The developer must be required to fund a traffic impact study and fund all 
subsequent mitigation, additional signalization and pedestrian crosswalks ( including across 
21) to ensure safe "active transportation" for all residents while preserving safe green spaces 
such as any rail trails and trails.  There should be no widening or encouragement of increased 
traffic flow. 

V. Hydrological Impact and Proximity to Lake Huron 

Given the site’s proximity to the water table and Lake Huron, the transition from natural green 



 

 

     

 

 

 

 

 

 

space to massive impermeable surfaces (roofs, roads, and commercial parking lots) is a major 
concern. 

Recommendation: I request a rigorous Stormwater Management (SWM) study. The potential 
for construction-related siltation and oily runoff from commercial parking pads, residential 
driveways poses a direct threat to our local watershed and the ecological health of the lake 
which will also negatively impact tourism.  The environmental impacts of both the building of 
such a development and the day to day use of this developed land will negatively impact our 
water and beaches. 

Conclusion 

Growth should be a tool to improve and enhance existing local community, local independent 
businesses, affordability, environmental stewardship, not a process that erodes its character 
and environment while negatively impacting local residents, green tourism and healthy safe 
transportation/walkability. 

I am asking the Planning Committee to defer or cancel any approvals until these concerns are 
addressed through a revised plan that prioritizes smaller and more dense footprints, 
affordability, elimination of any commercial land use while thinking about the protection of 
our natural and economic assets (tourism) and FULL engagement with the local community 
while not catering to the whims of developers who have zero interest in our community 
outside of potential profit. 

I request to be notified of any further meetings or decisions regarding this application. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Sebastian Kowalik 

122 Grenville St. N 

Southampton Ontario 









 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 

market for a significant period of time and are not selling.  It is not believed that this proposed 
application would meet a definition of affordable housing. As such, how is more housing 
needed? 

Finally, more highway commercial blocks are not required when there are businesses located 
on High Street that should be supported.  There are also sufficient businesses located on 
Highway 21, both in Southampton and at the north end of Port Elgin (which have recently 
been developed/opened). 

We look forward to attending public meetings and understand that receipt of notice of these 
meetings is forthcoming. It is hoped that the Council will not support this application. 

respectfully, 
Melanie and Scott McKellar 

249 Island St. 
Southampton, ON N0H 2L0 





In accordance with your letter, we wish to be notified of both the public meeting and the 
decision of the approval authority on the proposed application. 

We have copied the Condominiums' Board of Directors to this email. 

Regards......Pat and Roger Nerney 



From: 
To: Bruce County Planning - Lakeshore Hub 
Cc: 
Subject: Comments regarding plan S-2025-004 
Date: Wednesday, March 25, 2026 3:44:39 PM 

** [CAUTION]: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or 
open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

] 

To whom it may concern, 
The accompanying map/letter to area residents is so poorly done that one cannot see details on 
the map and trying to find it on the website is impossible. I cannot see where the rail trail will 
be and it is very active normally and will be a great loss. 
The town planners won’t be content until they ruin what made Southampton so wonderful to 
live in. It seems as if the town is supporting developers at the expense of residents. A perfect 
example of poor planning is the destruction of the entire cedar forest for the development 
Southampton Landing , on the right as you enter the town on highway 21. What development! 
It is moving at a snail’s pace and has created an ecological desert and an eyesore for several 
years now. Animals, birds, amphibians etc have disappeared. Was it necessary to remove 
everything at once like that? It isn’t as if anyone even thinks about planting native trees to 
replace some of what was lost. Where is your plan to support the ecology and environment 
that makes living in a natural area so beneficial. 
Marilyn Ohler 
44 Cedar Bush Drive, 
Southampton, On 





From: 
To: Bruce County Planning - Lakeshore Hub 
Cc: Jake Bousfield-Bastedo 
Subject: S4 L16 Z27 Chantry Crossing 
Date: Tuesday, September 23, 2025 2:34:51 PM 

Good Afternoon: 

I am interested in obtaining a map illustrating the boundaries of all designated brownfields areas located within the municipal 
boundary of Saugeen Shores. 

Thanking you in advance, 

Regards, 

Brian Putman 





      
      

  
 

            
            
              

 
            

             
             

           
        

            
           

           
         

             
             

          
              

            
    
             

         
         

                
 

          
      
           

           
                 

             
             

            
    

             
            

         
           

            
         

  
           

            
            

 
           

         
           

 
           

            
           

    
 

          
               

           
        

PETITION TO REJECT SAUGEEN SHORES OP 
AMENDMENT APPLICATION L-2025-016, ZBL AMENDMENT APPLICATION 

Z-2025-027 & SUBDIVISION APPLICATION S-2025-004 

WHEREAS the application Form One as submitted on behalf of the applicant, dated 
April 1, 2025 has not been sealed by the Corporation of “SKG Holdings Inc.”, but rather 
signed by an individual and is therefore null and void as a corporate Form One application; 
and, 
WHEREAS the response to Section 3 of the application Form One (which asks “Name 
of Registered Owner” is “SKG Holdings Inc. c/o Brett Chang” and yet the application 
Form One is signed by Kathy Young and the application on the Bruce County Planning & 
Development website indicates the owner as “Chantry Crossing” is therefore confusing, 
without clear indication of true ownership and therefore legal liability; and, 
WHEREAS the application Form One as submitted on behalf of the applicant, dated 
April 1, 2025, requests the amendment to the Saugeen Shores Official Plan (SSOP) (as 
adopted by Town of Saugeen Shores Council December 10, 2012 and approved by County 
Council March 26, 2014 and most recently Consolidated December, 2024), but does not 
specify the section(s) of the SSOP that is seeking to amend; 
WHEREAS the Subject Area as identified in the said Form One application, containing 
the 33 detached dwelling lots, 18 townhouse dwelling lots, one considerably large 
commercial lot, two highway widening areas for the relocation of the Saugeen Rail Trail as 
delineated in the application, is unique in nature, with wetlands serving as a natural 
groundwater recharge area; and, 
WHEREAS the response to Section 2 of the application Form One (which asks “Is the 
application consistent with the Provincial Policy Statement”) is “Yes”, is false in that it 
contravenes Section 1 (a) and (b) of Chapter 2.5, which reads “Healthy, integrated and viable 
rural areas should be supported by: a) building upon rural character, and leveraging rural amenities 
and assets; 
b) promoting regeneration, including the redevelopment of brownfield sites”; which the proposed 
development fails to achieve, and, 
WHEREAS the proposed development does not meet Policy 2.3 of the Town of Saugeen 
Shores Official Plan (first drafted in 2012 and updated in 2024) which indicates: “It is the 
policy of the this Plan to encourage the re-use and redevelopment of Brownfield sites. A Brownfield 
site is a property that is underdeveloped or previously developed that may be contaminated. They 
are usually, but not exclusively, former industrial or commercial properties that may be 
underutilized, derelict or vacant” (In all cases, brownfield sites must be rehabilitated, for 
future residential development); and, 
WHEREAS the Town of Saugeen Shores and the County of Bruce have yet to map a 
single brownfield site within the boundaries of Saugeen Shores during these past 13 years 
and yet many such sites exist to this day; and, 
WHEREAS the proposed development seeks to develop a total of 51 residential units and 
a significant commercial unit (aspects of which are not specified) in a community with 
significant traffic flow and congestion, which this proposed development will increase even 
further; and, 
WHEREAS the proposed development seeks to reroute the existing Saugeen Rail Trail 
which is currently wooded to a narrow strip along Highway 21, which will result in a far 
diminished natural view and an increased safety hazard for pedestrians and cyclists alike; 
and, 
WHEREAS the proposed development is silent with respect to specifics of the 
commercial development identified in the application, with respect to size, height, frontage, 
etc. of the building structure and nature of the business operation intended. 

Therefore, we, the residents and/or property owners of Southampton, petition the Town of 
Saugeen Shores to reject application “S4 L16 Z27 Chantry Crossing” and that the subject 
area be maintained as a natural habitat without subsequent consideration for future 
development, and further that, 

Town Council instruct the Saugeen Shores Development Services department to work with the 
County of Bruce - Planning & Development to undertake a full inventory of Brownfield sites 
within the Town of Saugeen Shores and update town and county official plan mapping to include 
all such brownfield sites for consideration of future residential development. 

































     

   
     

 
             

                
            

  

               
                    

   

                  
               
                 

                 
         

          

                 
                  
    

         
         

                
 

                 
                

                
                

                   
     

                      
      

            

                    
        

         
              

Comments Received from Petitioners 
regarding "S4 L16 Z27 Chantry Crossing" 

Development Application 
Ugh so disappointed in Council taking applications to deforest the area for more housing. 
Brian, it amazes me that developers are given the rubber stamp of approval to almost any Plan 
deviation by this council in support of Grow Grow Grow! Please share any planned petition you are 
proposing to submit. 

A good example of property to be remediated and developed as town houses is the property 
immediately to the West of Rona and to the East of the old railway station. The lag thing wen need is 
cutting down more trees. 

To your point about brownfield sites-there are a number of places for a developer to build that would 
be less disruptive than that strip. In fact-the other side of that very highway is a complete wasteland in 
my books. The Southampton Landing building site is a decent example of a build that didn't diminish 
anything and allows those looking for mid level housing to participate in the growth of the town. The 
last place the town should allow development is the parcel identified. 

The 'unknown' commercial zoning actually bothers me more than the residential. 

Makes us sad knowing that nature has to find a new home when we build and farmland disappears, 
making our food more expensive!!! Bikes and roads are not a good mixture!!! Who wants to bike beside 
a noisy road. Not me.....and dangerous.... 

I am interested in supporting the preservation of woodland within Southampton. 
I hope we can keep the trail the way it is. 
I am bitterly opposed to allowing any variances, including the necessity to provide parkland to go with 
the development. 

Hello Brian, my husband and I are both against this change in zoning that would develop the woodland 
buffer around the rail trail. It would be a detriment to the environment we enjoy and the aesthetic of 
the Southampton area. I might suggest making flyers to post in Southampton business, library and post 
offices to make more people aware of the situation and posting on the Southampton social forums if 
you have not already. We would be happy to do postering or door to door if a petition is generated. 
Thank you for your good work! 

No notification was left at my door and we do not have a post office box in town so I only learned of 
this development via social media and your email. 

I am happy to put my name on a petition that will object to the proposed project. 

We are in France till December. I was unable to open the application but from what you stated I believe 
the most important concern is Do Not Touch the Rail Trail! 

Our woodlands should not be touched anymore. We've lost enough. 
We are completely against this development and will do what is necessary to stop it. 
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my biggest concern is the relocation and/or elimination of the rail trail which I frequently use. 

This land is not development land and should not be used to benefit a developer. If we allow this land 
grab to take place, what is to say that other trails will be similarly taken to accommodate building. 

We are very much opposed to this development. I bike on rail trail daily as there are no cars and it is 
beautiful. 
There seem to be large empty lots on east side of hwy 21 where housing may be built. One such area 
on High St was cleared years ago. 
Our town needs large areas where you can walk or sit among trees. More parks are needed. 
Another example of an area to save in a woodlot is the dirt walkway between Island and Bay. It is full 
of birds. 

While we recognize the need for change and expansion, some of the many reasons we chose 
Southampton to build our retirement home was the vast forested areas, walkable paths and small-
town feel. 

It is a very informative petition and I firmly agree with all items indicated in the Petition. 
If no development or alteration was permitted (see Subsection 28(25) in 2021, how and why did 
Saugeen Conservation Authority Land suddenly become ‘available’ in 2025 to the developer who is 
proposing an amendment application in order to provide a subdivision application? 

I think it is terrible the Town is going to change the official plan. We all bought for a reason, so far I 
have a car wash across from us and the noise from it travels up our street and into the backyard. They 
so far have changed the corner of Adelaide from residential to commercial and we tried to fight it but 
lost. I bought this house in 2000 and many changes have taken place and not to my liking. So yes I will 
support this. 

We are both opposed to such a development for many reasons. 
I have been waiting for this ‘shoe to drop’.  
Such a development would be a travesty!!  I, for one, am fed up with all these applications for variances 
which our money hungry council simply rubber stamps.  I support a petition against any development of 
our precious woodlands.  Count me in! 

I am concerned that Southampton is losing our natural woodland as an "inevitable cost of 
development". 

We own property on Island Street and would be impacted by this proposed development along with our 
concerns about the removal of the woodland and the related impacts to wildlife, leisure, the 
community and the environment. 

I’m particularly concerned about the further loss of forested and wetland. The amount keeps shrinking 
every year and we see less bird life as a result. I would be glad to sign the petition. 
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I definitely oppose this “Chantry Crossing” named development. Sometimes I wonder why we have an 
Official Plan in the first place, if down the road, you can easily change it from protecting prime forest 
land to Residential and Commercial development. To me, this is a very complicated design that will not 
only wipe out this beautiful piece of forest but will wipe out all natural habitat. Development on such a 
large scale does not complement the area in question. Slowly bit by bit Southampton is losing its 
identity, it’s charm, it’s vibe. Outsiders only see dollar signs and could care less what other town 
people, residents or visitors think. Our Mayor and most Council members say yes to development and 
don’t care where the new builds are situated these days in my opinion. It’s hopefully a good thing that 
the County of Bruce oversees the planning process and that it is the County Staff who reviews this 
application and has the authority to amend it. I understand that the submission of various documents 
go to the County of Bruce, our Mayor being the Warden. Last but not least….who owns the Rail Trail? 
Anyway, I will definitely come to any public meeting not to oppose because of where I live, but oppose 
the destruction of this Southampton Woodland of which may be the last one to protect. 

H Brian. Thanks for sending this. I would be happy to help with this effort as well. 
I agree that we have to be more proactive and informed than ever with council decisions favouring their 
own process. As you are aware, at this time I am not a full time resident but would do what I can to 
create a more inclusive and robust chain of communication. 

I support a petition AGAINST the proposed development on environmentally sensitive forested land in 
Southampton. 

I am concerned with loss of canopy, water flow, and what seems like very little “green” space involved. 

In principal, I am not opposed to this development . However, I don't see the need for a new exit at the 
top end of Island Street. There are no sidewalks at the top end of Island Street or on Cedar Bush Drive. 
Additional traffic will be a hazard to pedestrians, especially children, in this area. 
As far as possible, I would like to see existing trees retained, as was done by Devitt-Uttley for their 
development at the top end of Cedar Bush Drive. 
Also, it is not clear to me how the existing rail trail route will be maintained to where it exits between 
2 houses on the east side of Emerald Drive, linking to trails on the west side. Traffic calming measures 
and/or better pedestrian crossing signage may be needed to improve safety for trail users at this 
location. 
In general, if the proposed housing retains the look and feel of the neighborhood, and blends in well, 
many resident concerns may be addressed. To this end, it would be nice if the developer would submit 
architectural renderings of proposed housing before this development is approved. 

We live on Emerald Drive and have received the notice from the town regarding the development. I 
have responded to them with some of my concerns and would be interested in supporting your petition. 
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I find it very reassuring that there are multiple groups concerned with this proposal. I will admit that I 
am completely unaware of bylaws or what the current zoning rules are, so I greatly apprecaited your 
attention to detail in your letter. I merely wanted to organize the neighbourhood and voice our 
numerous concerns as a united front as opposed to individuals. 

I am opposed to any development that further erodes natural water runoff areas, and forested areas in 
this community. Concrete systems directing water to drainage systems have proven negative impacts 
and development should be discouraged. 

WE oppose the development of this area since the runoff drainage is likely to be directed to ditches 
leading to the Bay Street ditch. The Bay Street ditch is inadequate and floods at least once per year 
through my property. This has been identified to the town for at least 5 years but with no change. 
Developing this property will increase the frequency and severity of flooding through my property and 
erosion damage to my property. 

We are quite concerned about the possibility of flooding as our sump pump has to work very hard now 
during significant rainfall. It has actually been overwhelmed in a couple of instances. And also we do 
not want to see the trails & woods disappear. 

Thank you for taking the initiative on this issue. I am opposed to this development for all the reasons 
you have mentioned, the increased traffic that it would create at the Emerald and Adelaide intersection 
and the traffic moving north from there along Emerald to Albert Street. 

When I got the notice I started thinking about what I should do and was planning a call/visit to the 
county office next week to talk to the Planner on the file. Beyond this I have no experience or 
understanding of what steps could be taken. Please keep in touch and if I can be of assistance in this 
matter please let me know. 

Will prepare letter to Council 

STOP with the development!! If I wanted to live in a city! I would move to a city!! Leave our town alone! 
Leave the woodlands alone!! 
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Kind regards 

John 

On Tue, Sep 30, 2025 at 8:53 PM Jake Bousfield-Bastedo <JBousfield-
Bastedo@brucecounty.on.ca> wrote: 

Hi John and all, 

Thanks for your interest in this process. I would ask if you can to each send in an email 
directly. As a practice we don’t add cc’d emails to the notification list as its not clear they 
have granted permission. I realise that’s a bit of a hassle and appreciate your 
understanding. Further, please specify your address if possible, to help Council understand 
where the concerns may be coming from. 

If you have any questions or concerns about the proposal at this point I would encourage 
you to reach out early, as this gives us the chance to look into matters in detail. 

Thanks! 

From: Klarika Hamer <KHamer@brucecounty.on.ca> 
Sent: Monday, September 29, 2025 9:07 AM 
To: John deHooge 
Cc: Jake Bousfield-Bastedo <JBousfield-Bastedo@brucecounty.on.ca> 
Subject: Public Comment dehooge S4 L16 Z27 Chantry Crossing 

Good morning John, 

Thank you for your email. 

Your comments have been received and will be included in staff reports for consideration by 
the Town of Saugeen Shores and the County of Bruce. You will receive future notices related 
to Draft Plan of Subdivision file S-2025-004, Local Official Plan Amendment file L-2025-016 
and Zoning By-Law Amendment file Z-2025-027. 

Jake Bousfield-Bastedo is the Planner on this file and is copied on this email. 

Kind regards, 

From: John deHooge <johnwdehooge@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, September 24, 2025 1:22 PM 
To: Bruce County Planning - Lakeshore Hub <bcplpe@brucecounty.on.ca> 





   
     

      

    
    

 
 

 
 

 
  

 
       

 
 

     
 
 

 

 
 
  
 

 
 

Klarika Hamer 

From: 
Thursday, October 9, 2025 3:00 PM Sent: 

To: Bruce County Planning - Lakeshore Hub 
Subject: Proposed extensions of Albert Street and Emerald Drive 

** [CAUTION]: This email originated from outside of the organizaƟon. Do not click links or open aƩachments unless you 
recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

Hello 

The site plan appears to eliminate the rail trail to facilitate development.  I object. 

There also appear to be zoning change requirements, which are in place to prevent over building and should not be 
changed. 

The development should be reconfigured to ensure there is no changes to the rail trail, which I use frequently and should 
not be "giŌed" 
to a developer. 

Thanks 

Julian Sellers 
189 Emerald Drive 
Southampton 

1 



From: 
To: Bruce County Planning - Lakeshore Hub 
Subject: Subdivision file S-2025-004, plan amendment file L-2025-016, & zoning by-law amendment file Z 2025-027 
Date: Tuesday, March 24, 2026 3:05:35 PM 

** [CAUTION]: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or 
open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

] 

Hello 

I object to the development as it is proposed. My comments are as 
follows: 

· Rail trail to be relocated to beside a widened highway. This 
then appears to be a sidewalk, a completely different experience than 
the existing rail trail. These rail trails are one of the attributes 
that make Southampton a great place to live. The proposed relocation 
would ruin the experience. 

· Planning Justification Report 
This report uses provincial guidelines for establishing density and 
availability of affordable housing. This report states (6.1.5) 
o Natural resources shall be protected and managed in order to 
maintain and preserve a healthy living environment for existing and 
future generations 
o Natural areas or features shall be protected from negative effects 
of development 
To my first point, this report makes no mention of the relocation of 
the rail trail which provides a healthy living environment and should 
be protected. 

· Zoning by-law 47-2021: 
o Reduces the minimum lot size from 250 m² to 160m²; 
o Reduces the minimum townhouse frontage; and 
o Reduces the minimum space between buildings 
Presumably, these changes accommodate the proposed development but I 
see no science that tells me that these are appropriate. It seems to 
me the town can establish any conditions it wants but higher density 
housing will impact the ability of the storm water and sewer systems 
to cope. I do not see a sewer system report but I will comment on the 
storm water management report. 

· Storm Water Management Report 
This report appears to be a comprehensive engineer’s report. The 
trouble with these reports is that they are for engineers, which I am 
not. I comment as follows; 
o If I am reading it correctly, the numbers show the storm system is 
just capable of handling a once in a hundred-year storm but there 



appear to be some caveats; 
§ These numbers are based on a computer simulation, which in my 
experience, while useful, are always wrong. The report should detail 
potential problems and their likelihood. For weather, the past is not 
a good indication of the future. 
§ The numbers appear to assume a “proposed underground storm 
system” both south and north of Emerald Drive. Does this mean there 
needs to be expansion of the storm to accommodate the density of this 
construction? 
§ Is the storm system separate from the sewer system? Combining 
these systems in other locations has been catastrophic. 

In summary, the proposed development needs to be redesigned so that it 
does not infringe on natural features. There also needs to be 
clarification of the ability of the towns drainage systems to cope. 

Thanks 

Julian Sellers 
189 Emerald Drive 





rezoning and development. 

3b. Add infrastructure to make the Adelaide-Hwy21 intersection a controlled intersection. This 
would require cyclists to dismount and use the pedestrian signals. It is likely that all 4 crossings 
would need pedestrian crosswalks, indicators, and actuators, just like the main intersection at 
High Street. This would pose significant cost and possibly delay to the developer and may 
require the involvement of Provincial Highways process. 

B. The Tree Preservation Plan does not realistically represent the Tree Compensation 
Area. 

4. The Tree Compensation Area includes the proposed re-routed rail trail. That section of the 
Tree Compensation Area is about 3.75m wide according to the plan. The existing rail trail is 
approximately 2m wide, with an additional 1 meter of untreed border on either side. It does 
not seem feasible to consider the proposed re-routed Rail Trail area as Tree Compensation 
Area — there is simply no room there to plant new trees and in the same place install gravel 
for the proposed re-routed rail trail. 

5. The Tree Compensation Area also includes areas designated as Storm Water Management 
features, such as the swale behind lots 1 to 14. However, if that area it to be used as a swale, 
then planting trees there will disrupt water flow. 

Alternate solutions for the conflicting uses of the Tree Compensation Area 

6. As per point 3 above, keep the existing Rail Trail location, then use the border along the 
highway as a Tree Compensation Area (if doing so is compatible with highway widening). 

7. Instead of using an open swale as a Tree Compensation Area, impose restrictions on each 
lot as follows: The combined area of driveway, walkway, lawn, house and other structures be 
no more than 30% of the lot, and at least 40% of the lot be used for native tree species. 
Provide incentives (property tax compensation) to maintain existing trees during the 
installation of residential infrastructure, and the construction of individual homes. 

8. As a general development principle, the existing forest soil and mulch, which contains all 
the necessary healthy organisms for trees to thrive in that location, should be considered a 
valuable resource. The Town could require that the developer conserve that soil and mulch 
(separately) so it can be used by the Town, and by the residents of the new development, to 
rehabilitate the land, given that it is sure to be severely damaged during the building of 
infrastructure and homes. 

Regards, 
Rob Shave 







 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

Subject: Proposed development at Adelaide Street and Emerald Drive in Southampton 

Dear Mayor Charbonneau and Members of Council: 

The board of the Southampton Residents Association (SRA) wish to provide comments 
on the proposed development at Adelaide Street and Emerald Drive in Southampton. 

This site, as you are aware, has several community features that require retention before 
the location and shape of development are considered. 

The community features that should be retained are: 

1. The well-used Saugeen Rail Trail must be retained in its present location. 
2. The significant woodland is important green urban space for our town. The trees must 
be retained. 
3. If there is any commercial development planned for this site, no uses should be 
considered which would detract from Southampton's diverse and vibrant downtown. 
Commercial use, if any. requires careful review. 

In consideration of these important three points, development plans for this site need to 
be revised. 

Thank you for your ongoing support for our community. 

Yours sincerely, 

Jeanne Holmes and Frances Barrick 
Board co-chairs of the Southampton Residents Association 









 

(1) the building of 51 residential units with access onto 
Emerald Drive and Albert Street, and not to Highway 21, would 
add additional traffic to those roads and “feeder” roads from 
Highway 21 into the existing residential area, such as Bay 
Street and Adelaide Street. 
Bay Street is already heavily used by cars moving from the 
highway into the larger residential area in the vicinity of the lake 
and is being used as a thoroughfare, with the accompanying 
problems of increased traffic volume and speeding. 

(2) the development would include a commercial area on the 
north side of the residential area and adjoining the Saugeen Rail 
Trail and highway. 
Plans show that the Rail Trail, a significant amenity to the 
walking and cycling public in Saugeen Shores, would pass 
directly across the front of the commercial areas’s parking lot 
off Highway 21, a location that would pose a hazard to the 
walking/cycling public using the trail. 
In addition, a left turn into the proposed parking area by a car 
traveling north on the highway would require a turn from a 
curve in the highway that trends in the opposite direction; a 
hazardous turn because, owing to the nature of the curve, 
northbound traffic only appears to people driving south shortly 
before being visible. Indeed, this makes the Adelaide/Highway 
21 intersection at Rexall and the car wash across the street 



----

very dangerous, which would be increased with left turn 
attempts off the highway into the commercial area’s parking 
lot. 

For theses reason, I ask Bruce County and Saugeen Shores 
council to reject the proposal. 

continued on page 2 

Storck submission 

The following comments are addressed to the Bruce County 
planning department and senior administrators and council for 
the Municipality of Saugeen Shores. 

The proposed development raises two issues that need to be 
addressed more broadly: 



The First Issue: planning should embrace more than simply a 
property being considered for development and also consider 
links with other areas in the community. 
It’s clear from the placement of the commercial area in the 
proposed Chantry Crossing development that this did not 
happen. The developer could have rerouted the Saugeen Rail 
Trail behind the commercial development and between it and 
existing houses along Emerald Drive to connect with Adelaide 
Street. A managed trail already exists from the Y-intersection 
where the trail branches into two directions, one trending west 
toward the Trailhead on Emerald Drive and, the other, a trail 
trending north to Adelaide. This latter section begins with a 
gravel base which extends some distance along the trail and 
which, along its entire length, has also been cleared of lateral 
growing tree branches to a width of ten or twelve feet that 
would otherwise have grown into the trail. Long, narrow 
diameter tree trunks have also been placed at locations on the 
ground parallel to the trail to help define its edges. The trail is 
heavily worn and, thus, apparently frequently used, probably 
because it’s regarded by the public as much safer than walking 
along the highway from the Y-intersection noted earlier to 
Adelaide Street. Maintaining this trail behind the development, 
or moving it slightly, would have served the community beyond 
the convenience of yet another strip mall. And, if maintained, 
the existing tree growth along the west side of the trail would, 
as it does today, have screened the proposed commercial area 



   

from houses along Emerald Drive. 

An earlier opportunity to link the Saugeen Rail Trail to a walking 
trail leading to the children’s playground in George Marion Park 
off Emerald Drive was lost when provisions were not made for 
it at the time the development was being planned for the 
Touchless Car Wash, the adjoining strip mall, and Tim 
Horton’s. Again, a footpath could have led to the playground 
behind the commercial development. 

Failure to provide for links such as these is a serious deficiency 
in land-use planning. I believe municipal planners should bring 
these links to the attention of developers and work with them 
to increase public walkways throughout the town. 

continued on page 3 

Storck submission 

The Second Issue: intensifying commercial development in the 
core business area of Southampton rather than along the 



----

highway corridor. 
The Chantry Crossing proposal would add yet another strip 
mall to the highway corridor, detracting from the approaches to 
the core area of the town, currently “softened” by the treed 
area on the west side of Highway 21 extending from South 
Street to Adelaide. I’m aware of the fact that the highway is 
zoned for commercial use but suggest a policy of commercial 
intensification in the High Street area should be adopted to 
prevent further commercial sprawl along the highway. This 
would also support High Street as the “core commercial zone” 
of the community. 

I ask Bruce County and the Municipality of Saugeen Shores to 
act on these issues. 

Peter Storck 
259 Bay Street 
Southampton, Ontario 




