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Municipality of Northern Bruce Peninsula 
56 Lindsay Road 5 
Lion's Head, ON N0H 1W0 
 
Dear Members of Council: 
 
RE:  Bruce Peninsula Short Term Accommodations Group Request for Consultation. 
 
This letter is submitted on behalf of the Bruce Peninsula Short Term Accommodations Group.  This group 
is made up of 260 members, all of whom own or manage Short Term Accommodations in Northern Bruce 
Peninsula.  In addition, this letter has been reviewed and adopted by rentcottage.com, who represent an 
additional 185 properties in Northern Bruce Peninsula. 
 
We will start with the positive:  There are over 500 short-term rentals in the municipality.  Regional 
Tourism Ontario (Region 7) statistics generated state that the average spend for a traveller in the area is 
$89.00/day exclusive of accommodation costs.  Based on existing industry data from Northern Bruce 
Peninsula, the average adult occupancy of a short-term rental is 4.  Also based on existing industry data 
from Northern Bruce Peninsula, the average annual rental period for short-term rentals is 6 weeks per 
year.  Thus, if we take 500 properties, with 4 guests for 42 days, spending $89.00 per day, we see revenues 
in the region of $7,476,000.00.  This is money to tour operators, grocery stores, retail etc.  The public 
infrastructure cost is paltry.  The increase in property values and respective increase in property tax to the 
municipality can also be credited, in some measure, to the short-term rental market. 
 
Let us open by saying that in general we support reasonable and minimally invasive regulation of STAs in 
the municipality.  It is in the best interest of the community, users and owners of STAs to ensure 
reasonable standards are set and maintained.  The “Wild West” approach to governance can result in both 
neighbours and guests being frustrated and disappointed as certain actors take advantage of the lack of 
oversight and regulation to make a quick buck.  Thankfully, almost all of what is needed to ‘regulate’ is 
already enshrined in existing bylaws.  A failure to enforce those bylaws should not give rise to an additional 
regulatory framework. 
 
We have now had the opportunity to review the consultant’s reports entitled “Best Practices for Short 
Term Accommodation” [hereinafter the “Background Study] and the “Recommendations for a Strategy to 
Manage Short Term Accommodations” [hereinafter the “Report”].  Among those reviewing on behalf of 
the group are several professionals, including medium and large business executives, senior academics, 
senior land use planning experts and senior lawyers; the latter who spent much of their practices dealing 
with large group land use issues.  Among them, they have reviewed more consultant reports than they 
can remember.  These reports come in all shapes and sizes. However, a single unifying aspect of each 
consultant report is the following framework: 
 

1. a clear scope of work,  
2. a detailed description of underlying assumptions and basis for those assumptions, and; 
3. an outline of the objective to be reached in the consultation.   

 
We confirm that the Report lacks all three key components.   



In addition, the Background Study (which is the ‘factual’ framework upon which the Report is based) has 
serious errors of fact – for example it states that the Township of Blue Mountains allows only 30 days of 
rentals per year, when no such limitation exist.  The Report also contains numerous typographical and 
numbering errors. 

We return to the cause, hypothesis, method and conclusions of the Report. 

The cause driving the review of STAs is simply articulated as ‘increasing pressure to address…’.  There is 
no qualitative support, nor in fact, quantitative support for this purported increase in pressure, anecdotal 
or otherwise.  No statistical data is presented providing scope of the increased pressure, or incident 
reports.  There is no data on the scope of the STA market, its input to the municipality or its relative 
costs.  There are no interviews with ‘neighbours’ or ‘STA Owners’.  This despite a large representative 
group (Bruce Peninsula Short Term Accommodations Group) reaching out to the consultant and 
municipality directly, asking to engage.   We were invited to the same 'events' held for everyone.

We very much want to see an evidence-based approach implemented that achieves the objectives of the 
municipality, but at this time it is not clear what those objectives might be.  It appears to be a solution in 
search of a clear problem. 

The need for what we will call a “Made in the Bruce” solution is noted on page 1 of the Report in the last 
paragraph. However, the Report contains virtually no NBP specific information. There is no discussion 
regarding how any of the noted issues are unique to the Bruce or more/less significant. The Report is 
generic and could easily be swapped for another municipality.  

In the introductory paragraph of the Report it is noted: 

“While it is generally accepted that the majority of STAs do not create issues within the community and 
that STAs can provide a range of community benefits, it is also clear there are associated issues which 
need to be addressed by the municipality.” 

It is important that these statements be backed with actual evidence. What percentage of STAs operate 
with no complaints each year? We don’t know that there are associated issues unique to STAs.  Noise, 
fireworks, over occupancy and septic system maintenance are issues that apply equally to STAs and 
general cottage use.   

Before reviewing each recommendation, we will conclude with a reiteration that this Report is based on 
gut feeling, anecdotal data and unsupported conclusions.  If anything, the municipality might ask what 
value it received for its investment. 

Zoning 
This analysis and resulting conclusions are entirely flawed.  The logic of the consultant suggests that 
because STAs aren’t contemplated in the bylaw, they are not permitted.  If that logic were applied to other 
uses not articulated, a great deal of uses (including long-term rentals) would not be permitted. Clearly it 
is not the intention of the consultant or municipality to preclude long-term rentals without specific 
reference in each applicable zone.  Those rentals are in fact promoted as a source of affordable housing 
in the area.  The same logic, therefore, cannot be used to presume STAs are precluded.  The public 
statements made by the consultant that STAs are illegal are not only incorrect but have a chilling effect 



 
 

on the industry and are thus likely defamatory.  Such casual utterances on an issue of such significance, 
should again raise serious questions about the Report and its authors. 
 
In addition to the foregoing, it is also long established that existing uses not contemplated by a bylaw or 
subsequently rendered ‘illegal’ by the new bylaw continue to exist as legal non-conforming uses.  This 
would be the case if the municipality were to attempt this change (and only if it could defend the bylaw 
change at the Land Planning Appeals Tribunal).  For clarity, any attempt to regulate STAs by controlling 
zones will be fought in the LPAT. 
 
The rationale that adding the STA definition to the zoning bylaw somehow makes them easier to regulate 
is true but overbroad.  A bylaw dealing with STAs and their regulation can stand alone without being linked 
to zoning and still be as enforceable as if it were tied to zoning. 
 
Finally, the underlying assumption that zoning control is required to ensure affordable housing is not 
borne out by any evidence, qualitative or quantitative.  It’s just a throw away without support or rationale.  
In fact, common sense would point out that as a seasonal, tourist driven economy, year-round, owner 
occupied housing stock is not what is needed.  There is no jurisdiction in the world legislating that lakefront 
homes must be made affordable and available as a part of social housing stock.   
 
In sum, the zoning recommendations are without merit and should not be acted upon.  While regulation 
of STAs is a good idea, this is not the vehicle. 
 
Differences in Scale of Use 
Again, there appears to be no rhyme or reason for the thresholds for the classes.  There is no commentary 
as to why the thresholds are chosen or what they are designed to address.   
 
The limitation on number of days is highly arbitrary and without rationale.  A property is rented or it is 
not.  When it is, it is subject to any regulation regarding unreasonable interference with neighbouring 
properties or a failure to comply with occupancy/safety regulations.  As a practical matter, categorization 
and enforcement of this rule will be next to impossible absent a significant and costly administrative 
burden on the municipality. 
 
A size-based class system is similarly not necessary, nor does it address any of the factors seeming to 
underpin the municipality’s investigation in first instance.  The limiting factors on occupancy should be 
septic capacity and perhaps reference to the number of bedrooms/beds available so as to avoid 
overcrowding.  The remaining concerns will be covered by existing bylaws regarding noise etc. 
 
There should be one fee levied for licensing.  It is a fee to reflect the administrative cost of creating a 
central registry of STAs and general administration to ensure STA reporting compliance with respect to 
septic health.  The costs of enforcement should be paid for through fines levied.   
 
As for the Report’s recommendations regarding minimum stays, there has been no rationale provided to 
support any minimum duration.  No data collected in the survey conducted nor reference to the 
Background Report was provided.  There should be no relationship between levels of regulation and 
duration of stay, as there is no evidence provided suggesting a correlation between stay duration and any 
problem perceived or demonstrated. 
 
 



 
 

Noise and Disturbance 
This issue is universal in all recreational areas.  The recommendations are reasonable and should apply to 
all residents.  In fact, we would argue that with existing noise and firework bylaws together with septic 
limits, most of this issue is already regulated.  To the extent that we want to ban outdoor speakers in the 
municipality, we would support that 100%.  It makes no sense that a renter can’t play music outside, but 
their neighbour, an owner, can blast music until the evening quiet bylaws kick in. 
 
Licensing 
While this is an incredibly poorly drafted recommendation, we generally support the licensing of STAs.  
The notion of ‘Conditional’ is unclear.  One assumes that it’s conditional on the STAs ability to comply with 
septic, occupancy (and perhaps zoning) conditions.  With our comments on zoning and classes in mind, 
we support the licencing of STAs and think it makes good sense for the municipality to ensure compliance 
with reasonable standards as well as to develop some actual data on the industry and it’s benefit to the 
area. 
 
Municipal and Private Services 
With our comments with respect to the highly arbitrary classification of ‘classes’ set out above, we have 
no issue with reasonable reporting requirements about septic systems and garbage requirements.  The 
regulation with respect to water systems is onerous and unreasonable and not borne out in any way by 
complaints or incidents.  An owner has an obligation to ensure water is potable or to notify guests of any 
problems.  Water samples on an annual basis is reasonable but testing and the standards required for 
public water delivery is unnecessary.  As the property will be used in a fashion consistent with owner or 
long-term rental use for the respective well, this increased standard is without justification. 
 
Housing Supply Needs 
While affordable housing is an issue throughout the region and indeed the country, the properties used 
as STAs are not the answer.  There is no evidence presented that the availability of these properties in 
inventory would change the rental/ownership landscape in the region.  Additionally, if the STAs weren’t 
permitted the properties would be owner occupied or kept as investment properties.  There may be some 
increase in long term rental inventory, but this is not supported by any data, qualitative or quantitative. 
 
Complaints Process 
With all our foregoing comments in mind, we take no issue with this section.  The only addition is that the 
process must be 100% transparent with all information, including complainant, being available to the 
owner.  Any notes/findings would similarly be available.  This allows for a complaints and resolution 
process to be undertaken and any inconsistency of application or outcome to be known and addressed in 
the process going forward.  It is a healthy approach for the municipality and owners. 
 
Enforcement 
With our comments on zoning in mind, we take no issue with this section.  Some transparency and checks 
and balances should be considered. Municipalities like Blue Mountains and Tiny have made the fines 
payable by both the owner and the renter, requiring the renter to sign an acknowledgement of the bylaw 
prior to being able to rent the property.   Additionally, a process of complaint verification should be in 
place to prevent against abuse by NIMBY neighbours. 
 
Fees and Administrative Costs 
Subject to our comments above, we take no issue with a reasonable annual licensing fee.  The deposit is 
unreasonable.  Any outstanding fine could be added to the property as a lien, just as municipal utilities or 



outstanding taxes can be.  It simply must be addressed in the bylaw.  In the event a fine is levied and not 
paid in 15 days, the amount is added to the property roll and the license suspended.  In the event an 
appeal is commenced, the suspension is stayed until the appeal is heard.   

Commercial Competition and Taxation 
We disagree 100% with the outrageous rationale (as might the competition bureau) provided by the 
consultants.  If this tax is used to control competition in favour or support of traditional accommodations, 
this is likely illegal.  However, if an accommodation tax, or destination marketing fee is added to support 
infrastructure development and renewal (not general revenues), we think that is an excellent idea and 
should apply universally to all those offering accommodations in the region, or to none at all. 

In conclusion, if the municipality engages in a reason/evidence-based approach to the creation of 
reasonable and minimally invasive regulations and enforcement mechanisms, we would imagine the 
process will go as smoothly as possible in the circumstances.  However, if the process continues in the 
current fashion (including statements amounting to legal conclusions made by the consultants and patent 
and potential conflict of interest on council, which has gone unchecked), it will be responded to with 
expensive, protracted and well funded litigation from a large committed group of electors. 

We thank you for taking the time to consider these comments and renew our offer to meet with council 
and/or the consultant to further this conversation. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Bruce Peninsula Short Term Accommodations Group 

BPSTAG2019@gmail.com




