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That the Planning and Environment Committee confirm the Minutes of the
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DEFERRED ITEM

CITY OF OTTAWA OFFICIAL PLAN AMENDMENT NO. 37 -
TEMPORARY SURFACE PARKING IN THE CENTRAL AREA
AND INNER CITY RESIDENTIAL DISTRICTS
- Deferred from Planning and Environment Committee meeting of
25 April 2000
- Planning and Development Approvas Commissioner’ s report
dated 27 Mar 2000

Nigel Brereton, Senior Project Manager, Development Approvas Divison introduced Charles
Lanktree, Planner, City of Ottawa. Mr. Brereton then provided an overview of the staff report.
In concluding his presentation, Mr. Brereton stated staff were recommending approvd of the

1. Underlining indicates anew or amended recommendation approved by Canmitte
2. Reportsrequiring Council consideration will be presented to Council on 24 May in
Planning and Environment Committee Report Number 57.
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City of Ottawa Officid Plan Amendment without modification (save for the smdl Modification
to correct a typographica error). He noted the Committee was dtting as the Miniger in
goproving this Amendment and the Planning Act dates that if the Minigter is proposng any
modifications to an Officid Plan, it may confer with any body or authority having an interest. He
sad it would be his recommendation that if the Committee sees fit to propose any subgtantive
changes to this Officia Plan Amendment, they confer with the City of Ottawa

Chair Hunter noted that in his presentation, Mr. Brereton said the Regiond Officid Plan (ROP)
encourages walking, cycling and trangt trips, and further, tha it discourages the use of
automobiles for private trips. The Chair said he did not recdl the last point being in the ROP.
Mr. Brereton explained it was Policy 16 in the Central Area policy of the ROP and it Sates “to
discourage the use of private vehicles for work trips’. He said the main thrust of this policy was
to discourage vehicles from coming into the central area.

Chair Hunter pointed out the various aress of the OPA date “shall discourage the provison of
temporary surface parking....”, except in the Centretown Secondary Policy Plan, where it
dates “shdl not permit temporary surface parking...”. He asked for an explanation. Mr.
Lanktree advised the intent was to try and use exactly the same wording as is found in the
Centretown Secondary Plan where it says that new public parking areas shal not be added
within that area. He stated this was done in an effort to be consstent in the use of terminology.

Committee Chair Hunter asked if this meant a temporary surface parking lot, existing on a
vacant dte in Centretown, if this OPA were to pass, could not be renewed. Mr. Lanktree
advised that any application for extension of a temporary use by-law would be treated like a
new gpplication and so such a temporary surface parking lot would be prohibited under the
Officid Plan.

Chair Hunter stated this went beyond just discouraging the spread of temporary parking spaces
in the Centretown area and would take parking spaces out of circulation. Mr. Lanktree stated
there are alimited number of temporary parking lots that exist in Centretown, as most of the lots
that are there, are there permanently because they have legal non-conforming rights to be there.

Councillor Hume referred to a letter he had in his possesson, from E.M. Robinson,
Commissoner of Urban Planning and Public Works, City of Ottawa addressed to Mr. Ted
Fobert and dated 30 March 2000 (held on file with the Regiona Clerk). The Councillor read a
portion of the letter and drew particular attention to the following passage, “The policy changes
do not conditute a genera prohibition on temporary zoning for surface parking. They dlow
City Council the discretion to approve or refuse this use with the assurance that its decision can
withgand a chdlenge” The Councillor sad he did not read the same flexibility in the
Amendment as is suggested in Mr. Robinson's letter. He felt in the Amendment, there is very
little discretion in what City Council can do as the policy is explicitly to discourage and in the
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case of the Centretown Ares, to prohibit surface parking. He felt the issue should be referred
back to the City of Ottawa for clarification, as he fet the interpretation contained in Mr.
Robinson’s letter was not in step with the Amendment.

Mr. Brereton said in reading the letter, he would agree with the Councillor, as it implied to him
thereis a greater flexibility in the amendment than he would have anticipated.

Mr. Lanktree stated the operative word in mogt of the policy is “to discourage’ this use and the
use of thisword is intentionaly not to be a prohibition. It gives Council the discretion to decide
in any particular case whether it is appropriate or not. The one exception to that is Centretown,
which says the use is prohibited. He noted if Council intended that this use would not be
dlowed in the entire Centrd area it would have used the word prohibited throughout the Officid
Plan Amendment.

Responding to further questions from Councillor Hume, Mr. Lanktree stated over the past 15
years, only 3% of the gpplications for temporary zoning were not approved. He fdt this
provided some indication of the discretion that Council has in this matter. Further, the word
“discourage’ in the policy does not bind the Department to recommend refusal in any particular
case. With respect to any particular application, staff would have to consider dl of the planning
information avallable. They would look at the unique Situation with respect to each gpplication
and occasiondly would recommend referral and occasiondly, approval.

Councillor van den Ham indicated he had concerns smilar to those of Councillor Hume. The

Councillor noted the word “discourage’ is used in the Regiond Officid Plan and for an upper

tier document that is an gppropriate word. He fdt in alocd officid plan, more specific words
should be used. He questioned how the word “discourage’ would be applied in adaily manner.

Mr. Lanktree gated this dlows for congderation of the unique Situations with respect to any

gpplication. He noted that every property is unique and has its own characterigtics and a
temporary zoning may or may not work on a particular Site.

Councillor van den Ham opined the City would go through a smilar process without using the
word “discourage’.  If it were permissible in the area, any gpplicant wanting a temporary
rezoning would have to meet the necessary criteria, provide studies, etc., and this approach
would be much more consgtent and fair to dl gpplicants. He fdt the use of the word
“discourage’, would be dependent on the mood of the individua or Council on any given day.

Mr. Lanktree advised that in planning terminology, the term “prohibition” is used to indicate
“shdl not be dlowed’. In other instances, words such as “discourage’ are used and this is
intended to be a strong word to indicate this use is not being promoted in the Centrd Area. The
pesker explained the City has concerns about dternative modes of transportation and is trying
to encourage these in order to reduce the amount of commuting into the centrd area. This is
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totdly condgtent with the Regiond Officid Plan. He said as well, there are concerns with the
pedestrian environment in the Central Area. Mr. Lanktree explained when applicants approach
the City indicating they want to make an application, in most cases staff will discourage them
from making an gpplication to begin with. If they want to make an gpplication, then it would be
considered.

Councillor Holmes indicated she was in support of City’sreport. She noted the downtown area
has many parking lots, and thisis not the type of downtown area she wantsto see. She gave an
example of a“temporary” lot a the corner of Bay and Laurier that is now in its ninth or tenth
year as a temporary parking lot and fet it could be there for another 10 or 12 years before
redevel opment occurs.

The Councillor indicated she had received severd cdls from Sparks Street businesses about this
amendment and how it was “taking parking away from them”. She said she explained they had
a choice, when a building came down it could ether be replaced by atemporary parking lot, in
which case the experience has been that it takes a very long time for that |ot to be redevel oped
or the use of temporary parking lot could be prevented, and development happens much faster.
She gave as an example the Ault Dairy land, where the City discouraged them from coming
forward for temporary parking and instead the land was sold to a developer and housing was
built on the ste. Councillor Holmes went on to say that temporary use parking lots are not as
good for taxation as a building and they postpone the redevelopment of the land to its best use,
which in the Centrd Areais high dengty commercid.

Councillor Holmes noted in Centretown there are many parking lots from Bay to O Connor
running south from Gloucester and that is why the Centretown Secondary Plan says “will not
permit” temporary surface parking areas. She said she had been trying for years to get those
lots developed into housing, as high dendty residentia in Centretown is necessary to support
Bank Street and Elgin Street and the rest of the Centrd Area North of Gloucester is a high
densty commercid zoning and that is the best use for this aea.  The Councillor offered
Winnipeg as an example of a city full of parking lots and noted it has no vitdity, no
evening/weekend activity and no retaill. She emphasized this is the not the kind of downtown
she wants for Ottawa.

In concluding her remarks Councillor Holmes stated this class of parking lot is an incentive for
buildings to come down if they are in poor date. She said this Amendment, provides an
opportunity to say what we want in our downtown is buildings to their maximum usage that the
zoning will dlow. She expressed the hope the Committee would not agree to what she
understood was going to be a proposed amendment from Fotenn Consultants, which will
encourage temporary surface parking lots.

Tony Kue, owner of Capital Parking advised he was a professiona engineer in the parking lot
busness. He sad the report produced by the City was based on environmenta factors,
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however, he noted emissions from cars have improved substantialy in the past 35 years, and he
fdt in the next five to ten years, most of the carswill be dectricd and the emissonswill be zero.

Mr. Kue noted there are a lot of high tech firms that want to move downtown but cannot
because there is no parking available and so instead they are moving to Kanata or Nepean or
elsawhere. He said 73% of the population uses cars and the rest use aternative methods such
aswaking, bicycling and trangt.

Mr. Kue referred to a comment made by saff a the City that they are only in short term
parking. However, he pointed out the City of Ottawa manages a garage a Dahousie and
Clarence, that has 450 parking spaces and from that they sdll 390 monthly passes, which
trandates into long term parking. He said the parking industry services both short term and long
term parking. They get busy two or three times ayear: during Winterlude, the Tulip Festivd and
CanadaDay. Theremainder of the time, busnessis norma and does not fluctuate very much.

Mr. Kue fdt Regiona government was wearing two hats. On the one hand, it wants to dictate
the policies contained in this Amendment and at the same time Regiond Government runs OC
Trangpo, which is subsidized $400 million per year by the taxpayers.

The spesker went on to say that no business person “in his right mind” would demoalish a good
gtanding building, to turn it into a parking lot to collect five or Sx dollars per car aday. He sad
he owns a building that has been empty for three years which he is unable to rent because it
contains asbestos. He pointed out he must gtill pay property tax, mortgage and maintenance
expenses. Mr. Kue went on to relate a story concerning a parking lot at the corner of Bank and
Laurier. He sad five years ago the owner called him and asked him to give him $1 in rent and
pay his taxes. His taxes were $300,000 per year! The same property in Toronto pays
$32,000 tax. Hefdlt thisto be absurd.

In conclusion, Mr. Kue said if the City of Ottawa is to grow, there has to be a proper plan for
the City looking 25 years to the future. He felt a proper transportation system was necessary,
namey, a subway system from Kanata to Orleans and another north/south line from Gatineau to
the Airport. That is the only way the city and Region will grow. He asked tha the entire
amendment be thrown out.

Ted Fobert - Fotenn Consultants advised he represented Capital Parking and Idedl Parking and
was before the Committee because they had concerns with the thrust of the Amendment. He
fdt it was important to recognize tha both City Council and the Committee of Adjusment have
acknowledged that in some ingtances temporary surface parking lots are appropriate for up to
three years and longer where extensons are gppropriate. A temporary surface parking is
generdly sought to dlow the interim use of vacant land, resulting from the loss of a building
through fire, obsolescence or other economic hardship. The decison to permit temporary
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parking is based on the merits of the gpplication and the circumstances of the property in
question. He said this was the most appropriate way to assess requests for temporary surface
parking; looking to the Officia Plan for guidance, yet dlowing room for judgement based on
circumstance. He fdt the changesin the report, removed this discretion.

Mr. Fobert went on to say Councillor Hume had captured it very well, when he said that a Saff
member reviewing the policy if gpproved, would have no recourse other than to recommend a
temporary parking use is ingppropriate regardless of the circumstance. He said notwithstanding
the staff recommendation that it is inappropriate, if it were gppeaed to the Ontario Municipa
Board (OMB), the gppellant would win on the basis of the policy, which is the primary focus of
any OMB hearing.

The speaker stated no one wants a proliferation of surface parking lots in the downtown and he
did not fed this was happening. At present there are only 12 temporary surface parking lots
downtown and that represents about 2.2% of the total parking in the downtown. He pointed
out the economic climate in Ottawa has improved over the last few years and as a result, a
number of surface parking lots have been redeveloped. He said over 1,000 parking spaces
have been redevel oped in the last couple of years.

Mr. Fobert noted the policy was put forward on the basis of environmenta concerns about
cabon emissons. He sad if this was truly the interest of Regiond Council, then he fet the
policy should redtrict dl parking in the downtown. As wel he noted that the Statement that
surface parking is for long term only is not accurate. He noted severd retailers have indicated
that surface parking lots are very important to their business.

Mr. Fobert expressed his concern that the staff recommendation was narrowly focused. He felt
it should be based on policies that provide some discretion. He drew the Committee' s attention
to the amendment he was proposing (attached as Annex A to these Minutes). He fdt his
amendments established wording that would alow an application to be considered on its merits
and sets out the criteria upon which it should be judged. The criteria includes such things as
economic hardship to the owner resulting in the inability to make economic use of the site, locd
market conditions potentialy affecting the dtes potentid for redevelopment, the impact of
surface parking on the streetscape and the parking surplus or deficiency in the area. And it
refers back to another policy in the resdentid chapter which deds with compatibility in those
gtuaions. Mr. Fobert advised when this item was before City of Ottawa Planning Committee,
Councillor Ron Kolbus asked Mr. Robinson, if this policy were gpproved, how would the
department respond. Mr. Robinson advised the Department would respond on the merits of
the gpplication and would use certain criteria upon which to judge that. After the meeting, in
talking with Councillor Kolbus, Mr. Fobert indicated that in his view that is not what the policy
was saying. Councillor Kolbus asked Mr. Fobert to prepare a motion for Council (the motion
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before Committee). The motion went to Council but was not approved because it was
consdered too much, too late (as it only got to them on the floor of Council).

Referencing the letter from Mr. Ted Robinson, referred to earlier by Councillor Hume, Mr.
Fobert said he believed the intent of the Commissioner isto ded with gpplications on their merit
and he felt the amendment he proposed was more gppropriate to that Stuation.

Councillor Hume asked, in Mr. Fobert's professond opinion, if he were to review an
goplication for surface parking, guided by the Officid Plan but without the benefit of Mr.
Robinson’s letter, what would Mr. Fobert’s recommendation be. Mr. Fobert stated clearly the
thrust of the Officid Plan is to discourage temporary parking in the downtown area and al
gpplications for temporary surface parking would have to be viewed as inappropriate.

Responding to questions posed by Councillor Legendre, Mr. Fobert stated he believed the
wording of the amendment would make a difference. He noted Officid Plans are approved by
the Minigter and so if an application for temporary zoning were gppeded to the OMB, the
OMB chair consders the policies of the municipality as being the direction upon which they will
make the judgement. He sad if the policies are changed as he recommended, those are the
policies that will be before them.

Councillor Legendre referred to the first page, 2™ paragraph of Mr. Fobert’s proposed
amendment and asked what was meant by “obsolescence’. Mr. Fobert explained this referred
to a gtuation where a building in the downtown core that is no longer marketable. For example,
it may not have the appropriate space requirements to attract business and the owner does not
have the economic where-with-dl to bring it up to a sandard that is going to make it rentable.
Mr. Fobert agreed that the Day Building could be judged as an example of a building that was
obsolete.

Councillor Legendre noted Mr. Fobert stated thet in terms of the total parking currently being
provided the part provided by temporary surface parking is only 2.2% of the total. He asked
that staff confirm this. Mr. Lanktree confirmed that temporary parking spaces represent 2.2%
of the overdl parking supply in the Centrd Area.  However, most of these gpaces are very
visble, and some are located right on the trangtway. He said while the bulk of the public
parking supply in the centra area is located in structures, these are not as visble and do not
impact directly on the pedestrian environment.

Councillor Legendre pointed out LOPA 37 contains wording to ensure the visua gppearance of
these parking facilities will be enhanced and screened through the use of fences, wdls and or
vegetation, while ensuring adequate public safety and security. The Councillor tated it gppears
the City adready has measures in place to address the vishility problem. Mr. Lanktree advised
this policy is intended to ded with Stuations where temporary zoning is permitted for surface
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parking and these provisions are adequate in such situations. However, he stated the essence of
the amendment is to ded with the causd issue and that is dlowing temporary surface parking in
thefirg place.

Robert Edmonds, Vice-Presdent, Action Sandy Hill (ASH) reminded Committee ASH has
long opposed the proliferation of temporary surface parking lots in this inner city area. This
opposition is based largely on the fact they are incompatible with the Officid Plans of the City
and the Region, which emphasize the dedrability of maintaining the centrd core as a principle
retail sector of the Region. Consgtent with this principle, he said ASH has dways supported
the idea of having a continuous flow of vigble retall and other public establishments dong the
main downtown arteries, such as Rideau Stredt.

Mr. Edmonds stated ASH was in support of Amendment 37 partly because the unfilled gaps
left by unplanned surface parking lots ruin the gppearance of a street. He said they would
prefer an outright ban on temporary surface parking in the downtown area, than an amendment
that merely discourages their existence, but were willing to accept this.

The spesker reminded Committee that during the course of the RMOC public consultation on
property tax policy held on July 29, 1998, he made a proposal on behaf of ASH that atwo tier
property tax system be ingtituted under which land and buildings would be taxed separatdly. A
relatively high tax would be gpplicable to land and a somewhat lower tax than at present
goplicable to buildings. Mr. Edmonds noted this system has been operating successfully for a
number of yearsin Fittsburgh, Pennsylvania and he felt such atwo tier tax system would result in
increased tax revenues for the Region and offer a solution to the serious problem of unplanned
parking lots in the City’s core. Mr. Edmonds noted that athough a motion to this effect, put
forward to Regiond Council by Councillors Meilleur and Holmes failed, he expressed the hope
that it would one day be revived.

In his closing remarks, Mr. Edmonds read a statement made by Councillor Diane Holmes on
November 16, 1998 in response to the City of Ottawa's centrd area zoning review. On
temporary use parking lots, she said the following “The large number of temporary surface
parking lots that the City of Ottawa has permitted within the Centra Area has had negative
transportation, environmental and urban design impacts. In generd, they are being occupied by
commuter parking and further undermine the Region’'s Officid Plan policies to discourage
private car use to and from the Central Area. Ottawa-Carleton must take a stronger position
againg these temporary lots” Mr. Edmonds urged the Committee to adopt Amendment 37.

Gerry Lepage, stated tongue in cheek, that he fet this amendment “was the best idea Since
diced bread” but only if the Region could find a way to legidate economic cycles and make
them aways postive growth cycles. He went on to say this was the worst example of socia
engineering possible because what it does is seeks to punish individuals who have absolutely no
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control over market conditions. He explained a building has a life cycle and when it becomes
obsolescent, this policy is saying that in Centretown the owner will not even be able to build a
surface parking lot to pay the taxes. He felt this to be absolutely absurd.

Mr. Lepage pointed out the City, the Region and developers have a common bond in that none
of them want to see these parcels of land used as temporary surface parking lot. He said all
three would rather have it used for its highest and best use. However, temporary surface
parking lots are atrangtiona use becauise economic imperatives dictate that use.

The spesker offered this amendment would not discourage people from using the automobile
(72% of Ottawa residents own automobiles), nor would it discourage emissions (technology is
taking care of that aspect). He also noted surface parking lots are being reduced as a result of
hedlthy market conditions and have gone from 13 in 1984 to 7 in 1999. He fdt it would be
better for the City and Region to focus their efforts on improving the economy rather than
diminishing the viability of the Central Area, which he said this Amendment would encourage. It
will merely discourage people from using the centrd area, discourage deve opers from building
in the centrd area (both commercid and resdentid) and encourage them to go elsewhere. He
urged the Committee, if they wished to make Ottawa a vibrant, vitd capitd city, to defeat this
Amendment.

Doug Kely, Nancy Médoche and Hugh Gorman representing the Building Owners and
Managers Association (BOMA) Mr. Kely began by dating it was cear from reading the
Amendment and Mr. Robinson’s |etter, they are redly two different things. He explained if an
goped of a temporary surface parking lot were before the OMB, the document that will be
given weight is the Officid Plan Amendment and it is certainly not the same as what the intent of
Ottawa staff gppears to be (as set out in Mr. Robinson’s letter). Mr. Kely fet the Amendment
should better reflect this intent.

Mr. Gorman, stated he took exception to Councillor Holme's earlier comments about
deveopers ether demolishing buildings or teking obsolescent buildings and turning them into a
business of temporary surface parking lots. Speeking on behdf of dl the developers in the
downtown core, he sad the last thing they want to see is a temporary parking lot on a
devdopment ste. He advised high densty commercid development is the best use and
preferred option but unfortunately, as economic conditions prevall, it is not viable. He dso did
not agree that temporary surface parking lots discourage development in the downtown core.

Mr. Gorman went on to say this issue together with the apped by the Region of the City of
Ottawd s gpprova of tandem parking in the downtown core, is just another incrementa step at
reducing parking downtown and he opined this would have a significant impact on development
in the core. He explained part of the change in the market place, is seeing vacancy rates come
down partly because the technology community (who are limited for deveopment in the
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suburbs) are starting to come back to the downtown core. These people do not take the bus
and they will not take the bus until such time as public trangt becomes more convenient than
driving their cars. He said BOMA was not discouraging the community’s cry for additiond
infrastructure for suburban development but he felt there should be a baanced gpproach. Mr.
Gorman said until such time as the Region is in a postion to dedicate capitd dollars for public
trangt to make it more efficient, it should not be spending more money on capitd infrastructure
inthe suburbs. If the market isto continue to get stronger in the downtown core, it is necessary
for the high technology companies to come down to the core and lease space to eat up that
vacancy.

In concluding his remarks, Mr. Gorman stated the whole philosophy behind the Amendment is
absolutdy flawed and BOMA did not support it. He noted Councillor Hume had indicated his
intent to refer this matter back to Planning staff and it would be BOMA'’ s recommendation that
this go back to the City's planning department for review. BOMA would like the issues,
tandem parking and temporary surface parking consolidated. He strongly encouraged the
Committee not to support LOPA 37.

Ms. Mdoche added that BOMA would like to be part of the process of reevauation. She said
it is BOMA's pogtion that each new gpplication should be consdered and evauated against
certan tets and BOMA would like to be involved in developing those tests and any
enhancements to the amendmern.

Mr. Kely noted that Chair Hunter had questioned staff with respect to the Regiond Plan
discouraging the use of private automobiles coming into the downtown core. He sad the
problem is that parking must be provided in order to get tenants downtown. By way of
example, Mr. Kdly referred to the World Exchange Plaza who could not get tenants unless they
had parking available. He said it was a vicious cycle, trying to get people to take trangt while
trying to limit parking around trangtway stations. In order to get the tenants, it is necessary to
have the parking that will bring people into the buildings near the Trangtway and then, with
improved infrastructure in the Trandtway system, ridership will increese. He sad if parking is
not provided, these people would smply build in business parks that are not near transit.

Committee Chair Hunter stated in the suburbs, it is expected that when a developer develops a
property for an office building or commercid use that they will provide parking on their Ste. He
sad it was his understanding that the City of Ottawa has dlowed a number of re-developments
of properties where instead of requiring the developer to provide the parking on dte, the
developer pays cash-in-liey, that isthen deposited into areserve fund. He asked if thiswas an
issue for BOMA.

Mr. Gorman advised the parking issue cannot be dedt with in isolation of the public transt
issue. He sad there has to be a respongble approach to the dollars alocated to capital for
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public trangt. If the trangt sysem were more efficient, there would likely not be as many cars
downtown and then perhaps, cash-in-lieu of parking would be a reasonable dternative.

Councillor Munter stated he was ddighted to hear BOMA's support for investments in public
trangt as he had not heard that before from BOMA. He sad there are those in the
development industry that would like the Region to spend less on trangit and he hoped when
they force the debate, BOMA would be back to make the case for the kinds of investments
they had suggested were needed for the trangt system. Mr. Gorman said certainly, as long as
the gpproach is baanced. He said part of that is looking at the exiging infrastructure and
whether it is utilized or under-utilized.

Ms. Meloche related a point that was raised the previous week in a meeting with a number of
high tech firms. She noted in particular Kanata Research Park had said, until the trangt system
becomes more efficient and offers good pesk service to their employees, in aress like Kanata,
they will not get their employees onto the buses.

Councillor Legendre referred to a site in downtown Ottawa at the corner of Rideau and King
Edward that was empty for many years. He said there is now a building on it that houses the
LCBO. He indicated he was happy to see something go on the lot but was disgppointed that
the building is only one floor, as he felt abuilding of 6 to 10 stories, was what “this piece of land
deserved”. The Councillor said in view of the booming economy in Ottawa-Carleton and the
record low vacancy rate, he asked why more sgnificant sructures were not being built in
downtown Ottawa.

Mr. Gorman said, athough vacancy rates are low and dl the signs are good, Ottawa is not yet
in a postion where market rents have reached economic rents and development is therefore
based on current market conditions. As aresult, you see things such as the specific Ste, being
rezoned to aretail use to accommodate whatever makes the development economically viable,
which in thisinstance is a one story retail concept. Mr. Gorman said developers/landowners are
trying to drive whatever revenue they can out of these vacant sites so that when the market is
there, there can be responsible development on the sites. Mr. Kelly added you cannot achieve
the rents from a tenant that would pay for the cost of congtruction of a new building. Mr.
Gorman noted as well, there isalag in the market place. In this past quarter there has been the
lowest vacancy rate seen in a number of years. However, that is only a quarter; the whole
market has to be corrected and people have to have the confidence that the rents are going to
day there and s0 it isafunction of time.

Councillor Legendre explained the point he was trying to make. The particular lot he was
referring to lay falow for about 20 years and whether or not temporary surface parking is
discouraged or encouraged, matters not at al. Mr. Gorman said temporary surface parking
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dlows responsible developers to @ least maintain the property long enough until the cycle
comes around to develop the site.

Councillor van den Ham asked Mr. Kdly if in his opinion, a person being totaly discouraged

about going the route of a zoning for a temporary surface parking lot, would he not have the

option of applying for a permanent zoning for surface parking. Mr. Kdly responded that one

could aways gpply for a permanent zoning but the Officid Plan might have to be amended and

could be a much more onerous route. Mr. Kely went on to say the intent of the legidationisto

dlow it as an interim use or atemporary use, because the highest and best use is a commercid

development of high dendty officelretall. He noted a number of years ago the Province
amended the Planning Act to alow for temporary use by-laws so that they be clearly of a
temporary nature and the highest and best use was permanent development. He fdt it was
gopropriate the way the Ottawa Officid Plan dlowed some temporary uses in the downtown

core for parking lots.

Nicholas Patterson, referencing a question posed by Councillor Legendre with respect to why
there was no development on a prime Ste in downtown Ottawa, stated the reason for this is
because Ottawa has the second highest taxes in the entire country and probably the entire
continent. He said if you have the highest taxes that means the rent must reflect these high taxes.

Mr. Patterson stated there were two reasons why this Amendment should be thrown out. He
explained the fird reason was a matter of integrity. He felt it was a bit of a trickery on gaff’s
part and certainly a the City of Ottawa levd, that the prohibition of surface parking spaces on
vacant gtes in Centretown was buried in the fine print of the staff report. He said had he not
brought it to the atention of dl of the Councillors at the City and Region, they would not have
noticed this. Mr. Patterson stated the second reason for refusing this Amendment isthat it isa
“hair brained scheme’ that does not respect fundamenta economics. The City of Ottawa has
passed this Amendment reducing downtown parking, which is dready extremdy highly
restricted, and completely ignoring the growth in downtown demand. He referred to comments
from various presenters who had said that high tech firms want to move downtown but they
cannot find parking and therefore they are not moving downtown.

In concluson, Mr. Petterson stated it was “time to call a truce in this nonsensica two decade
old war againg cars by City and Regiond, bureaucrats and politicians’.

Brian Karam, President, Elgin Area Property Owners Association indicated his Associaion did
not support Amendment 37 because they view this as “along term statement for what is a short
termissue’. He sad in looking at Sparks Street and Rideau Stredt, it is evident that forcing out
carsresultsin avery permanent Stuation that cannot be reversed. He felt the Committee should
look five years into the future rather than five or ten yearsinto the past. He said with such things
as tedlecommuting and suburban offices, the types of problems being experienced today and for
the lat five years will not exis five years from now. He explained these points by saying that
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because the labour market is“caling the shots” and employees do not want to work downtown
and face the traffic and parking problems, businesses will not be locating downtown. Aswell, a
product caled air fibre will be avalable in the very near future from Nortd that will permit
teleconferencing. It can be hooked up quickly and will be very cost effective.

Mr. Karam concluded by saying gpprovd of this Amendment would result in a statement that
could lagt 25 years, when this issue will likely resolve itsdf in the next three to five years. He
sad if the parking is strangled off right now, it will have permanent and negetive economic
results, much like what has occurred on Sparks Street and Rideau Street that will not be
reversible.

Having heard from dl delegations, the matter returned to Committee.

Councillor Hume noted the Committee had heard much about what this amendment does and
does not do and he sad he felt there was a consderable difference between what City staff
believes this says and what he interpreted the amendment to say. He indicated he was prepared
to move the amendments put forward by Mr. Fobert and that LOPA 37 be amended by these.
However, he sad he redized this was a City of Ottawa Officid Plan Amendment and they
needed to look at the amendments and consult with BOMA and other interested parties and
then the matter could be brought back to the Planning and Environment Committee. In this
regard, the Councillor stated he would be moving that City of Ottawa LOPA 37 and any
proposed amendments be referred back to staff for consultation with the City of Ottawa and
other interested parties and then to come back to Committee with another report.

Mr. Tunnacliffe said if this was the will of the Committee staff would carry it out. However, he
said he understood Mr. Lanktree to say that the amendment proposed by Mr. Fobert had in
fact been considered by the City and rejected.

Councillor Hume stated he was prepared to amend the Officia Plan Amendment to include the
amendments proposed by Mr. Fobert, however, he said he felt it was best before such action is
taken, that the matter be referred back to the City. The Councillor noted the amendments
proposed by Mr. Fobert reflect the intent set out in Mr. Robinson’s letter. He said he thought it
was only right and fair that the matter be sent back to the City and they be advised that the
Region is conddering adopting these amendments and then find out what their postion is. That
position can then be brought back to Planning and Environment Committee for consderation.

Councillor Munter stated what struck him was that everybody professes support for the same
god. He sad he fdt there was agreement that the more resdentid and commercid
development in the downtown, the better and that putting buildings where parking lots used to
be is a good thing. He noted that somebody mentioned the Region has a dud role as a
regulator and subsidizer of OC Trangpo. In fact the Region has atriplerole, in that it isaso the
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subsidizer, builder and maintainer of the road syssem. The Councillor said it is in the Region's
interest to try to encourage, as much as possible, the use of transt and the development of the
downtown. The Region has tried to do just that with such measures as eiminating resdentia
development charges completely in the downtown core.

Councillor Munter stated he saw this Amendment, adopted by the City of Ottawa, as one of a
series of reasonable measures to try to promote the development of a vibrant downtown. He
did not see any judtification for refusing this Amendment and felt the City had mediated between
avariety of interests to reach a compromise position. Councillor Munter indicated he would be
supporting the staff recommendation and not the amendments proposed by Councillor Hume,

Councillor van den Ham indicated he would not be supporting the staff recommendation
primarily because he had concerns about the use of the word “discourage’, as he fet this
provided too large of a gray area. He said dthough this word is used in the Regiond Officid
Plan, he would have expected the City of Ottawa would have been more specific. The
Councillor said he agreed that the interpretation of the Amendment contained in Mr. Robinson’s
letter was much different from the Amendment and indicated he would support the attempt to
refine this.

On the issue of parking spaces downtown generdly, Councillor van den Ham dated he
supported the notion of temporary zoning by-laws for surface parking lots. However, he said
he as0 agreed to a certain extent, that there should not be a proliferation of surface parking lots
throughout the downtown area. If the City of Ottawa and the Region want to contral this to
some extent, then the Amendment should be much more specific.

Councillor van den Ham dated if the intent was to move dl of the amendments proposed by
Mr. Fobert, he had a problem with this, in that three pages of rules would be turned into into ten
pages. He expressed the hope that the proposed amendments could be refined to some extent.

Committee Chair Hunter indicated normdly he was loathe to interfere with locd officid plan
amendments as it is the local municipdity’s “turf” and they have worked on it, held the public
hearings, etc. However, he said in this ingance what the City of Ottawa is proposing to do
could have some effect (if not a profound effect) on the habits, lives and working conditions of
the people he represents.  For this reason, Chair Hunter stated he felt he had some right and
propriety to take acloser look at this Amendment.

The Chair noted that in both the LOPA and the amendments proposed by Councillor Hume,
there is the phrase to discourage or prohibit parking in order to support the reduction of carbon
emissons and to ensure a vibrant pededtrian environment.  The Chair said he had seen no
documentation which suggests there is any link between prohibiting temporary surface parking
lots and the reduction of carbon emissons. He felt that one could just as easily argue that
emissions would be increased as frustrated motorists come into the downtown area and have to
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drive around searching for a parking space. As wdll, he said he could not understand how an
activity on a lot on private property would one way or another affect the pedestrian
environment. For these reasons, Chair Hunter felt the amendment should either go back to the
City for reworking or be turned down entirdly. He indicated he was in support of the motions
put forward by Councillor Hume.

Councillor Legendre indicated he was supportive of the intent to refer this matter back to the
City of Ottawva, however, he fdt that clarification with regard to ther intent should not only
come from City staff but dso City Council. He asked if this was Councillor Hume's intent.
Councillor Hume said he believed City gaff would have to go back to City Council and get
direction on this.

Councillor Legendre indicated he was fully supportive of the motions.
Moved by P. Hume

That City of Ottawa L ocal Official Plan Amendment No. 37 be amended by the
wor ding proposed by Ted Fobert, FoT enn Consultants (Attached as Annex A).

TABLED
Moved by P. Hume

That City of Ottawa Local Official Plan Amendment No. 37 and any proposed
amendments be referred back to staff for consultation with the City of Ottawa
and other interested parties.

CARRIED as amended

PLANNING ITEMS

2. RENAMING THE OLD ALIGNMENT OF STAGECOACH
ROAD (REGIONAL ROAD 25), TOWNSHIP OF OSGOODE
- Flanning and Development Approvas Commissioner’s report
dated 12 April 2000

That the Planning and Environment Committee (acting as the Regional Street Name
Committee) approvethefollowing proposed street name:
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1. That the old alignment of Stagecoach Road ( Regional Road 25) north of Dalmeny
Road (Regional Road 4) in the Township of Osgoode be renamed “ Old Stagecoach
Road” (see Annex 1)

2. That public notice be placed in a local newspaper having general circulation in the
municipality, and a public meeting be convened if necessary.

CARRIED

3. APPEAL TO OMB BY JAMES RAINA
CONSENT APPLICATION RA 57/99
PART LOT 22, CON. 2 - TOWNSHIP OF OSGOODE
- Planning and Devel opment Approvas Commissioner’ s report
dated 19 Apr 2000

That the Planning and Environment Committee recommend that Council confirm staff’s
attendance at a scheduled Ontario Municipal Board Hearing, initiated by the applicant,
in support of a decison by the Rural Alliance Severance Committee.

CARRIED

ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICESITEM

4, AMENDMENTSTO BY-LAW 44-96 FOR THE COLLECTION,
REMOVAL AND DISPOSAL OF SOLID WASTE -
BAN OF USED NEEDLES, INSULIN PEN TIPSAND LANCETS
FROM HOUSEHOLD GARBAGE
- Director, Solid Waste Divison, Environment and Transportation report
dated 19 April 2000

Councillor Legendre referred to Revison 1.6 on page 21 of the staff report, which states in part
“All Sharp Items shadl be placed in an gpproved rigid container....”. He sought assurance from
daff that they were not being overly “heavy handed” in redtricting containers.  Pat McNaly,
Director, Solid Waste Divison, confirmed that such things as peanut butter jars and other
containersthat are not easily punctured, would be accepted.

Satisfied with this response the Councillor indicated he was in favour of the report, particularly
the notion of the drop boxes and the effort being made to encourage more pharmacies to
participate in the “ Take It Back” program.

The Committee then approved the staff recommendation.
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That the Planning and Environment Committee recommend that Council approve the
further amendment to By-Law 44 of 1996, as outlined in Annex A, to prohibit the
collection of used needles, insulin pen tips and lancets, effective 01 July 2000.

CARRIED

INQUIRIES

Councillor Legendre indicated he had an inquiry concerning pesticides, pesticide exposure and
the risks involved. He noted there was a committee set up by Regiond Council a few years
ealier cdled the Hedth Dangers of Urban Use of Pegticides (HDUUP) Committee. He
questioned if the Committee gill exigted, if Regiond daff were involved in it and what the
membership of the Committee was.

Dr. Ed Ellis, Associate Medicd Officer of Hedth advised that Jamie McLaughlin, Program
Manager, Environmental Health attends the meseting of the HDUUP Working Group. He noted
as well the group has a web-ste nested in the Hedth Department’s web-site. Dr. Ellis could
not provide any further information on the Committee as he did not have the Terms of
Reference at hand. However, he undertook to provide the Councillor with further information in
thisregard.

ADJOURNMENT

The mesting adjourned a 5:05 p.m.

COMMITTEE COORDINATOR COMMITTEE CHAIR
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Proposed Amendment - Temporary Surface Parking in the Central Area
Planning & Environment Committee Meeting: Tuesday, May 9, 2000

The following wording replaces the wording in Document 3 - Officid Plan Amendment, Part B - THE
AMENDMENT, Section 2.0 Ddtals of the Amendment.

The proposed change in wording better reflects the intent as described by the Commissioner of Urban
Planning and Public Works in his letter, dated March 30, 2000. The shaded text represents the
changes to the proposed Official Plan policies.

20 Detals of the Amendment

The City of Ottawa Officid Plan is hereby amended as follows:

21  Chapter 50 - Centrd Area contained in Volume | of the City of Ottawa Officid Plan, is
amended as follows.

2.1.1 Pdlicy 59.2.2 f) of the Parking and Loading provisions is deleted in its entirety and
replaced with anew Policy 5.9.2.2f) to read asfollows:

Temporary Surface Parking

“Notwithstanding that City Council can pass Temporary Use By-laws, City Council
shall discourage the provison of temporary surface parking spaces on vacant sites
within the Central Area in order to support the reduction of carbon emissions and to
ensure a vibrant pedestrian environmen.
The deliberate demalition of buildings that are in good physcd form or have been
dlowed to deteriorate through neglect for the sole purpose of edtablishment of
temporary surface parking, shall be considered unacceptable.

In the case of Sites rendered vacant through naturd or otherwise uncontrollable causes
(e.g., accidentd fire, obsolescence, physical deterioration, structura damage, etc.), as
well as those which have higtorically been vacant, Council shal have regard for the
following consderations when assessing requests for temporary surface parking:

i) economic hardship to the owner resulting from the ingbility to make
economic use of the Site;

i) locd market conditions potentidly affecting the dSt€s immediate
potentia for redevel opment;

iif) land use context of the dte, including existing land uses and recent new
development in the areg;
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iv) potentid impact of a surface parking lot on the streetscape, including
impact on the pedestrian environment;

V) the parking surplus or deficiency in the area, and

Vi) in the case where and existing resdential use will be effected, the
provisonson S. 3.4 of thisPlan.

In consdering requedts for extensions of permission for temporary surface parking lots,
Coundl dhdl:

i) Assess the application based on the above-noted considerations; and,
ii) Require demonstration by the gpplicant of marketing efforts.

Where temporary surface parking is permitted, City Council shall ensure that the visud
gppearance of such parking facilities shdl be enhanced and screened through the use of
fences, walls and/or vegetation, while ensuring adequate public safety and security; and
shdl require that an appropriate amount of useable open space be provided in
accordance with Policies 5.6.2 u) and 5.8.2 €) of this chapter and Policy g) below.”

2.2  Chapter 13.0 - Implementation and Monitoring contained in Volume | of the City of Ottawa
Officid Plan, is hereby amended as follows

221

222

Policy 13.17.1 & of the Temporay Use provisons is deleted in its entirety and
replaced with anew Policy 13.17.1 a) to read asfollows:

Temporary Use Provisions

“City Council recognizes that it may be desirable to permit uses for specific temporary
periods up to a maximum of three years, which would otherwise not conform to the
comprehensive Zoning By-law. Such uses may be permitted upon individua gpplication
and careful congderation by City Council, of the need and appropriateness of a
Temporary Use By-law and to ensure that the objectives and policy direction of the
Officid Plan are not adversely affected by the temporary use.”

Policy 13.17.1 b) of the Temporary Use provisons is deeted in its entirety and
replaced with anew Policy 13.17.1 b) to read asfollows:

Extensions

“City Council may extend a Temporary Use By-law as sat out in the Planning Act upon
individua application and careful congderation by City Council, of the need and
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appropriateness of a Temporary Use By-law and shall ensure that the objectives and
policy direction of the Officid Plan are not adversdy affected by the temporary use and
that it does not jeopardize the long-term development intentions for the subject
lands/area as specified in the Officid Plan.”

23  Chapter 1.0 - Centrd Area Secondary Policy Plan contained in Volume Il of the City of
Ottawa Officid Plan, is amended as follows:

2.3.1 Policy 1.33 i) iii) of the Core Area Character Area is deleted in its entirety and

232

233

replaced with anew Policy 1.3.31) iii) to read asfollows:
Temporary Surface Parking

“iii) City Council shdl have regard to Policy 59.2.2 f) of the Primary Plan for the
Centra Areawhen considering requests for temporary surface parking in the Core Area
Character Area and, where temporary surface parking is permitted, shal require that
Ste enhancements be provided in accordance with Policy 5.9.2.2 f) of the Primary Plan
for the Central Area”

Policy 1.5.3 p) of the By Ward Market Character Areais amended by:

)] ddeting theword ‘and’ at the end of subparagraph iv).

ii) deleting the period at the end of subparagraph v) and replacing it with a semi-
colon, followed immediately by the word ‘and’.

iif) adding the fallowing new policy immediately following Policy 1.5.3 p) v)

“vi)  City Council shdl have regard to Policy 5.9.2.2 f) of the Primary Plan for the
Centrd Area when considering requests for temporary surface parking within
the By Ward Market Character Area and, where temporary surface parking is
permitted, shal require that Ste enhancements be provided in accordance with
Policy 5.9.2.2 ) of the Primary Plan for the Centrd Area.”

Policy 1.6.3 h) of the Rideau/Congress Centre Character Areais amended by:

i) deleting theword ‘and’ a the end of subclausei).

i) deleting the period at the end of subclause i) and replacing it with a semi-colon,
followed immediately by theword ‘and'.

iif) adding the following new policy immediately after Policy 1.6.3 h) ii):

“lif)  City Council shdl have regard to Policy 5.9.2.2 f) of the Primary Plan for the
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234

235

2.36

237

Centrd Area when consdering requests for temporary surface parking within
the Rideaw/Congress Centre Character Area and, where temporary surface
parking is permitted, shal require that Ste enhancements be provided in
accordance with Policy 5.9.2.2 f) of the Primary Plan for the Central Area.”

Policy 1.7.3 of the Cand Character Area is amended by adding the following new
policy immediately after Policy 1.7.31):

Temporary Surface Parking

“ City Council shdl have regard to Policy 5.9.2.2 f) of the Primary Plan for the
Centrd Area when considering requests for temporary surface parking within
the Canal Character Area and, where temporary surface parking is permitted,
shal require that Ste enhancements be provided in accordance with Policy
5.9.2.2 f) of the Primary Plan for the Centra Area.”

Policy 1.8.3 h) of the Lowertown Character Area is amended by adding the following
asthefind sentence of the policy:

“However, City Council shal have regard to Policy 5.9.2.2 f) of the Primary Plan for
the Central Area when congidering requests for temporary surface parking within the
Lowertown Character Area and, where temporary surface parking is permitted, shall
require that Ste enhancements be provided in accordance with Policy 5.9.2.2 f) of the
Primary Plan for the Central Area”

Policy 1.9.3 of the Sandy Hill West Character Areais amended by adding the following
new policy immediatdy after Policy 1.9.3 k):

Temporary Surface Parking

“I) City Council shdl have regard to Policy 5.9.2.2 f) of the Primary Plan for the
Centrd Area when considering requests for temporary surface parking within
the Sandy Hill West Character Area, including particular regard for the desire to
ensure a pedestrian-oriented residentid environment, and, where temporary
surface parking is permitted, shdl require that Ste enhancements be provided in
accordance with Policy 5.9.2.2 f) of the Primary Plan for the Central Area.”

Policy 1.10.3 of the Upper Town Character Area is amended by adding the following
new policy immediatdy following Policy 1.10.3 g):
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2.3.8
2.3.9
2.3.10
2.4

Temporary Surface Parking

“h) City Council shdl have regard to Policy 5.9.2.2 f) of the Primary Plan for the
Centrd Area when considering requests for temporary surface parking within
the Upper Town Character Area, including particular regard for the dedire to
ensure a pedestrian-oriented residentid environment, and, where temporary
surface parking is permitted, shdl require that Ste enhancements be provided in
accordance with Policy 5.9.2.2 f) of the Primary Plan for the Central Area.”

Policy 1.12.3) of the Rideau Theme Street is amended by adding the following as the
fina sentence of the palicy:

“However, City Council shal have regard to Policy 5.9.2.2 f) of the Primary Plan for
the Central Area when congdering requests for temporary surface parking within the
Rideau Theme Street area, and where temporary surface parking is permitted, shal
require Ste enhancements be provided in accordance with Policy 5.9.2.2 f) of the
Primary Plan for the Central Area.”

Policy 1.13.3 m) of the Sparks Theme Street is amended by adding the following as the
find sentence of the policy:

“However, City Council shal have regard to Policy 5.9.2.2 f) of the Primary Plan for
the Central Area when congidering requests for temporary surface parking within the
Sparks Theme Street area, and where temporary surface parking is permitted, shall
require Ste enhancements be provided in accordance with Policy 5.9.2.2 f) of the
Primary Plan for the Central Area”

Policy 1.14.3 1) of the Bank Street Theme Street is amended by adding the following as
the finad sentence of the policy:

“However, City Council shal have regard to Policy 5.9.2.2 f) of the Primary Plan for
the Central Area when congdering requests for temporary surface parking within the
Bank Theme Street, and where temporary surface parking is permitted, shal require Site
enhancements be provided in accordance with Policy 5.9.2.2 f) of the Primary Plan for
the Central Area”

Chapter 3.0 - Centretown Secondary Policy Plan contained in Volume Il of the City of Ottawa
Officia Pan, is amended asfollows:

241

Policy 3.4.7 d) of the Trangportation Policies is amended by adding the following as the
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fina sentence of the palicy:

“Notwithstanding that City Council can pass Temporary Use By-laws, City Council
shdl discourage the provison of temporary surface parking spaces on vacant Stes in
order to support the reduction of carbon emissions and to ensure a vibrant pedestrian
environment. The ddiberate demoalition of buildings that are in good physcd form or
have been alowed to deteriorate through neglect for the sole purpose of establishment
of temporary surface parking, shal be considered unacceptable.

In the case of dites rendered vacant through naturd or otherwise uncontrollable causes
(e.g., accidentd fire, obsolescence, physical deterioration, structura damage, etc.), as
well as those which have higoricaly been vacant, Council shdl have regard for the
following consderations when assessing requests for temporary surface parking:
i) economic hardship to the owner resulting from the ingbility to make
economic use of the Site;
i) locd maket conditions potentidly affecting the dte's immediae
potentia for redevel opment;
iif) land use context of the dite, including existing land uses and recent new
development in the areg;
iv) potentid impact of a surface parking lot on the streetscape, including
impact on the pedestrian environment;
V) the parking surplus or deficiency in the areg, and
Vi) in the case where and exiding resdential use will be effected, the
provisonson S. 3.4 of thisPlan.

In consdering requests for extensons of permisson for temporary surface parking lots,
Coundil shdl:

i) Assess the application based on the above-noted considerations; and,
i) Require demonstration by the gpplicant of marketing efforts.

Where temporary surface parking is permitted, City Council shdl ensure that the visud
appearance of such parking facilities shal be enhanced and screened through the use of
fences, wdls and/or vegetation, while ensuring adequate public safety and security; and
shall require that an appropriate amount of useable open space be provided.”

25  Chapter 5.0 - Sandy Hill Secondary Policy Plan contained in Volume Il of the City of Ottawa
Officid Plan, is hereby amended as follows

25.1 Policy 5.3.3 of the Trangportation Policies is amended by adding the following new

policy immediately after Policy 5.3.3 d):
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‘g

“Notwithstanding that City Council can pass Temporay Use By-laws, City
Council shal discourage the provison of temporary surface parking spaces on
vacant gtesin order to support the reduction of carbon emissions and to ensure
avibrant pedestrian environment. The ddliberate demoalition of buildingsthat are
in good physicd form or have been dlowed to deteriorate through neglect for
the sole purpose of establishment of temporary surface parking, shal be
considered unacceptable.

In the case of Sites rendered vacant through natura or otherwise uncontrollable
causes (eg., accidenta fire, obsolescence, physica deterioration, Structura
damage, etc.), as wel as those which have higtoricaly been vacant, Council
shdl have regard for the following consderations when assessing requests for

temporary surface parking:

i) economic hardship to the owner resulting from the ingbility to make
economic use of the Ste;

i) locd maket conditions potentidly affecting the St€s immediate
potentia for redevel opment;

iif) land use context of the dte, including existing land uses and recent new
development in the areg;

iv) potential impact of a surface parking lot on the streetscagpe, including
impact on the pedestrian environment;

V) the parking surplus or deficiency in the areg, and

Vi) in the case where and exising resdentid use will be effected, the
provisonson S. 3.4 of thisPlan.

In consdering requests for extensons of permisson for temporary surface parking lots,
Coundil shdl:

i) Assess the application based on the above-noted considerations; and,
i) Require demongtration by the applicant of marketing efforts.

Where temporary surface parking is permitted, City Council shdl ensure that the visud
appearance of such parking facilities shal be enhanced and screened through the use of
fences, wdls and/or vegetation, while ensuring adequate public safety and security; and
shall require that an appropriate amount of useable open space be provided.”

2.6  Chapter 8.0 - Lowertown West (Key Principles) contained in Volume Il of the City of Ottawa
Officd Plan, is hereby amended by adding the following new policy immediatey following

Policy 8.3.6:
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2.6.1 Policy 8.3.7 - Parking Policiesis added as follows:

“Notwithgtanding that City Council can pass Temporay Use By-laws, City Council
shall discourage the provison of temporary surface parking spaces on vacant Stes in
order to support the reduction of carbon emissons and to ensure a vibrant pedestrian
environment. The deliberate demalition of buildings that are in good physica form or
have been adlowed to deteriorate through neglect for the sole purpose of establishment
of temporary surface parking, shall be considered unacceptable.

In the case of Sites rendered vacant through natura or otherwise uncontrollable causes
(e.g., accidentd fire, obsolescence, physicd deterioration, structurad damage, etc.), as
well as those which have higoricaly been vacant, Council shdl have regard for the
following consderations when assessing requests for temporary surface parking:

i) economic hardship to the owner resulting from the ingbility to make
economic use of the Site;

i) locd maket conditions potentidly affecting the St€s immediate
potentia for redevel opment;

iif) land use context of the dte, including existing land uses and recent new
development in the areg;

iv) potential impact of a surface parking lot on the streetscagpe, including
impact on the pedestrian environment;

V) the parking surplus or deficiency in the area, and

Vi) in the case where and exising resdentid use will be effected, the
provisonson S. 3.4 of thisPlan.

In consdering requests for extensons of permisson for temporary surface parking lots,
Coundil shdl:

i) Assess the application based on the above-noted considerations; and,
i) Require demonstration by the gpplicant of marketing efforts.

Where temporary surface parking is permitted, City Council shdl ensure that the visud
appearance of such parking facilities shal be enhanced and screened through the use of
fences, wdls and/or vegetation, while ensuring adequate public safety and security; and
shall require that an appropriate amount of useable open space be provided.”



