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Gordon Hill’s Comments on  
Minutes of Public Meeting  
held on October 15, 2013 

 in relation the Proposed Safety and Maintenance of Properties By-law 2013-060 
 

1 Number of people present:  “Approximately 75” people” may reflect the number of people who 
signed the attendance sheet, but Donna Walsh, a director of the Christie Lake Association Inc. 
(“CLA”), counted at least 100 attendees, excluding those who stood in the hallway outside the 
Council Chambers. 

2 The minutes do not reflect that I addressed the meeting on behalf of the Christie Lake 
Association Inc., representing its 125 members, and that I filed a certified copy of a resolution, 
passed by unanimously by all nine of CLA’s directors, opposing the by-law. [This issue could be 
resolved by referencing the resolution in the minutes and attaching a copy to the minutes.] 

3 The minute do not reflect that Neil Bova presented a petition containing the names and 
signatures of 200 or more people who opposed the proposed by-law. [This issue could be 
resolved by referencing the Petition in the minutes and attaching a copy to the minutes.] 

4 The Minutes do not reflect the comments made by those in attendance. [This issue could be 
resolved, in part, by referencing the Public Comments Summary October 15, 2013  (“the Oct 15 
Summary”).]  However, the Oct 15 Summary is not, in my view, an accurate reflection of the 
comments made by the public at the October 15 meeting insofar as comments “In Favour” of the 
by-law are concerned. I do not recall any member of the public: 
(a) enumerating any of the first 6 concerns under the heading “By-law” in the “In Favour” 

column; or 
(b) stating that the Township is losing taxes from properties that have had their assessed values 

lowered. As I recall, that comment was made by one of the Councillors, not a member of the 
public. In any event, it is an incorrect statement. 

Those comments may have been made to TVT staff or Councillors prior to the meeting, but I do 
not believe that they were made at the meeting. [I acknowledge that my memory is far from 
perfect and that my recollection could be incorrect.] 

5 Copies of the Oct 15 Summary (amended, if appropriate, to reflect the above comments), Neil 
Bova’s Petition, and the CLA directors’ resolution (which are attached to the Agenda of the 
November 19, 2013 meeting) should be referenced in the minutes and copies attached to those 
minutes, not simply attached to the Agenda for the November 19, meeting.  Including those 
documents in the Agenda for the November 19 meeting is not helpful to, and may be misleading 
to, those who may: 
(a) view the October 15 minutes on the TVT website; or  
(b) ask a TVT staffer to provide a copy of those minutes. 

6 The minutes do not reflect the mood of those in attendance who were virtually unanimously 
opposed to the proposed by-law. 

7 The minutes do not reflect that Chairman of the Meeting posed two “show of hands” questions 
to those present at the meeting, nor do they reflect the voting on those questions. Those 
questions were (to the best of my recollection):  
(a) Who is opposed to the proposed by-law? (which yielded a virtually unanimous opposition 

to the by-law); and 
(b) Should some amended form of the by-law be presented for further consideration? (which 
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yielded about 4 or 5  positive responses)  
8 Neither the minutes nor the Oct 15 Summary make reflect  the assertion which I made at the 

meeting that a change in levels of assessment has NO EFFECT on the number of tax dollars 
collected and spent by Tay Valley Township. To state otherwise is patently false.  If a change in 
assessment has any effect on taxation at all, it affects ONLY on the allocation of taxes among 
taxpayers. From taxpayer’s perspective, lowering of one’s assessment is a positive, because it will 
either result in a tax reduction or will minimize the inevitable galloping tax increases to which 
TVT property owners are annually subjected.   

9 Neither the minutes nor the Public comments mention my assertion that, contrary to S. 24 of the 
Planning Act, the proposed by-law does not conform with Section 5.9.2 of TVT’s Official (“the OP”). 
That section states that it is the intention of the Township to introduce by-laws specifying 
standards “for property maintenance and occupancy under Section 15.1 of the Building Code Act”. 
[Shading added for purposes of emphasis only.] The Building Code Act remains in effect. Section 
15.1 has not been repealed or amended since the Official Plan was last approved.   S. 15.1. of the 
Building Code Act provides various safeguards for owners/occupants of property against arbitrary 
action by a municipality or a person authorized to enforce municipal by-laws (“a by-law 
enforcement officer” or “a BLO”), including: 

(1) S 15.2(1) – requiring a BLO to: 
(a)  produce proper identification before entering a property; and  
(b) enter a property at only “reasonable times” – unless the he or she has a warrant to do 

otherwise;    
(2) 15.6(1) of the Building Code Act requires Council to appoint a property standards 

committee for the purpose of hearing appeals against an order made by a BLO (“ a BLO 
order”); 

 (3)  S. 15.3(1) gives an owner or occupant who has been served with a BLO order a right of 
appeal to the property standards committee; and 

(4) S 15.6(4) of the Building Code Act gives a right of appeal from the property standards 
committee to the Superior Court. 

 
By-law 2103-060 is made pursuant to various sections of the Municipal Act. It is not made 
Pursuant to S. 15.1 of the Building Code Act as required by TVT’s Official Plan. By-law 2013-060 
does not expressly require a Municipal Enforcement Officer (“an MLEO”) to produce 
identification as a condition of entry, nor does it limit entry to “reasonable times”.  
By-Law 2013-060 offers no procedure for appeals. Consequently, it is clear that the proposed by-
law, which is not made pursuant to S. 15.1 of the Building Code Act, does not conform to the OP. 
 
S. 24(1)  of the Planning act states: “Despite any other general or special Act, where an official 
plan is in effect … except as provided in subsections (2) and (4), no by-law shall be passed for any 
purpose that does not conform therewith. [Shading added for purposes of emphasis only.] 
Neither  subsections 24(2) nor 24(4) are applicable to the by-law in question. 
 
If Council passes the proposed by-law, the only rational conclusion that one can draw is that 
Council prefers that property owners/occupants not have the protections that S 15.1 of the 
Building Code Act would provide to them. 


