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MINUTES

PLANNING AND ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE

REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY OF OTTAWA-CARLETON

CHAMPLAIN ROOM

09 JULY 1996

3:00 P.M.
PRESENT:
Chair: G.Hunter
Members: D. Beamish, A. Cullen, B. Hill, P. Hume, J. Legendre, A. MunteBtévart

and R. van den Ham

CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES

That the Planning and Environment Committeeconfirm the Minutes of the meeting
of 25 June 1996.
CARRIED

ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES ITEMS

HUNEAULT WASTE MANAGEMENT LTD. - APPLICATION FOR AN

AMENDMENT TO CERTIFICATE OF APPROVAL #460702 FOR A

DISPOSAL, PROCESSING AND COMPOSTING FACILITY

CITY OF GLOUCESTER

- Director, Solid Waste Division, Environment and Transportation
Department report dated 25 June 96

Councillor Legendre asked fofarification onthe Region’s role in approving these types
of reports. He questioned whethgncethe Regiordoes not do &chnical reviewthere
might bematters of concern to the Region. Jdacelli, Manager, Approvals Branch
advised the Ministry of Environment and Energ¢yMOEE) requires theRegion’s
comments prior tassuing a Certificate oApproval. The wording used in tleport(i.e.
decline toobject) is consistent with the requirements of MOEE. PatMcNally,
Director, Solid WasteDivision, confirmedthat theRegiondoes not do #&chnical review,
rather the MOEE undertakes this type of review. nbid that irthis instance, staff have
reviewed theapplication in terms of compliance withe Region’s 3R’s mandate and to
ensure such facilities (e.g. transfer stations) do not proliferate in Ottawa-Carleton.

1. Underlining indicates a new or amended recommendation.
2. Reports requiring Council consideration will be presented to Council on 10 July 1996 in
Planning and Environment Committee Report Number 39.
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1. That the Planning and Environment Committee on behalf of and acting in its
delegated authority from Regional Council, decline to object to the
application for an amendment to Certificate of Approval #460702 by
Huneault Waste Management Ltd. dated 12 April 1996 to permit:

a. an annual volume increase for landfill disposal;

b. service area increase for processing and composting to include Hastings,
Frontenac and Renfrew Counties and the United Counties of Lennox and
Addington;

c. daily leaf and yard waste tonnage increases at their facility located at
3354 Navan Road, in the City of Gloucester, provided that the amended
Certificate of Approval issued by the Ministry of the Environment and
Energy (MOEE) is in accordance with the written information provided
to the Regional Municipality of Ottawa-Carleton;

2. That the Planning and Environment Committee on behalf of and acting in its
delegated authority from Regional Council, decline to object to the
application for an amendment to Certificate of Approval #460702 by
Huneault Waste Management Ltd. dated 11 June 1996 to permit receipt of
any organic materials suitable for composting (including food wastes)
sourced from anywhere in the Provinces of Ontario or Quebec, provided that
the amended Certificate of Approval issued by the Ministry of the
Environment and Energy (MOEE) is in accordance with the written
information provided directly to the Regional Municipality of Ottawa-
Carleton;

3. That the Planning and Environment Committee confirm that
recommendation number one and two of this report are contingent upon the
support for the facility of the local municipality in which it is located.

CARRIED

2. DEEP RIVER - LOW LEVEL RADIOACTIVE WASTE FACILITY
- Director, Finance and Administration Division Environment and
Transportation Department memorandum dated 30 May 96
(Memo issued as “Information Previously Distributed” - 25 June 96;
request from Committee member to add this item to the Agenda)

Committee ChairHunter drew the Committee’'s attention to the NeRaease from
Natural Resources Canada dateduly 1996 (on file with the Regional Clerk)which
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announces the government’s intent to cauy adetailed evaluation athe suitability of
developing a disposal facility in Deep River.

Councillor Legendrenoted thefirst staff report highlightedfour types ofEnvironmental
Assessments; he asked if staff would be requesting a particular type.Vincelli,
Manager, Approvals Branch, advised staff maduested in a letter to tHgiting Task
Force, that they proceed with either the panel type omtu#ation type of Environmental
Assessment.Mr. Vincelli went on tosaythe panel review method ihe mostdetailed
type of assessment attiat funding is available to agenciéisat want to participate for
either of theseéwo types of assessment. lHetedstaff are notyet awarewhich method
the Government will proceed with.

Referring to page 2 dhe News Releas€ouncillor Legendre expressed conctrat the
Federal Government appears to have already made its decisidheaodus will be on
objecting parties to provide vesyrong reasonghy that decisiorshould be changed. He
stated he was shockedlearnthe prospective site was locatgpproximately300 metres

from the banks ofthe OttawaRiver. He statedradioactive contamination cannot be
removed by chaical means which makes a radioactivelyntaminatedwater system
virtually unusable. The Councillor saidthe only solution to making nuclearpower
generation practical is in finding solutions for the storage of waste but to situate it so close
to a major river serving many communities, raises many concerns.

That the Planning and Environment Committee receive thismemorandum

for information.
RECEIVED

PLANNING ITEMS

3. PRESENTATION BY CITY OF OTTAWA STAFF -
NATURAL OPEN SPACE STUDY (NOSS)
- Verbal presentation

Debra Irwin and Susan CostellGjty of Ottawa Environmental Management Branch,
Department of Engineering and Works appeared before the Committee.

Ms. Irwin madethe presentation on th@ity of Ottawa’sNatural Open Space Study
(NOSS) and provided th€Eommittee with material othe process and tentativeork
schedulgon file with theRegional Clerk). Shaoted the study wasitiated inthe fall of
1995 and began in February of 1996e final report is to besubmitted Jun&0, 1997.
The study is intended taulfill the Official Plan requirementor a secondaryPlanning
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Study to address the boundaries of and potential additions and deletionsGre¢hevay
system. It will also provide additional informatidor ongoing studies such as the
Municipal Environmental EvaluatiorProcess (MEEP)and the GreenwaySystem
Management Plan.

The presenter explained the objective of the Study is to develop a classification framework
for natural and open space aredathin the City that addresses bo@mvironmental and
social values. Targets and standards will keccomplished and determinddr the
retention of natural and open space amdlin the City of Ottawa,and management
guidelines for various classes of natural and open space areas will be determined.

Comparingthe Regional Natural Environment System StUESS)and NOSS, Ms.
Irwin pointedout the two studies ardasicallycomplementaryprocesses, butiffer in the
scale at whiclthe processes aapplied. A key difference betwed¢he NOSS and the
NESS is that the NOSS will be incorporatingrial values in its ranking system. The
speaker noted thdRegion wll be using data collected in the NOSS to address
environmental values within the City of Ottawa.

Referring tothe process chart, Ms. Irwexplainedthe study was at the thitdvel. Field
inventories were undertaken in May and June of this yeawdirgk continuing inthefall;

the balance ofthe lands (Federal, Regional and privately-owned lands) will be studied in
the spring of 1997.

Speaking to th@ublic consultation strategy, Ms. Irwimoted ongoublic openhouse was
held on April17th ofthis year. As welltwo committees have been organizekich will
provide input to the Study. The Steering Committee is comprised of represeritatives
the thredevels ofGovernment, agell assome of theagencieghat have an intereguch
as the Rideawalley Conservation Authority (RVCA). The PeReview Committee is
comprised of local community membelesat areconsidered to be experts in theld of
either environmental values or social values. A master contact list is being compiled which
contains thenames ancddresses of owners of natural and open spac@gonmental
consulting firms within the City, community associations and interest grougngother
individual who has expressed interest the Environmental Management Branch’s
initiatives andprograms to date. Amvitation to participate ithe study will be sent to
everyone on the master contact list.

Ms. Irwin went on to say threeommunityworkshops were conducted in Jundto$ year

in the west end oDttawa. These workshops were conducted in tandem with another
parallel study calledthe GreenwaySystem Management Plan. Thesemmunity
workshops are “hands-on” workshops wherdividuals identifynatural and open space
features they are aware of in the dtey live and, as group,theyare asked to prioritize
any issuesnd featuresvithin that community they feehre important. This data will be
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added to thesocial valuesportion of the study. In thdall, anotherfive of these
workshops will be held to cover the central and east portions of the City.

In addition to thecommunityworkshopspublic workshops will also be held. THest
will be held inOctober, andvill deal withthe draftclassification frameworkThe second
public workshop willdeal withthe application ofthe framework tdands withinthe City
and consequentlyilvdeal withthe prioritization andanking of lands. The third wideal
with targets, standards and management plans.

Ms. Irwin noted anumber ofdrop in centres will be operaté&tity-wide that will capture
the values ofthe youth, seniors another groups. Focus groupsy beheld on an “as
needed” basis to deal with isstesolution and a technicalorkshop towards thend of
the study ideingconsidered. As welthe first information bulletin will bedistributed in
August to everyone on the master contact list to inform them of the study’s progress.

In conclusion, Ms. Irwinnvited the Committee to attend thiest public workshop to be
held 22 October 96 at the McNabb Community Centre beginning at 7:00 p.m.

Responding to questions from CouncilBrewartconcerning the incorporation sbcial

values, Ms. Irwin advisethe study will attempt tgetindividuals to relaythe interests of
their communities. Alsahe PeelReview Committee hasuggested that a phosarvey

be undertaken to allow a broad demographic base to be reached.

Councillor Stewart asked what power tl@&ty will have to protectland identified as
highly valued inthe studywhenthe City does not own thé&and. Ms. Irwin stressed the
results of the NOSS will be used as a planning tool to make informed and rational planning
decisions. Shaoted theGreenway System Management Pleather than the NOSS,
deals specifically with landowners and stewardship agreements. Ms. Irwin atiesed

some money available for the City to purchase some of the lands.

Responding to further questions from Counciffeewart,concerning the National Capital
Commission’s(NCC) Nationallnterest Land Mass Study (NILM), M&win felt as a
result of the NOSSCity of Ottawa OfficialPlan Amendmentwiill indicate to the NCC,
the City’s intent to protect certain lands.

In response to questions from CouncilQullen, Ms. Irwin explainedthe NOSS will look
at more than justnvironmentally-sensitive lands, it will also includ@terway corridors,
open space, the National Interest Land Mass and other green space.

Councillor Cullenasked thé”lanningand PropertyCommissioner whaigtagestaff were at
in developing policies tprotectgreen space. Hemindedthe Committeghis hadbeen
identified asimportant through theommunity visioningprocess. Planningand Property
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Commissioner Nick Tunnacliffe advised that staff are working diligently on this and a draft
will be released for public comment in the near future.

Councillor Beamish, referring to an earlier commenMsy Irwin, expressed surprisleat

the NOSS would be looking #nds alreadyovered by the NCC’s NILM. Mdrwin
explained lands withithe NILM will be evaluated and rankegithin the classification
framework designed fahe NOSS to ensurompliance withthe City of OttawaOfficial

Plan (e.g. environmentally sensitive areas, wateeagidors,linkages, agricultural areas,
open space, etc.). Responding to further questions from the Councillor, Ms. Irwin advised
the cost of the NOSS is $150,000.00.

Councillor Stewart noted tHexperimental Farm is identified as a “speaigda for study”;
she asked whahe City expects to bable to do tgprotect theExperimental Farm as a
result of this study. Ms. Costello respondedsayingthe NOSS will indcatethe Farm’s
environmental value, social value and what functions it serviestinthese regards. As
well, through the prioritization anchnking exercise, its importance withiine City as a
whole will become evident. It is hopedat throughthis exercise, partnerships with the
Federal Government will begossibility toprotectthis land. Ms. Costelloonfirmedthat
the City would not be in aposition to purchase tHand fromthe Federal Government.
Committee ChaiHunter added it wahis understandinghat themajority of theselands
were donated to the Federal Government byBbeth family for agricultural research
purposesonly and thelandwould revert back to thBooth family if it ceased to beised
for this intended purpose.

In response to further questions from CounciBtewart, Mslrwin advisedthe potential
for financial revenue generation oany of theselands wil play a role in thedecision
makingprocess. Ms. Costello addaliireports toCity Council contain an environmental
impact statement and an economic impact statement; it is tiopeecisions made by the
politicians will strike a balance between the two.

4. BRIEFING ON AFFORDABLE HOUSING AND
RENTAL HOUSING REPORTS
- Verbal presentation
- The Housing Series of Background Papers issued previously
(Information Previously Distributed - 28 May 96)

Marni Cappe, Manager, Housing arfslylvie Grenier, Regional Planner briefed the
Committee on the background papersaffordable housing and rental housing. Rl
they providedmembers with dFact Sheet orffordability and Rental Housing(on file
with theRegional Clerk).Ms. Greniemoted as part of the Officifllan Review, a series
of Background Papers on housingsueswere prepared to form théasis for a
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Regional/Municipal housing report and future housing policies. The papers were prepared
by members ofhe Regional/Municipal Housing WorkinGroupwhich includes staff from
various municipalities. Thigrocess is part of pilot project to better coordinafganning
policies among local municipalities.

Councillor Cullen, referring tdhe background paper on rental housingted it stated
clearly there is a crisis in rental housing. He asked what could be expected fronsithis
in rental housing if policieare not put irplace tocreate newaffordable housing. Ms.
Cappe notedsome of theeffectsare already being seen gseople aredoubling up in
apartments and young people are going back to live with their par@atscillor Cullen
asked what th®egion’s interest in this should be. Ms. Cappglied nearlyhalf of the
constituency of the Region are renters. wdl, there is also théssue ofthe Region’s
responsibilityfor social services and ensuritite shelteallowance component for GWA
clients isspent on decent housitigat will enablethese people to havaoney leftover to
buy food and clothing. Ms. Cappe went onday sétistics from social services show a
large majority of their clientare in the private markéapproximately75% )and of those,
the vast majority are spending half of their income on housing.

Responding to further questions from Councillor Cullds, Grenier advisethat policies

exist in the current Official Plan to ensure a variety of options for people to choose from in
terms of housing. Although there are Pvincialtargets required, theegion mustitill
ensureplanningpractices are used to providevariety of housing optionghe Regional/
Municipal WorkingGroup iscurrently looking at different ways to do thid4s. Grenier
stated thatsince 1991 ownership of housing, hetsowed an increase mffordability.
Currently, the problem isainly related to rental housing atite Regiordoes not have as
much influence on this aspect.

Councillor Cullen asked what effeitte government’s proposal poivatize public housing
would have on low incomelientele andhe Region’s interest ithe possible privatization
of public housing.Ms. Cappeeplied she hadot yet seen a proposal from tReovince
on what theyplan todo. However, the fear ithat if the more than 8,608lus units of
Ontario housing in the Region were to be sold to the prasettor withouany conditions
attachedpertaining tothe tenancy, a hugeumber of people could be left dhe street
looking for affordable housing. Councillor Cullen saidwts his understanding that a
proposal would be released by the Province, for comment in the fall of this year.

Vice Chair Stewart took the chair in Committee Chair Hunter’'s absence.

Councillor Beamish observete presentation hadvary pessimistioutlook of therental
situation and suggested this was becatlse reportwas written prior to the new
Provincial Government’'s direction wittegard to rent control. Hfelt a more positive
attitude shouldorevail asthe removal ofrent controlswill facilitate the building of new
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rental stock. Ms. Cappadvisedthat representatives of thmiilding communitywere
consulted during the preparation of the background papertheydhdicatednany things
must happen in addition to thifting of rent controls tamakethe construction of rental
housing economically affordable. Councillor Beamish said buildadsindicated to him
that rent control was the single biggest consideration in the construction of rental units.

Councillor Munter remarked that in speaking with builders, he was adw@sédontrols
are only ssmallfactor; such things as development charges fact that retal property is
taxed at anuch higheratethan singlefamily homes(20% greaterand the facthatland
values are starting to change are cumulatively much more important than rent controls.

The committee then heard from the public delegations.

Ellen Lougheed, President of Cooperative Housing Federation of Eastern Ontario
(CHFEQ), and a member of the Board of Directors of the Cooperatougsing
Federation of Canada. Ms. Lougheexplained thatCHFEO is an organizatiothat
represents the interests of over 35 Federal Rrmvincial housingcoops in Eastern
Ontario. It provides services to itsembers to help maximizbeir operationaéfficiency
andmaintaintheir financial viability. As well CHFEO helps its mmbercoops todevelop

coop housing environments in which people want to live and contribute.

Ms. Lougheed expressathrm hatsocial and non-profit housing has been placed in such
a precarious predicament recentijhich she said wilkesult in an increase e number

of people needing such housing. She advisdtiefongwaiting listsfor most coops in
the Region, particularly for subsidized unigyich confirms manynore people woultike

to live in a housing coop, if only more units and more subsidies were available.

Ms. Lougheed stated the Board of CHFEO believes many of the initiatives proposed in the
background papers, to develop more affordable housing, are worthy of consideration. She
suggested partnerships should be formed between the private and noisqutuis,
community based organizations aall levels of government to produceaffordable
housing. Unfortunately, over theast 12 months, both thEederal and Provincial
governments have indicated their intentgit out ofthe socialhousing business. The
Provincial Government hagent notices tall 260 provincially fundedcoops demanding

that each coopcut thousands dollars from its operating budget; thesgs could force

most provincial coops out of business.

The speaker went on tgay CHFEO has been working icooperation with the
Cooperative Housing Federation of Canada and its Ontario regofiid to inform
federal and provincial politiciarebout how coopprovide quality affordable housing at a
minimal cost to taxpayers. The coopectorhasput forward a proposal to tHeederal
and Ontario governmentsat would see the coop sectaking over theadministration of
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operating agreements between fibgeral and provincial governments and housiogps.
Currently, Canada Mortgage andousing Corporation (CMHC)administerscoop
operating agreements from their locdfices in each province, with each offibaving a
different interpretation othow to administer these agreements. The c@®gtor’s
proposal recommendbat CHF Canada wouldet up a new, non-profétgency to do the
job using onlytwo offices; one in Ottawaand theother in Montreal. Thagency would
be controlled by the coop sector but woulddoeountable to government by way of a
multi-yearcontract. This proposal would save governmeanbney and giveoops better
service. Ms. Lougheed pointezlit the proposal is described in tli8aving Money
Through Self-reliance” lbochure provided to the Committéen file with the Regional
Clerk). She asked the Committee to support this proposal by writing lettinesRederal
Minister of Public Works and the Minister of Municipal Affairs and Housing.

In conclusion, Ms. Lougheed informed the Committee the Ontario Region of CHF Canada
has commissionetivo studiesthat relate to théregion’s review of affordable housing.

The first of these studiesalled “A Place tdRent” is a three pagtudy thatconsiders the
availability of rentalhousing in Ontariothe demographics of the provincial rental market,

as well asthe prospects of newupply. The second study deals witie British
experience oBelling publichousing tothe privatesector. Shendicated these studies,
once completed, could be provided to those that were interested.

Bonnie McKenzie, President, BritanrfWdoods Community Association Ms. McKenzie
explainedthat BritanniaWoods is asocial housing development, known as RitcBiseet
Project, whereshe has livedor five years. She said aftéavingworked for afinancial
institution for 21 years, hencome wasreduced by 40% odanuary24, 1995. Ms.
McKenziestated althouglshe knew this was going to happen, shendilappreciate the
impact of how drastically it would affect helifestyle. Becausepublic housingrent is
geared to incomeane of thefew things she waable to keep wheher incomedropped
was her home. MdMcKenzie relayed tahe Committee how important heome is to
her. Sheemphasizedhe importance of supporting the retentionpoblic housing and
added the majority of people living in public housarg on social assistance and laiag
on almost nothing.

Councillor Beamishquestionedwhy this itemwas on the agenda.Councillor Cullen
advised he hatkquestedhis item beput on theagenda for discussion. Hted as part
of the Official Plan Review, it is important Councillors be affordd@ opportunity to
provide input regarding affordable housing and also to undersit@ichpact of policies
implemented by other levels of government.

Responding to questions from Councillor Beamish, Ms. Capp@érmedthe concept of
taking over sociahousing wasot beingcontemplatedvithin the context of th&egional
Official Plan Review.
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Councillor Cullenpointedout the Kirby Commission’sreview of Regional Government
recommended the Regidake oversocial housingoperated at thenunicipal level and
Regional Council athattime, endorsed this position. Agll, one of the options of the
Ernst & Young study on the restructuring of Ontario Housing is to lookusticipalities
taking over this responsibility.

Committee Chair Hunter stated he shared much of CounBilamish’sfrustration. With
all due respect to theublic delegations, heotednothing new waseing saidand, as all
Councillorsare aware of the situation, thegislation and hadead the variouseports, it
was not necessary to educate them in this regard.

Dorothy Vallilee, a resident of Regindowers, stated the situation in h@mmunity is
very pessimistic and uncertairShe said since learning tfe possible privatization of
public housing eighteen monthgo, noadditional information has been relayedtihose
affected by this. Ms. &llilee advisedthe Committeghat thepsychological angbhysical
health ofmany ofthe residents in hdvuilding has beemffected by this situation. She
related stories of desperate people and suididmed mostly ortheir housing and
financial situations. She noted she is one of the petbgleif public housing is privatized,
could no longer afford to live where she is. Shelikad at Reginal owers fornine years
andreally loves it;the residents of theuilding look after one anothexhich she feels is
helping the financial situation in the Province.

Responding to questions from Councillor Cullévds. Valilee stated she andother
residents of Regindowers would expect th&®egional politicians torepresent their
interests to the Provincial Government.

Dan Mclintyre, Executive Director, Federation of Ottawa-Carleton TenAsssiciations
and Chair of the Our Homes/ChipusCoalition. Mr. Mcintyre provided a writtecopy

of hispresentationwhich is onfile with the Regional Clerk. He began by reading from a
statement issued ke Mayor of Toronto dated 25June 1996 whictspeaks to the
Province’s “New Direction - TenarRrotectionLegislation”. Mr. Mcintyre commended
the leadership position taken by the Mayor of Toronto on this housing policy.

Mr. Mcintyre stated he was before tl@@mmittee to ask them as leaderstims
Municipality, to show leadership, and to represdindf the constituents whiove in rental
housing. He suggested this could be done by taking a stand and workingentiémant
community toprevent theéProvincial Government from undertakihgrmful policies. The
speaker pointedut there are 8,600 households served by the Ottawa-CafRegional
Housing Authority and evergne of these householgsys taxes tahe RMOC at the
multi-residentiakate. Mr.Mcintyre referred the Committee toaterial he provideffom
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David Hulchanski, Professor, Housing an€ommunity Development, University of
Toronto, who speaks very directly about the value of Ontario Housing Corporation units.

Mr. Mcintyre went on to say the Region’s constituents are worttey; want to feel their
homeswill remain affordable, secure and reasonatdyl maintained. The majority of

those affected are seniadtizens, single arents, thelisabled andhe unemployable. An
objective review W clearly show the currenaffordability crisis will worsen with the
changes contemplated by the Province. This will lead to further erosion of disposal dollars
by tenants, reduced spending in the local economy, and a further decline of quality of life.

Michael Wilson, Housing Helpoted he hadat on the AdvisorZommittee reviewing the
Background Papers, and expressesiappreciation for this opportunity.Mr. Wilson
statedhis mainconcern is with thgroup below the 30th percentile. Halvised that in
1995 approximatel\32,000 contactsame to Housing Helfor assistance witlhousing
issues, compared to 9,000 in 1989. This is a clear indication the situation is getting worse.
Households with low incomesre extremely hard-hit, and they have véirpited housing
options. He pointedut the affordable rental housingfock is ateast 25 years old and is
frequently in astate of deterioration, often pooripaintained andhe stock isbeing
depleted. Mr. Wilsoropined hat the cost ofarket housing for lowncome people
below the 30th percentile isot really based on valudéor dollar. He referred to the
situationthat arosedast fall when social assistance paymewsre lowered andlmost
immediately, private market rents were also lowered because peliglaot have the
money to pay their rent.

Mr. Wilson pointedout the number of households belothe 30th percentile (people
earning lesshat $16.00 per hourpakes up dairly large constituency and he asked the
Committee to consider policies to enstinere is aviable affordablehousingstock in
Ottawa-Carleton in the future. Further, he suggeResglonal staff should be directed to
monitor change in Provinciglolicy andthe impact of thesgolicies on housingtock and
affordability in Ottawa-Carleton. He also urged the Committee to reghastCouncil
inquire of the Provincial Government what their plans are.

Responding to questions from Councillor Beamistr, Wilson stated he wagot in

favour of the shelter assistance program because the market will charge whatever the
government iswilling to pay, regardless of the condition of the housing. sté¢ed the
program can beery costly tothe taxpayers and it isot possible to monitothe housing

or make the market accountable.

Commissioner Tunnacliffe confirmed at Councillor Cullen’s request that staff would report
to Committee orany Provincialchanges or proposals regarding shelter allowances and
privatization and provide the opportunity for input.
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5.

AMBERLAKES DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION

DRAFT PLAN OF SUBDIVISION 06T-93018

TOWNSHIP OF GOULBOURN (STITTSVILLE)

- Planning and Property Commissioner’s report dated 25 June 96
(deferred from Planning and Environment Committee meetings of 23 Apr 96
and 11 June 96)

Andrew Hope, Manager’lans Administration Divisiorprovided the Committee with an
overview of thestaff report. He notedhis reportwas deferred fronthe meetings of 23
April 96 and 11 June 96 at the requestdmiberlakes Developmer@orporation. In the
interim, staff have hathe opportunity to furthediscussthe matter with thepplicant,

staff of the Ministry of Natural Resources (MNR) and Khississippi ValleyConservation
Authority (MVCA). Mr. Hope advisedthe Ontario Municipal Board (OMB) has
scheduled a prehearing for 26 August 96 and the hearing will follow sometime thereatfter.

Responding to questions from Councilidunter, Mr. Hopeconfirmed staffare of the
opinionthe OMB isseized withthe draftplan of subdivision application (Council dealt
with this in January1995) and thereforany revisionghereto arealso before the Board.
He noted theapplicant revisedhe draftplan of subdivisionprior to Regional Council
taking a position on the referral request and nothing precludes the developesviising
the draft plan of subdivision until the matter is before the Board for consideration.

Councillor Muntemotedthis seemed to be more of an administrative interpretedibrer
than thespirit of the agreement. Heaid Goulbourn Council hadot approved the
development and its view that matters of theoning and locabfficial plan amendment
(LOPA) should be disposed of before gwbdivision isconsidered. Mr. Hoptelt it to be
prudent and the best use of the Boati'e if all matters are before it at once; should it
choose to approve the LOPA and zoning by-law, it can deal with the subdivision as well.

CouncillorHill mentionedhe MNR and MVCA wereot satisfied withthe work done to
dateand she asketiow staff couldsay that all of the issues or conditions have been
satisfied. Mr. Hope replied two technical agencies (Goulbourn Township aMinisey
of the Environment and Energy) have to provide regidtahningDepartment with draft
plan approval conditions for Phases | and Il of the subdivision. He went on tivasdlye
MNR, as a cautionary move, and in case the OMB approvesititgvision, has provided
the department with aumber ofdraft plan conditions. These conditionsate to dish
habitat compensation agreement, concetinsut the floodfringe andthe constructive
wetland and have yet to be completed. Mr. Hope noted the Ministry recotirazesich
has beerdone, however it doesot haveagreementghat addressll their concerns:
Ministry officials haveexpressed the hope these outstan@iages will be resolved prior
to the commencement of the OMB meeting.
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Councllor Hill asked whether conditions shouldt normally beagreed upon before the
OMB hearing. Mr. Hope said the applicant maintainagbages would have been resolved
had Goulbourn Council dealt witthe LOPA and thezconing by-lawthat came before
them. As a result of this omissiotine matterhas languishedbr some time. Regional
staff havenot beenapprised of Goulbourn’s position, however there iadications the
Council will be reviewing the matter.

Councillor van den Ham, referring to Recommendation 2, asked whk#hartent is for
regional staff to present its conditions tllee OMB. Mr. Hopereplied staff will be
defending Regional Council’s position andlwe addressingany Regional Oftiial Plan
(ROP)policy issueghatmayarise. Mr. Tim Marc, SolicitorRegional Legal Department,
explainedthat, should Regional Councapprove the report iits present formatlegal
department staff iV appear before the Board to arghat theLOPA and thezoning by-
law conform tothe ROP andhat the appropriateonditions to be imposedre those
attached to the report. Mr. Marc addbi is conditional upothe concerns of the MNR
and the MVCAhaving been met; should thi®t be thecase, regional staff would argue
that the subdivision application should not be approved.

Chair Hunter felt that, given the dwelling unitcap, theeffect of the additional units of
Phase Il seems to have been downplayktt. Hope recalled a previouseport to the
Committee concerning outstanding development applicationshamdimber of dwelling

units whichcould be developedithin the Staggdne envelope fostittsville was revealed

to be well in excess of 6,000. This was the reasafagreed, with reluctance, tmpose
controls onbuilding permits being issuedMr. Hope addedwhile draft plan applications

were not restricted to gpecified number of dwellingnits, staff did indicate it wouldnly
support the draft plan applications that were before it at that time. A number of appellants
present today conterimberlakes Development’s revisionthie draftplan of subdivision

is not in keeping with the agreement made in the fall of 1994.

Chair Huntersaid it washis understanding thetaff's positiononly applied to Phase | of

the Amberlakes Development. Mr. Hope replied staff did not affix a unit number to any of
the draftplan applicationdut fully expected the units would lilt as described in the
applicationprocess. He noted thimberlakes application @nt from 131 units to 261
units and there wereoning concerns as to whether Phase | could accommodate more
than 131 units.This is mixeduse zoning, therefore thahich isnot used forcommercial
purposes would likely be used fasidentialpurposes. Stafiave indicatedhatwhatever
Phase | can accommodate in terms of Goulbourn’s zoning interpretation can be used for
the purposes of thAmberlakes DevelopmentMr. Hope said while thisinterpretation
troubles some parties, there are hopes these matikbrbe addressed through the
Regional Development Strategy (RDS).
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Councillor Legendre, referring tthe draft RDS, asked wheth#éris document could
contribute tomodifying the number of dwelling units allowed.Mr. Hope stated that
Stittsville couldgrow to 8,000units with thejob targetbeing lowered from7,000 to
5,000. He notedhis is contingent upon Stittsville and Kanata becomnugeasingly
intertwined and being considered as one unit for job creation purposes.

The committee then heard from the following delegations.

Bill Burrows, Nelligan Power, Solicitor for Amberlakes Developmer@orporation The
speaker saithe only matters before the Committee are the conditthemselves and the
position the RMOC will take before the OMB. He notedane his clientand regional
staff have spent a considerable amournineé trying toagree on the drafilan conditions
and only minor adjustments remain.

Mr. Burrowsclarified a number of points raised by Committee memliiesgy the matter

of dealing with LOPA and local zoning by-layesior to dealing with subdivision plans.

He noted, irsite specific applicationshese matters am@utinely dealt with concurrently;
shouldany ofthese need to be referred to the OMB, it would be counter-productive for
the Board to considehem separately. SecondMy. Burrows notedCouncillor Hill was
correct insayingthere should be negotiated settlements ithihe approvingagencies
before draft conditions are agreed upon; however, if it apgb®sr€annot b&lone, the
Planning Act provides for an arbitrator to be named.

With respect to the conditionmposed bythe MNR, Mr. Burrowssaidthere aretimes
when the requirements oény approving agencyare seen as simploo arduous or
inappropriate and that is when the Board decides whether the conditions are appropriate.

Speaking to thessue of Phase | and Phase Il of this developnntBurrowsindicated

the entire package was presentedhisy client’'s consultant to theRegional Planning
Department at theutset. He added thdifference betweethe phases aflevelopment

was thatPhase | had an Official Plan designation and a zoning bytHatvpermitted
residential development of potentially 261 dwelling units. Phase Il required a LOPA and a
zoning by-law amendment before residential develop@amtd occur. Mr. Burrowsaid

the original intent was to ultimately develop that number of units at the same time.

Mr. Burrows pointedut matters have dragged on for an inordinate amount of tifhes
is the reasowhy Goulbourn’s refusal to enattie LOPA and théocal zoning by-law has
been referred to the Board, along with the plan of subdivision plan. Mr.dtged the
Region isnot on record asupportingany particular number oflwelling units at thigime;
this determination is being left to the Township of Goulbourn.
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Ken Murchison, Low, Murchison, Solicitor for Woodside Acres Development
Corporation reviewetiis client’'sposition, outlined in a lettedated 27June 1996on file
with the Regional Clerk). He indicated he was actingbehalf ofWoodside largely in
connection with the allocation of the units.

Mr. Murchison expressed concern bahalf of his clientand other developers south of
FernbankRoad. Hesaid he was beforthe Committee to ensure the Regibmes not
inadvertently or otherwisfail to honour the arrangementshias previoushagreedo. He
said hethought it was incorrect for Mr. Burrows to suggest tleaerything was on the
table” at theoutset,sincethe soleapplication related to Phase | lands consisting of 131
units Heput forth theview thatthe Committee ieingasked to approve 261 units and
this negates Mr. Hope’s contention the department has taken no positionnomther of
units it is prepared to support.

Mr. Murchison remindedhose present the department decideddal withthe question
of allocationnot byway of draft plan approvabut byissuing buildingpermits. Areport
to the Planning Committeedated 5 October 94 statemhly four applications were
approved,including Amberlakesand that any other application would be refused. In
Report No. 74, thelanningDepartmentimited draft plan approvals tohoseapplications
currently in process; four numbergthnswere listed asvell as existingdraft plans of
subdivision requiring modificatioas long as the progedmodifications didnot exceed
the current unitotal). Following meetings with Goulbourafficials, it was agreed the
four applications would be grandfathered on the basis of their existing conditions.

Mr. Murchison said regional staff recognized this was approvdeldying Committee,
and brought the matter forward fdrscussion athe 23April 96 meeting. The report
states thewumber of units ithe AmberlakesDraft Plan is to be determined by Goulbourn
through its interpretation of the peeling zoning provisionshat apply to Phase | of the
AmberlakedDraft Plan application only. As Phase Il of Amberlakiesft plan application
represents newandsfor residential development in StittsvilleStage lurban envelope,
Regional staff have limitedlevelopment over Phases | and Il Aimberlakes Draft
application tothat which is allowedunderonly Phase I[; this will ensurthat Amberlakes
does not secure more servicing than has already been earmarked for its Phase | lands

Mr. Murchison pointed out the wording in te&ff reports of 11June and Quly has been
subtly changed andoes notinclude anyreference tonot being allowed to have more
servicing. Heput forth the viewthis meanghe staff position has changed and it is asking
the Committeanot to carry out the undertaking it agreed tattially. Mr. Murchison said
this is significant to his clierend to others who, igood faith, have been co-operating
with these arrangements. He stated if the Region is prepasetrtot this material to the
OMB, to be consistent it should say there is no entitlement beyond the original 131 lots.
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Responding to questions from Councillor Legendifie, Murchison feltthat Amberlakes

should be entitlednly to the original 131 lotsuntil such time a®therdevelopers in the

area had exhausted their entitlement to their assignedber oflots, byway of building

permits or untilthe increase t08,000 units as propsed in the RDS is put iplace,
whichever should first occurMr. Burrows noted there hawanly been3,789 building

permits issued in Goulbourn, with a furtfi&200building permits left to be issued. He

said that Goulbourn has not issued 100 building permits a year for the last number of years
and therefore this is a situatitimat will occursometime irthe nextmillennium. Healso
pointedout Mr. Bell has takerthe same position witliespect toevery other subdivision
proposed in that area for the last 10 years.

Mr. Hope clarified that although Mr.Murchison’s client (Woodside Acres) would be
satisfied with131 units, Mr.Bell, the individual behindthe OMB referrarequest, would
not be and the matter would still have to proceed to the OMB.

In response to questions from Councillor van den Hdm,Hope adisedthatbased on
assumptions related tarevailing zoningthere is a totahumber of units committed or
existing of6,185. Aswell, there areapproximatelyl,400units left to be developed in
both Stage lnd Il for atotal of 7,600 units. Staff are monitoring the situation and a
freeze on development will be imposed once the 6,000th building permit is issued.

Councillor van den Ham askedr. Murchison to expand ohis client'sconcerns, as it
appears it could take many years before the limit of 6,000 units is reached. Mr. Murchison
stated although there abeilding permits availablethere is an uppdmit and this limit

has already been exceeded i basis ofthe draft plans approved and the four
applications previously mentioned. He explained it is a serious matay tieveloper to

work and spend money on a subdivisionly to find there are nadouilding permits
available whernthe time comesMr. Murchisonstated theoriginal arrangemenwvas made

in good faith with the Region and it should be prepared to uphold it.

Mr. Ray Bell, speaking orhis own behalf,noted hehad requested referral to the Ontario
Municipal Board of the draftonditions for Phase | dimberlakes’ subdivision antthese
conditions applied to 12 blocks at81 streehomes inthe general urban area tie C7
commercial zone; Region&lanning Committeeand Councilagreed to refer it to the
Board. Referring to comments made byr. Hope, Mr.Bell opinedthat a revision cannot
be used as a pretext to substituteeatirely different planfor one already before the
OMB. Mr. Bell drew the Committee’s attention to page 12 of the Agewtharein it
states thatPhase Il of AmberlakesDraft Plan applicationrepresents newands for
residential development. In thisgard, he provided thmembers with amxtract of the
recommendations contained RtanningReport No. 74and approved by Council. He
highlighted in particular Recommendatibio. 4 which speaks to staff recommenditigat
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draft approval not be granted to any new draft plans withiistitesville Stage | areanil
servicing constraints are addressed in the Region’s Water and Wastewater Master Plan.

Mr. Marc advised the plan of subdivision had clearly been revised at the time that Regional
Council referred it tothe OMB. He noted theevised application was submitted by
Amberlakes on ®ctober 1994 and theferral by the Region to the OMiBok place in
Januaryl995. Mr. Hope added the production of the report onStitesville dwelling

unit allocation was done in a compressed time frame. 8t involved in significant
negotiations wittall of the parties and the new drafan applicatiorwasnot addressed in

the report simply because of the sign off dates.

Mr. Hope confirmed at the request of Chair Hunter that both the current and the proposed
(subject to the concerns of the MNR and the MVCA satsfactorily addressed) Local
Official Plan designations and zoning by-law designatiares in conformity with the
RegionalOfficial Plan. In light of thisanswer, ChaiHunter felt it unnecessaryor the
Region totake a position otthis matter, as its interests will lsatisfied no matter what.
Mr. Hope noted it was the drgftan approval conditions befotke Committee fotheir
consideration. Mr. Marc adddfiat, based upon thiseport, itwould be theRegion’s
positionthat the OMB could approve trseibdivision on Phases | and Il mjuested by
the applicant, providedhat the MNRand theMVCA'’s concernsare resolved. He
suggested that if th€Eommittee’s position ishat thePlan of Subdivision or Phase Il of
the Plan of Subdivision not be supported, a motion to this effect would be in order.

Councillor Hill put forward thefollowing motion for the Committee’s consideration:
“That Recommendation 1 be amended by adding: “subjettiefollowing changes: (a)
The Regionoppose the approval d?hase Il until such time as additional units are
allocated to Stittsville and (b) the dwelling units being limited to 131 units.”

Speaking to her motion, Councillor Hilbted thedevelopment approved is over the cap
of 6000 units. By approving the 261 units, people that have already received apgroval
be knocked out of the queue and this is unfair to those developers.

Councillor Munter asked whale effect of rejectinghe staff recommendation would be.

Mr. Marc advised there are two possibilities. If the entire report were defeaté&tbdiun
would not attend the OMBearings. If Recommendation 1 were replaced witbgative
recommendation and Recommendation 2 wefe as is, legal stafivould appear in
opposition toAmberlakes andutside planning consultants would have to be retained.
Mr. Marc noted that he couldot advise whether onot aplanningconsultant could be
found to support this position. Mr. Tunnacliffe cautioned that iréport isdefeated and

the Region imot represented at the hearing, the Region would need certain conditions
approved if the Boardlecided to approve thsubdivision. Mr. Marc advised the
Committee that Regional staff should be at the OMB hearing for this reason.
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Responding to further questions from Councilletunter, Mr. Hope advised that

Goulbourn Council has issuettaft plan conditionsfor Phase Iwhich currently has an
appropriate designation under Goulbourn’s Official Plan. Phase lathasf the

appropriate approvals save and except forsthmlivision which has beaeferred to the
Board. He noted it is Phase Il that Goulbourn Council has a problem with.

Councillor Hume asked on whiasis staftould opposd’hasdl. Mr. Hoperepliedthat
based on a strict question of ROP conformity, subject to MNR and MVCA corzsngs
satisfactorily addressed, staff would have to indicate that Phase Il is in confaiithity
ROPpolicies. Henoted thenumber of dwelling units is a matter to be decitetiveen
the Township of Goulbourn and the Ontario Municipal Board.

Responding to questions from Councilletewart, Mr.Tunnacliffe advisedhe MNR and
the MVCA will be in attendance at the OMB hearings to represent their concerns.

Committee ChaiHunter madethe suggestion thatonsideration of the draft conditions
could be deferred; he asked stadfwv important the draft conditions would be to the pre-
hearing. Mr. Maraepliedthe draft conditions wouldot be the mossignificant issue at
the pre-hearing; however, one of thmajor purposes of the pre-hearing is dtbow the
Board to organize its time, to knamhich partieswill be present and howanywitnesses
they intend to call. Itvould be verydifficult for the Region taadvisethe Board inthis
regard, if staff did not know what position the Region would ultimately be taking.

Councillor van den Hammoted he would support th&taff recommendations with the
understanding stafivill take a neutral position at theearing regardinghe subdivision
application. He felthe Region’s interests (draft conditions) should be represented at the
hearing; deferring considerationtbie draft conditions would justelay things.Mr. Marc
suggested if this wathe Committee’swish, the reportshould be amended tstate the
Region takes no position on whether or not the subdivision should be draft approved.

At this juncture, Councillor Hill amended her motion by changhe word “oppose” to
“defer” and the Committee then considered the motions put forward.

Moved by B. Hill
That Recommendation 1 be amended by adding:
“subject to the following changes:

(a) The Region deferthe approval of Phase Il until such time as
additional units are allocated to Stittsville.
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(b)  the dwelling units being limited to 131 units.”

LOST
NAYS: A. Cullen, P. Hume, G. Hunter, J. Legendre and R. van den Ham....5
YEAS: D. Beamish, B. Hill, A. Munter and W. Stewatrt....4

Moved by R. van den Ham

That Recommendation 2 have added after interests “regarding draft plan of
approval conditions only.”

CARRIED
The Committee then considered the staff recommendations as amended.
That the Planning and Environment Committee recommend Council:

1. Request the Ontario Municipal Board to impose the draft plan of
approval conditions attached as Annex Il toAmberlakes Development
Corporation’s Draft Plan of Subdivision 06T-93018 should the Ontario
Municipal Board choose to approve Draft Plan of Subdivision 06T-93018
as well as the Township of Goulbourn’s Official Plan Amendment No. 121
and Zoning By-law 26/94; and

2. Direct Regional staff to appear beforethe OMB on the above-noted
matter to represent Regional Council’s interests, regarding draft plan of
approval conditions only.

CARRIED
(B. Hill and A. Munter
dissented)

6. FINALIZATION OF THE PROVINCIAL TRANSFER OF PLAN
REVIEW FUNCTIONS TO THE RMOC

- Planning and Property Commissioner’s and Environment and

Transportation Commissioner’s joint report dated 17 June 96

Councillor Stewart asked forclarification on Recommendation 2. Nick Tunnacliffe,
Planning and PropertyCommissioner advised staff will make a judgmeatl evhen
deciding whether omnot a change to theMemorandum of Understanding (MOU) is
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substantial. He said l®ped there would be no changes, feiitthis was somethinthat
should be covered just in casklr. Tunnacliffe said he anticipatéise agreements will be
finalized inthe fall, however,much ofthe databeingtransferred from the Province is in
somewhat questionable formadtntil staff aresatisfiedthe data transferred is inuseable
format, none of the agreements will be signed.

Responding to further questions from Councillor Stewart, Mr. Tunnacliffe confithezd
would be no transfer of funds frothe Province for theseesponsibilities. Staff are
looking at the possibility of charging the developers user fees wkilsaare notavailable
in-house or from anotheagency (e.g. Conservation authorities) and privasector
services must be obtained.

CouncillorHill noted the MOU states thetent of this exercise is teliminate duplication
of plan review, yethe Region willstill be approving site specific locahunicipal Official
Plan amendmentsMr. Edgington, DirectorPlans Administration Division, clarified the
need to circulate local Official Plan Amendments to seven or eight different Ministities
be eliminated. The Region will be doing th@rovincial Plan Review on behalf of the
Ministries and this is where duplication is eliminated.

Councillor Hill went on tosay the reportspeaks of the Regiononsulting with the
Ministries; shenoted this givesthe impressionthe Province willstill be very much
involved. Mr. Edgington replied the Province will likely monitor the Region’s
implementation of Provincial Policies on site-specific planning applicagodswill also
require the Region tmform them ofany Provinciaissues. He feltor the most part, the
Province will allow the Region to usémade in Ottawa-Carleton” solutions in the
implementation othe various newProvincial Policies. Ithe Provincdeelstheir interests
are notbeingprotectedand they intervene, it will be up to Regional staff and Council to
decide whether their reasons fovolving themselves agaiare justified. CouncillorHill
expressed concethat theProvince willstill have a verstrong interest anshfluence on
everythingthe Regiondoes. Shendicatedthat although she had nspecific problems
with the staff recommendations, she was very concerned thithMOU and would
therefore be dissenting on this report.

Referring to page 35 dhe staff report,Councillor Cullenasked if the Province would be
providing the Region with thenappingfor wetlands, asvell as details otheir policies.
Mr. Edgingtonadvisedthat a protocol for datsharing, which haget to befinalized, will
be attached to the MOU. He noted the MNR will continue to providdRéggon with
base mapping awell asupdates as the wetlands change. wedl, the datasharing
agreement will require a number of the Ministries to provide the Region with, atalsgir
a continuous source of Provincial-relatéata. TheProvince has advisdtatthey will be
available to provide as-needed technical assistance.



Planning and Environment Committee Minutes 21
09 July 96

Councillor Cullen, referring tahe list of attachments on the bottom of Page 43, noted
only Appendix Awas attached; he asked if the Committee woulddagngthe others (i.e.
Ministry-by-Ministry OperationaProcedures anGuidelines,Protocol for DataSharing,
Training and Educational Scheduling Requirements and Performance Measures
Appendix). Mr. Edgington advised staff westdl working on these appendices bahen

they wereavailable, theyould be tabled for the Committee’$§armation. He went on to

say that it is staff's intention to complete amany of the attachments agossible.
However, the Data&haringProtocol is the most importargreement and once it is
completed, the Departmentill proceed inassumingthe Provincial planning review
functions prior to the other agreements being finalized.

Councillor van den Hamoted theProvince will no longer be commenting on Zoning By-
law Amendments, Site Plans or Minor Variances and he askespibnsibilityfor these
would be delegated to lower-tierunicipalities. Mr. Edgingtonrepliedthe Province has
not clearly indicatedvhether this will behe case. HoweveRegional staff have made it
very clear inthe MOU that theRegion will not assumehe Provincialrole for these three
Planning Act functions.

Responding to questions from Councillor van den Ham concethieguse of other
agenciege.g.Conservation Authorities), Mr. Edgingt@alvisedthat rather thamlelegate
responsibility tothese agencies (as is done with a Committee of Adjustment), an
agreement would be reached with ggency whereby they would perform certain duties
on theRegion’s behalf, whil¢he Region would keep some degree of control with respect
to the criteria under which they would operate.

Councillor Munter observed thigrocess, rather thatberating” municipalities, issimply

an exercise of downloading frotne Provincemunicipalities will have to dehe work the
Province is presently doing and play it. Mr. Edgington agreed, however, he noted the
additional responsibilities will bendertaken (as p&ouncil’s direction) at n@ost to the
Region and will be absorbed within existing staff resources or through the use of user fees.

The Committee then considered the staff recommendations.

That the Planning and Environment Committeerecommend that Regional
Council:

1. Endorse the “Memorandum of Understanding between the Province of
Ontario and the Regional Municipality of Ottawa-Carleton regarding
Municipal Plan Review” (see Annex 1) as the basifor the Region
assuming the Provincial planning review functions;
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2. Authorise the Commissioner of Planningand Property to amend this
Memorandum of Understanding in cases where the amendment does not
substantially change the intent or purpose of this memorandumWhere
the Commissioner deemghat the change is substantial, then aeport will
be submitted to Planning and Environment Committee and Council; and

3. That a copy of this Report be forwarded tahe Area Municipalities and
the Conservation Authorities for their information.

CARRIED
(B. Hill dissented)

7. AMENDMENT NO. 20 TO CITY OF OTTAWA OFFICIAL
PLAN AND DEFERRAL NO. 14 TO CITY OF OTTAWA
COMPREHENSIVE OFFICIAL PLAN
- Planning and Property Commissioner’s report dated 10 June 96

That the Planning and Environment Committee:

1. Authorize that notification be given in accordance with Section 17(22) of
the Planning Act of the intent to approve Official Plan Amendment No.
20 as per the Approval Page attached as Annex A;

2. Authorize that once the periodfor submitting a requestfor referral has
expired (which period will be specified through action taken under
Recommendation 1) that, unless a referral request is received, a
recommendation to approve with modifications Official Plan Amendment
No. 20 be forwarded to Council; and

3. Recommend that Council at the same time as it deals with
Recommendation 2, lift Deferral No. 14 to the City of Ottawa Official
Plan, 1991 and approve the pertinent text agper the Approval Page
attached as Annex B.

CARRIED

8. RENAMING PORTIONS OF CEDARVIEW
AND FALLOWEFIELD ROADS
CITY OF NEPEAN
- Planning and Property Commissioner’s report dated 18 June 96

That Planning and Environment Committee (acting as the Regional Street
Name Committee) recommend that Council approve the following:
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9.

1. That the old alignment of Cedarview Road (Regional Road 23) south of
Baseline Road and west of Highway 416 be renamed “CASSIDY ROAD”;

2. That the old alignment of Fallowfield Road (Regional Road12) be
renamed “O’KEEFE COURT”; and

3. That the new aligned portion ofFallowfield Road (Regional Road 12)
intersecting with the new “Strandherd Drive” be named
“FALLOWEFIELD ROAD".

CARRIED

PLANNING ACT REFORM - PROCEDURES AND POLICY UPDATE
- Planning and Property Commissioner’s report dated 25 June 96

CouncillorMunter, referring to page 9 tiie report, notegublic meetings will be held in
the areamunicipalities. Heexpressed conceitthat residentswill mistakenly believehat
once an issue has been dealt with tbgcal council, it vill be final, when it factthe final
decisionrests with the Region. He asked whachanisnwould be utilized to ensure
that at thdocal meeting it is clear to peopee final decision on an issue will be made at
the Region. Mr. Hope suggestiis could be addresséasrough an opening statement at
the public meeting advising thahe local council or committee would deahly with
issues withirthe purview of thenunicipality. Issues such as potalater, transportation
facilities, etc., within the purview of the Region would be decidedRBgional Council if
the matter were disputed or by staff if it waia disputed (there wouldot beany further
opportunity forpublic discussion if itvere notdisputed). Aswell, Mr. Hope suggested
such a statement could be included in the Notice of Public Meeting.

Councillor Cullenstated he would like assurantteat wardCouncillorsare informed of

planning applicationthat are notlisputed (and therefore wouhdt require consideration
by the Planning and Environment Committee) in a timely fashion. He sugtesteuh E-

Mail notification wouldsuffice in thisregard. Councillor Cullenput forward amotion to

this effect. Mr. Tunnacliffe noted that applications are currently circulated.

Councillor Beamishalso askedhat Councillors be informed ahe public meetings in the
local municipalities. Mr. Hope agreed this would not be a problem.

Moved by A. Cullen

That Regional Councillors be informed in a timely manner of all Planning Act
applications in their ward.

CARRIED
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Mr. Hope advisedthere was arerror in Annex 3 thatwas circulated with theeport,
dealing with the tariff of fees. The amended patéeh incorporated the 1996 processing
fee increase was circulated to the Committee.

The Committee then considered the staff recommendations, as amended.

Bill 20 was proclaimed on 22May 96. Coincident with the proclamation of
Bill 20, the new Provincial Policy Statements and notice regulation€ame
into full force and effect. Bill 20 however, imposes a number @rocedural
changes which Council needs to accommodate iorder to streamline
planning approvals in Ottawa-Carleton.  Accordingly, Planning and
Environment Committee and Council are asked to:

1. reaffirm the existing delegation of consent granting approval authority to
the Regional Land Division Committeefor the Townships of Goulbourn,
Osgoode, Rideau and West Carleton and the Village of Rockcliffe Park;

2. reaffirm the existing delegation of consent granting approval authority to
the Councils of the Cities of Ottawa, Nepean, Gloucestdfanata, Vanier
and the Township of Cumberland;

3. reaffirm the existing delegation of approval authority to Regional staff for
undisputed local official plan amendments, undisputed plans of
subdivision and condominium and part-lot control by-laws;

4. request the area municipalities give notice of applications and public
meeting as well as hold the public meeting for subdivision applications;

5. request the area municipalities give notice of condominium applications;

6. adopt a by-law outlining the prescribed and other informationrequired
for Regional Official Plan Amendments, draft plans of subdivision and
condominium and consents attached as Annex II;

7. reaffirm the amendments made to the Regional Corporate Policy Manual
on the 14 June 95 that delegate the approval authoritfor undisputed
local official plan amendmentsand undisputed draft plans of subdivision
and condominium and part-lot control by-laws to Planning andProperty
Department staff; and

8. adopt amendments to the Regional Regulatory Code including the
establishment of a new tariff of feegor processing Regional official plan
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amendments, draft plans of subdivision and condominium, part-lot
control by-laws and consents attached as Annex IIl.

o

that RegionalCouncillors be informed in a timely manner of all Planning
Act applications in their ward.

CARRIED

OTHER BUSINESS

Moved by A. Cullen

That Council be requested to waive the Rules of Procedure to consider ltems 5, 6, 8
and 9 at its meeting of 10 July 1996

CARRIED

Councillor Hill statedshe had a motiorthat should have been dealt with when the
Goulbourn Official Plan was considered by the CommitideJune96). She theput this
motion forward for the Committee’s consideration. Commissioner Nickacliffenoted
the direction contained in the motion is currently carried out.
Moved by B. Hill
That the rules of procedure be suspended to consider the following motion.

CARRIED
Moved by B. Hill

That the review of the “Mineral ResourceAreas” designation applicable to
any new areas inthe Regional Official Plan include the examination of land
use and socio-economic _consideration _such as _existing residential
development, land fragmentation and existing businesses.

CARRIED

INQUIRIES

Councillor Munter put forward the following inquiries:
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1.

What measures are taken or could be takemake informatiorabout garbage and
recycling available tahe visually -impaired andother personswith disabilities (for
example, providing documents in alternate formats)? What steps are taken or could be
taken to make the community aware that such services exist.

Councillor Munter provided staff witmaterial fromthe Canadian Nationainstitute for

the

Blind (CNIB) regarding their National Transcription Service. The Counaiited he

wasraising this issue asrasult of avisually-impaired resient of Kanatabeing unaware
of the garbage and recycling booklet distributed to her doorstep.

2.

Pat

At what locations, other than l1llisgar Street, areblue boxes andomposters
available taothe general public athe samecost as theegion provides them? h#sere
been anyconsideration given tonakingthese products even mowadely available,
given the expansion of recycling service.

McNally, Director Solid Waste Division, advised he would be responding in writing to

theseinquiries, but offered thefollowing comments. Withregard to theassue of the
visually impaired, staff received similar requestvhenthe program started in Gloucester.
Staff subsequently followed up with the CNIB and are making progress in this area.

With respect tablue boxes andomposters, MrMcNally advised theyare available at
Window onthe Region asvell as manyhardware stores in thearious communities. The
Department keeps track of the stores whbey are availableand makes them aware of
possible increases in demand. #i@edgenerally, retail distribution is a functiomell
handled by the private sector.

Responding to further questions from CounciNébunter, Mr. McNally noted theprice of

the

blue boxes irthe hardware stores would kery close tothe $5.00 charged by the

Region. However, the composters sold by the Regiorstdiréwo-thirds subsidized by

the

grant program; so, while the Region’s composters would cost $10.00, those sold in the

hardware stores would cost approximately $30.00 or more.

Councillor Munter pointedut thatuntil a year andalf ago, the compostersould be
picked up fromthe local municipalitiesnow people are required to travel downtown to
pick them up from Lisgar Street between the hours of 8:30 to 4:30.

Responding to questions from Councillor van den Hdm,McNally advisedhe contract

for

the delivery of blueboxes recently approved &worporateServices and Economic

Development Committee, relatesly to first time blueboxes or replacement of damaged
blue boxes. Delivery would not be made to people wanting a second or third blue box.
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Councillor Cullen oted hehad received a communication from RLF spealdabgut the
issue of mercury contamination municipal landfills bythe improper disposal difghting
waste (thdong fluorescent tubes). According to tNEOEE, there is a regulatiothat
saysthe number of lampshat can be disposed of in the regular waste streaomlis 17
four footlampsper month. He asked what the situatiowiih respect to accepting these
kinds of lamps athe landfill site and whether staff is awaretbg situation irPeelwhich
restricts the number of lamps that can be disposed of in solid non-hazardous waste.

Mr. McNally advisedhat staff have received information dealing wikie heavy metals in
the lamps. The regulatiateals with office buildingsind the IndustrialCommercial and
Institutional (ICI) sector, who to darge degrediandle theirown waste disposal. The
Regionbasically provides residential curb service atiebre arevery few residentshat
generate anywhere close to the MOEE's regulated level. As a result, the fluoirightsent
are acceptable in regular garbadér. McNally alsonoted theRegion’slandfill facility is
highly engineered and is capable of handtimgheavy metal from light ballasteat do get
into thelandfill. He stated it would b@émpossible tomonitor this situation athe tipping
phase. Responding to further questions from Councillor CiMenMcNally advisedthat
staffare aware of what is in the leachatening from TrailRoad andeingtreated at the
Pickard Centre through the regular monitoring. ddelthe Certificate of Approval for
the Pickard Centre would address the acceptable level of mercury.

ADJOURNMENT

The meeting adjourned at 7:30 p.m.

Original signed by Original confirmed by
Dawn Whelan Gord Hunter
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