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REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY OF OTTAWA-CARLETON REPORT
MUNICIPALITE REGIONALE D'OTTAWA-CARLETON RAPPORT
Our File/N/Réf. (23) 14-96.0013 & (23) 15-96.SD03

Your File/V/Réf.

DATE 25 November 1996

TO/DEST. Co-ordinator Planning and E@nment Committee

FROM/EXP. Planning and Development Approvals Commissioner

SUBJECT/OBJET LOCAL OFFICIAL PLAN AMENDMENT 5
CITY OF NEPEAN (CENTREPOINTE - TALLWOOD DR.) AND
MINTO DEVELOPMENTS INC.
DRAFT PLAN OF SUBDIVISION 06T-96003

DEPARTMENTAL RECOMMENDATIONS

That Planning and Environment Committee recommend Council direct staff to give notice
of its decision to:

1. approve Amendment No. 5 to the Official Plan of the City of Nepean subject to the
modifications outlined in ANNEX 1- THE APPROVAL PAGE;

2. refuse Minto Developments Inc.’s Draft Plan of Subdivision 06T-96003.

BACKGROUND

The subject lands comprise approximately 2.4 ha (5.9 acres) of vacant land at the south-east
corner of Centrepointe Dr. and Tallwood Dr. in the Centrepointe Community.
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These lands are currently owned by Minto Developments Inc. (Minto) and the subject of
Nepean’'s local Official Plan Amendment (LOPA) 5, Nepean's Zoning By-law Amendment
(ZBLA) 71-96 and Minto’s Draft Plan of Subdivision (Draft Plan) 06T-96003. The purpose of
these planning applications is to permit a low density residential development on lands currently
designated “Primary Employment Centre” in Nepean’'s Official Plan. The subject lands abut
property that the Region purchased from the National Capital Commission (NCC) for the
extension of the southwest transitway to serve the City of Nepean within and outside the
Greenbelt (i.e., the South Urban Centre).

LOPA 5, ZBLA 71-96 and the Draft Plan are all being considered under the provisions of the Bill

163 version of the Planning Act. The transitional provisions of the new Planning Act (i.e., the Bill

20 version) requires Council to have regard to the policies of the new Provincial Policy

Statement. However, because Minto’s application for LOPA 5 was made prior to proclamation
of the new Planning Act, the approval procedures are still governed by the old Planning Act (i.e.,
the Bill 163 version).

This report will address the issues involved with Nepean’s LOPA 5 and Minto’s Draft Plan 06T-
96003. The issues associated with Nepean's ZBLA 71-96 are addressed in the Summary of
Assigned Functions Report (SAFR) also contained in Planning and Environment Committee’s
(PEC) 10 Dec. 96 agenda.

LOCAL OFFICIAL PLAN AMENDMENT NO. 5

Nepean Council adopted LOPA 5 on 11 July 96. The purpose of Nepean's LOPA 5 is to
redesignate the subject lands from “ Primary Employment Centre” to “Residential” on Map
Schedule 1, POLICY PLAN of the Nepean’s Official Plan. The full text and Schedule A to

LOPA 5 are attached as ANNEX Il to this report.

The BASIS of LOPA 5 explains that the “Woodroffe Primary Employment Centre” currently
contains approximately 2,200 jobs and that the existing vacant lands, excluding the subject site,
could accommodate a further 8,750 jobs. These employment leltedxaged the targets of

both the Region’'s and Nepean’'s Official Plans for approximately 5,000 jobs at “Primary
Employment Centres” inside the Greenbelt.

The subject lands are situated at the south end of the Woodroffe “Primary Employment Centre”
designated in Nepean’s Official Plan and physically separated by Talwood Dr. from the lands
designated for future office/commercial development. To the south of the subject lands there are
23 single detached homes fronting on PineTrail Cres. Based on these circumstances, Nepean
concludes that the subject lands can be redesignated “Residential” without hindering the
achievement of employment targets for the Woodroffe “Primary Employment Centre”.

Minto’s Tallwood Dr. Draft Plan application and Nepean’s implementing zoning by-law (i.e.,
ZBLA 71-96) establish the density and configuration of residential development permitted on this
site.
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DRAFT PLAN OF SUBDIVISION APPLICATION

Minto submitted its Tallwood Dr. Draft Plan application to the Regional Planning and Approvals
Department on 12 Mar. 96. This application proposes 69 lots for single detached homes using
Alternative Development Standards (ADS). In Minto’s Draft Plan application the applicable ADS
comprise reduced front; side and rear yard setbacks as well as a reduced road right-of-way from
16.5 m (54 ft.) to 20 m (66 ft.). A small “feature park” is also proposed adjacent to Tallwood Dr.
that will serve as a passive park and an entrance feature to the entire Centrepointe Community.
Draft Plan 06T-96003 is to be on full municipal services. ANNEX IIl shows Minto’s Tallwood

Dr. Draft Plan and its relationship to the future southwest transitway extension.

PROVINCIAL INTERESTS

The New Provincial Policy Statement

Nepean’'s LOPA 5 was adopted under the procedures associated with t&3 Bérsion of the
Planning Act. However, because adoption of Nepean’'s LOPA 5 occurred after the proclamation
of the new Planning Act, the policies of the new Provincial Policy Statement apply. In this
context, Nepean and Regional Councils must have regard to the policies of the new Provincial
Policy Statement. Minto’s Tallwood Dr. Draft Plan application was also made under the Bill 163
version of the Planning Act. Owing to the fact that Minto did not receive draft plan approval
before the proclamation of the new Planning Act, Nepean and Regional Councils must have
regard to the new Provincial Policy Statement in their consideration of Minto’s Draft Plan 06T-
96003.

The relevant Provincial interests are contained in Policy 1.1.2 of the new Provincial Policy
Statement which states that land requirements and land use patterns will be based on development
densities which among other things:

1. efficiently use land, resources, infrastructure and public service facilities;

2. avoid the need for unnecessary and uneconomical expansion of infrastructure; and

3. support the use of public transit, in areas where it exists or is to be developed.

Planning Act Section 51

Section 51 (24) of the BIillL63 version of the Planning Act requires that when considering
subdivision applications regard shall be had, among other matters, to:

(a) the effect of development of the proposed subdivision on matters of Provincial
interest;

(b) whether the proposed subdivision is premature or in the public interest;
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(c) whether the plan conforms to the official plan and adjacent plans of subdivision,
if any; and
(d) the suitability of the land for the purposes for which it is to be subdivided.

Section 2 of the BilL63 version of the Planning Act establishes the following pertinent Provincial
interests:

(e) the supply, efficient use and conservation of energy and water;

(H the adequate provision and efficient use of communication, transportation,
sewage and water services and waste management systems;

(h) the orderly development of safe and healthy communities;

() the protection of the financial and economic well-being of the Province and its
municipalities; and

(p) the appropriate location of growth and development.
Comment
Regional staff maintain that Nepean’s LOPA 5 and Minto’s Draft Plan 06T-96003 do not have
due regard to the new Provincial Policy Statement. Further, Regional staff advise that Minto’s
Draft Plan 06T-96003 does not have regard to the requirements of Section 51(24) ibflé® B

version of the Planning Act.

REGIONAL OFFICIAL PLAN POLICIES

The Regional Official Plan (ROP) designates, by a conceptual dot, the subject site as “Primary
Employment Centre”. The precise boundary of the “Primary Employment Centre” designation is
described in Nepean’'s Official Plan. Section 3.1.3.2, Policy 4 of the ROP describes “Primary
Employment Centres” inside the Greenbelt as areas having the following characteristics:

a) the potential for development which can accommodate at least 5,000 jobs;

b) direct access to a Regional Road or Provincial Highway that can accommodate the
anticipated traffic; and

c) adjacent to an existing or proposed transitway station.
Moreover, Section 3.1.3.2 states that high density residential development may also be permitted,

provided the opportunity to accommodate employment is not reduced below the levels established
in Policy 4 a) above.
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Section 11.4, Policy 21 complements the policies of Section 3.1.3.2 by establishing that:

“Council shall promote high levels of transit use by encouraging, at existing and proposed
transitway stations:

a) an arrangement of development and streets which facilitatesaea=ss to the
station;

b) an arrangement of development whereby higher density development is located
closer to the transit station than is lower density development; and

c) the provision of direct pedestrian access to the station and between complementary
uses.”

Comment

While LOPA 5 and Minto’s Draft Plan 06T-96003 do not violate Section 3.1.3.2, Policy 4,
neither implement Policy 5. The intent of Section 3.1.3.2, Policy 5 is to allow high density
residential uses in “Primary Employment Centres” where the achievement of the job target is not
compromised. Regional staff have advised Nepean staff and Minto that if the ROP job target for
the Woodroffe “Primary Employment Centre” is not compromised by extracting the subject lands
from the Woodroffe “Primary Employment Centre”, Regional staff are prepared to support LOPA
5 but only on the condition that it provide for a higher density form of residential development
than Minto is presently proposing. Regional staff have also indicated that they are not prepared to
support Minto’s Draft Plan 06T-96003 in its present form, as it proposes a density of residential
development which does not reflect the policies of the ROP.

Moreover, Nepean’s LOPA 5 and Minto’s Draft Plan 06T-96003 do not conform with Section
11.4, Policy 21 as quoted above as they propose to permit low density single detached residential
development within 115 m (377 ft.) of the proposed Tallwood Dr. transitway station rather than
the higher density residential development required. Higher density residential development must
be promoted at this location to ensure that pedestrian access to the future Tallwood Dr.
transitway station is made possible for the greatest number of potential transit patrons. In this
fashion, the public benefit accruing to the Region’s investment in the transitway is maximised.

New Regional Development Strategy Principles

On 13 Nov. 96 Regional Council approved a series of principles to guide the Regional
Development Strategy (RDS) of the new ROP. The following principles are germane to the
consideration of Draft Plan 06T-96003 in that they speak to encouraging denser and more
compact development particularly in the vicinity of transitway stations:

“Land Use and Development
1. Recognising that significant investment has already been made in sewer, water

and transportation systems in Ottawa-Carleton, plan land use to take advantage
of capacities in existing systems inside and outside of the Greenbelt;
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2. Encourage denser, more compact development on lands designated for urban
purposes, and do not increase the size of currently-designated urban areas;

3. a) Encourage the increase of new dwelling units inside the Greenbelt,
recognising long term demographic trends and the need to provide more
efficient urban development;

7. Strengthen selected transitway stations......as locations of employment in
combination with retail, service, entertainment, and residential uses;

14. Encourage a mix of land uses and community design in new and redeveloping
areas which reduces the need to travel and facilitates the use of walking,
cycling and transit;

Transportation
1. Implement a transit, walking, cycling first policy in order to provide a balanced
transportation system, which accommodates all users andmiseis
environmental and social impacts;

Financial

2. Encourage residential growth in areas which are most cost-efficient to service,
and discourage residential growth in more costly areas.”

Comment

Approving Nepean's LOPA 5 and Minto’s Tallwood Draft Plan application as proposed violates
these principles. Accordingly, Regional staff recommends that Nepean's LOPA 5 only be
approved if the modifications proposed below are incorporated, and that Minto’s Draft Plan 06T-
96003 be refused.

NEPEAN OFFICIAL PLAN POLICIES

Nepean's Official Plan establishes the precise boundaries of the Woodroffe “Primary Employment
Centre” which includes Minto’s lands at the southeast corner of Centrepointe Dr. and Tallwood

Dr. It also sets job and land use targets that effectively implement the ROP policies noted above.
Nowhere is this more evident than in Section 1.4 of Nepean's Official Plan where it sets out

general principles to guide the overall official plan policy. These general principles are to be

implemented through development approval. In particular Section 1.4 (g)(ii) states:

“The City supports the efforts of the Regional Municipality to reduce the
dependence of the private automobile, and to ensure the provision of efficient
forms of public transit. Consideration shall be given to the demands and possible
effects of various transit types when assessing all major developments within the
Municipality, and particularly in the new South Urban Community.”
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Further, Section 8.4, PUBLIC TRANSIT, contains the same wording as Section 11.4, Policy 21
of the ROP. Subsection 8.0 (c) states that Nepean “Council shall also encourage maximum
accessibility to transit services through the subdivision and site plan approval process.”

Comment

These provisions of Nepean'’s Official Plan support Regional staff's position on Nepean’s LOPA 5
and Minto’s Draft Plan 06T-96003.

EXTERNAL AGENCY COMMENTS

Nepean’s LOPA 5 and Minto’s Draft Plan 06T-96003 were circulated to external agencies for
comment. Included in this circulation were the Rideau Valley Conservation Authority (RVCA)
and the utilities. While no external agency articulated any objections to the approval of LOPA 5,
the RVCA had comments on Minto’s Draft Plan 06T-96003. The other external agencies
requested that their standard draft approval conditions be imposed if Minto’s Draft Plan 06T-
96003 is draft approved.

Rideau Valley Conservation Authority

The Rideau Valley Conservation Authority (RVCA) indicates that they have no objection to the
approval of LOPA 5. However, the RVCA will require a “conceptual storm water design plan”
prior to the draft approval of the subdivision application. This approach is consistent with Section
10.2, Policy 8 of the ROP which requires that for the urban parts of the Region where there is no
approved “master drainage plan” a “stormwater design plan” shall be prepared prior to draft plan
approval.

Comment

Minto has not addressed this requirement to date, and therefore Minto’s Draft Plan 06T-96003
should not be draft approved at this time.

REGIONAL COMMENTS

Environment and Transportation Department

The Environmental Services Division (ESD) has no objection to the approval of Nepean’s LOPA
5. Nevertheless, the ESD has asked that a number of draft approval conditions be imposed should
Minto’s Draft Plan 06T-96003 be draft approved.

The Transportation Division (TD) commented that the reciEnination of the Inner Provincial
Highway By-pass from the ROP has freed up additional lands inside of the Greenbelt which can
now be developed. As a result, the Region’s lands abutting Minto’s land, with the exception of
the transitway corridor, is now in a position to be developed. Consequently, it is inappropriate to
approve LOPA 5 without including the Region’s lands.
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Further, TD staff have underscored that the ROP requires that higher density development be
located closer to the transitway station than lower density development to encourage higher levels
of transit use. As the inventory of vacant lands in closeimiyxto existing and future
transitway stations is very limited, these lands should be reserved for high density uses.

Although it is preferable to have employment rather than residential uses located immediately
adjacent to existing or planned transitway stations, in this particular situation there appears to be
sufficient vacant land in closer pimity to the stations on which employment related
development can occur. TD-Trans staff therefore supports a redesignation of the site for higher
density residential use. Conversely, TD staff do not support a redesignation of Minto’s lands
which would permit low density residential development.

One further issue involves the Region’s property adjacent to Minto’s Tallwood Dr. property. As
both sites are likely to be served by a single access from Tallwood Dr., there is a need to develop
them in a complementary fashion. To achieve this, ETD-Trans staff recommend that a concept or
secondary plan be drafted for the area which would incorporate both properties.

Comment

The Planning and Development Approvals Department concurs with these comments. They are
the basis for proposed Modification Nos. 1 to 3 and the refusal of Minto’s Draft Plan 06 T-96003.

Planning and Development Approvals Department

The Property Services Division indicated that any development of the subject lands should take
into account the Region’s surplus lands between the Minto’s Tallwood Dr. property and the
transitway itself. This should be done in consideration of both access and land use issues. A
recent real estate appraisal established that the lands have potential for ‘a highest and best use”
(i.e. higher density residential or commercial uses) greater than single family homes.

The Development Approvals Division (DAD), submits that the density of residential development
proposed by Minto for their Tallwood Dr. property is not in conformity with the objectives and
policies of the Region’s and Nepean’s Official Plans. Nevertheless, DAD staff agrees that
Talwood Dr. could become the boundary between Nepean's “Residential” and “Primary
Employment Centre” designations. DAD staff believe that the Region’s surplus lands should be
developed with a type and form of residential development that uwplbat the Region’s
transitway program. The Region’s interests can be addressed through a revised Draft Plan that
features a lot/block fabric that establishes a higher density form of residential development. DAD
staff are prepared to recommend approval of Nepean’s LOPA 5 subject to proposed Modification
Nos. 1 to 2 which bring Nepean’s LOPA 5 into conformity with the objectives and policies of the
ROP.

Modification No. 3 is proposed to redesignate the Region’s surplus lands from “Primary
Employment Centre” to “Residential” so that the need for a further LOPA is avoided. Regional
staff requested that LOPA 5 be amended to accommodate the Region’s interest but Nepean
Council declined to do so.
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Modification No. 1

PART B - THE AMENDMENT, BASIS, be modified by deleting the following words in the third
paragraph:

“It should be noted that the proposed redesignation to “residential” is only to

permit a lower density development as the “Primary Employment Centre”

designation currently allows high density residential uses provided the opportunity
to achieve employment levels is not impeded. The proposed development will be
ground oriented low density residential based on alternative development
standards.”

Modification No. 2

PART B - THE AMENDMENT, BASIS, be modified by deleting the following words in the
fourth paragraph:

“Redesignation of the subject site would provide and an appropriate transition
from existing low density residential development south of the site and possible
medium density residential development to the north of the site.”

Modification No. 3

Schedule A, be modified by redesignating from “Primary Employment Centre” to “Residential’
the lands identified on Schedule A by Modification No. 3.

CONSULTATION

Minto has hosted a number of informal meetings with the Centrepointe Community Association
(CCA) concerning the subject LOPA and Draft Plan application. Regional staff were not aware
of nor invited to take part in these discussions in spite of the emphasis placed on pre-consultation
by the Province through its Planning Act Reform initiative.

Prior to the public meetings to consider Minto’s planning applications, the City of Nepean
Planning and Development Department gave the prescribed notices. The public meeting for
LOPA 5 was held on 11 June 96. The public meetings for Nepean’'s ZBLA 71-96 and Minto’s
Draft Plan 06T-96003 followed on 3 Sept. 96 and 24 Sept. 96 respectively. All public meetings
were held pursuant to the requirements of the Planning Act and its related provincial regulations.

The CCA is on the public record as supporting Minto’s proposed Tallwood Dr. Draft Plan as a
subdivision of exclusively single detached dwellings. The CCA has expressed the view that the
Minto proposal is the most compatible housing type/form to the existing residential
neighbourhood on PineTrail Crescent and that sufficient multiple-housing is already located in the
Centrepointe Community.

Several individual residents voiced concern about protection of the woodlands on the subject site
and on the adjoining Regional land. Minto subsequently donated individual trees to the Nepean



31

Parks and Recreation Department and to Nepean residents willing to pay the cost for removal
before clear cutting the site to prepare it for the proposed development. Minto also delayed the
clear cutting operation to accommodate the raising of fox kits which where found on site.

One resident Mr. Ronald Benn has questioned the process that LOPA 5 and this development
proposal has followed. He submits that this process has the effect of changing the “Vision for the
Centrepointe Community” on a piece-meal basis rather than through a comprehensive planning
exercise. His concern is that this decision will createeagatent for other vacant lands that will
hamper the realisation of the original concept of Tallwood Dr. as a major entrance to the
Centrepointe Community from Woodroffe Ave. Mr. Benn’s letter is attached as ANNEX V.

At the public hearing on the draft plan of subdivision application several residents expressed
concerns about the traffic generated by Minto’s proposed development, and its impact on the
existing street access to Centrepointe Dr. This was particularly a concern for the residents of
Arbourdale Cres. who need to turn left to travel toward Woodroffe Ave., Nepean Civic Square

and nearby commercial development.

FINANCIAL IMPACT

If Nepean’'s LOPA 5 is approved as adopted and the appeal of ZBLA 71-96 is withdrawn, the
Region will be confronted with a low density residential subdivision within walking distance of the
future Tallwood transitway station. Of more immediate importance, the Region could face
opposition to the development of its surplus lands in the vicinity of the future Tallwood transitway
station from the CCA and the future residents of Minto’s Tallwood Dr. subdivision. Such
opposition could result in the Region not realising a reasonable return on its real property
investment at this location.

Should Minto’s proposed Tallwood Dr. subdivision be approved, an undesirable precident w

set for development in the vicinity of transitway stations. Moreover, lower transit ridership will
likely result. By extension, this situation will undoubtedly translate into less effective and efficient
public transit service that will negatively impact OC-Transpo’s and the Region’s capital and
operating budgets through demands to extend the transitway to serve less dense development
areas.

CONCLUSION

For reasons outlined in this report, Regional Planning staff recommend that PEC and Council
approve Nepean's LOPA 5 as modified by the Approval Page attached as ANNEX | and refuse
Minto’s Draft Plan 06T-96003. Regional staffs OMB appeal of Nepean's ZBLA 71-96 is
addressed in the SAFR included in the 10 Dec. 96 PEC agenda package.

Approved by
N. Tunnacliffe, MCIP, RPP



ANNEX

APPROVAL PAGE

AMENDMENT NO. 5 TO THE OFFICIAL PLAN
OF THE CITY OF NEPEAN

I hereby certify that Amendment No. 5 to the Official Plan of the City of Nepean, which
was adopted by the Council of the City of Nepean on 11 July 96, was approved by the
Council of the Regional Municipality of Ottawa-Carleton on under Sections
17 and 21 of the Planning Act, 1990, except:

A. The following which were modified under Section 17 of the Planning Act, 1990:

Modifi

PART B - THE AMENDMENT, BASIS, is modified by deleting the following words in
the third paragraph:

“It should be noted that the proposed redesignation to “residential” is only
to permit a lower density development as the “Primary Employment
Centre” designation currently allows high density residential uses
provided the opportunity to achieve employment levels is not impeded.
The proposed development will be ground oriented low density residential
based on alternative development standards.”

Modification No. 2

PART B - THE AMENDMENT, BASIS, is modified by deleting the following words in
the fourth paragraph:

“Redesignation of the subject site would provide and an appropriate
transition from existing low density residential development south of the
site and possible medium density residential development to the north of
the site.”



Modification No. 3

Schedule A, is modified by redesignating from “Primary Employment
Centre” to “Residential” the lands identified on Schedule A by
Modification No. 3.

Dated this day of 1996

—® 0O w

Deputy Clerk, Regional Municipality of Ottawa-Carleton



AMENDMENT NO. 5
OFFICIAL PLAN OF THE CITY OF NEPEAN

PLANNING AREA

PURPOSE:

The purpose of Amendment No. 5 is to permit the development of a residential subdivision on
Block 134, Plan 4M-467 being lands located at the southeast corner of Centrepointe Drive and

Tallwood Drive.

Amendment No. 5 amends the designation of the subject lands on "Schedule 1 Policy Plan” from
*Primary Employment Centre” to “Residential”.

BASIS:

The subject lands are currently designated "Primary Employment Centre” under the existing
provisions of the City of Nepean Official Plan. The lands are currently vacant and abut an
existing single family subdivision (Pinetrail Crescent) to the south. A townhouse development is
located to the west of the subject site on the other side of Centrepointe Drive. To the north of
the subject site lies Tallwood Drive, which is a major entry point to the Centrepointe Community,
and other commercially zoned lands within the Primary Employment Centre. To the east lies
institutional zoned lands owned by the Regional Municipality of Ottawa-Carleton, a portion of
which are reserved for the future southern extension of the transitway from Baseline Station.

In determining the appropriateness of the proposed official plan amendment, the employment
targets for Primary Employment Centres as detailed in both the Regional and Nepean Official
Plans must be considered. Section 3.1.3.2 of the Regional Official Plan requires “the potential
for development which can accommodate at least 5,000 jobs at centres within the greenbelt".
The Nepean Official Plan has the identical requirement for employment potential. Approximately
2200 jobs exist within the current Primary Employment Centre. The current zoning of lands within
the Primary Employment Centre (exciuding the subject site) would permit an additional 2,190,000
square feet of building space (primarily office space). Atone employee per 250 square feet this
would accommodate an additional 8760 jobs. In addition there will be a substantial number of
retail jobs as a result of the Home Depot development and future redevelopment of Shoppers City
West. There are no assurances that this total number of jobs will be created in the long term.
However, based on existing employment and the potential for approximately 10,000 additional
jobs, it is not unreasonable to assume 8-10,000 jobs being created over the long term. There is
also the possibility of additional employment within the Primary Employment Centre on RMOC
Jands adjacent to the transitway. As the Primary Employment Centre designation requires 5,000
jobs, the City has no concerns with the removal of the subject lands from the Primary
Employment Centre designation in terms of employment levels in the Centre being met.

The subject lands are on the southern most edge of the existing Primary Employment Centre.
Itis separated from the balance of the Primary Employment Centre lands to the north by Tallwood
Drive. The redesignation of the subject lands to *Residential* would allow the logical extension
of the existing residential area to the south. Tallwood Drive would therefore become the
boundary between the "Residential” designation to the south and the *Primary Employment
Centre” to the north. MheuH—beﬁeted-&ha%»{hepfepeseéfedeeignaﬁmJ#eeidenﬁaﬂw
to permit a lower density development as the *Primary Employment Centre" designafion currently
allows high density residential uses provided the-epportuiity to achieve employment levels is not
impeded. The ‘gmposed—developm’en't will be ground oriented low density residential based on
alernalive developmentstandards.

A recent study prepared for the City of Ottawa and the Regional Municipality of Ottawa-Carleton
entitled Development Opportunities at Transitway Stations (DOTS), March 1996 also shed some
light on the proposed amendment. Baseline Station was one of two case studies examined in
detail by the report. The study area boundaries included tands within a 600 metre (7 min. walk)
from Baseline Station. It should be noted that the subject site is the only commercially zoned site
in Centrepointe within the existing Primary Employment Centre designation that is located outside
of the 600 metre radius boundary of Baseline Station. While there is a possibility of a transit
station to be located at Tallwood Drive, the locational attributes of the subject site provide some
grounds for its redesignation to “"Residential". The DOTS Study recommends medium and high
density residential development be introduced to the area between Tallwood Drive and Nepean

ANNEX IT

MODIFICATION

No. '

UNDER SECTION 17 (20)
OF THE PLANNING ACT



Civic Square as an alternative to more offices. More residential development would add to the
diversity of the area and increase support for stores and services around the station.
Redesignation-of-the-subject site weuld provide-and-an- appropriate-transitien_from existing-low
density residential development, squth _of -the—asite-—-ard possible medium density residential
development-{5The north- of-the-sie.

The primary rationale for the inclusion of the subject lands within the “Primary Employment
Centre" designation was the relationship of the site as an entrance to the Centrepointe
Community. As an entrance point to the community, it was the City's position that a commercial
zoning would make the City's design objectives (Section 3.2.1 Centrepointe Drive Streetscape
Study Report) more readily achieved. The City of Nepean is satisfied that its design objectives
can be achieved with a residential subdivision on the subject lands. The use of alternate
development standards, a small urban type park, significant streetscaping and the orientation of
units towards Tallwood Drive can satisfy the City's objectives with respect to the land’s status as

a key entry point to the community.

The proposed amendment will not compromise the Nepean or Regional Official Plan with regard
to required employment levels. The proposed redesignation of the site is a logical extension of
the existing residential community abutting the site and may serve as an appropriate transition
to development immediately to the north of Tallwood Drive. The City’s objectives with regard to
the site's status as an entry point to the Centrepointe Community can still be satisfied with a

residential land use.

THE AMENDMENT:

1. That "Schedule 1, Palicy Plan" of the Official Plan of the City of Nepean be amended by
deleting the "Primary Employment Centre" designation for the subject site and replacing
it with the "Residential* designation as shown on Schedule A to this amendment.

MODIFICATION

No.

UNDER SECTION 17 (20)
OF THE PLANNING ACT
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ANNEX IIT

o .;E’" Planning & Property Department Ssrvice de l'urb ot des biens immobili ‘ City of /Ville de
Y / Regional Municipality of Ottawa-Carleton Municipalité régionale d'Ottawa-Carleton NEPEAN
o Ottawa-Carleton Centre Centre Ottawa-Carlston ‘ Nepean Civic Square,
%' 111 Lisgar Strest, (Cartier Square) 111, rue Lisgar (Place Cartisr) 101 prom. Centrepainte Dr.
N Ottawa, Ontario, K2P 2L7 Ottawa (Ontario) K2P 2L7 Nepean, Ontario, K2G 5K7

SUBDIVISION APPLICATION FORM / FORMULE DE DEMANDE DE LOTISSEMENT
tor applying for approval under Section 51 of the Planning Act, for lands within the City of Nepean
pour approbation en vertu de I'article 51 de la Lol sur I'aménagement du territoire (terrains dans ia Ville de Nepean})

Please type or print / Veuillez dactylographier ou écrire en letires moulées

NOTE: SEE APPENDIX | FOR DIRECTIONS / GUIDANCE / NOTA: VOIR ANNEXE | POUR OBTENIR DES DIRECTIVES.

Complete and check the primary contact. / Remplir le tableau et her le nom du tact principal.
TELEPHONE NUMBER & ADDRESS, PRIMARY CONTACT
NAME / NOM CITY & POSTAL CODE (check one only)
NUMERO DE TELEPHONE, ADRESSE, CONTACT PRINCIPAL
VILLE ET CODE POSTAL (cocher un seul nom)
Ao Qetebpmes T, | Y22 Lounar Ave. W
Registered Owner .&L/ft Foo
PVDP’fé(BfIB enregfslra‘ ) T T ‘OMM o'f ”,”’ 7yl
/M/{/ /gg_u(ﬁﬁ
@_ctoue
Applicant / Agent Srre )
Auteur de la /
représentant
Sotews & wrisht 99 Meteatfe. Hreet
Solicitor / Avocat JR— Otfove_cnt  HIP (L7
N Rbptron. ¥ g Helf
I | S
(74
Ontario Land Surveyor A5 O Sl lof  (orcase batke
Arpenteur-géomeétre - Ibl{( 00
de I'Ontario /V,bfm ) £ HIAE 2%
Q4 Ten whafion
Legal Description: LotNo. . ¥4 XL/ __Concession No. . Registered Plan No. Hp- Y62
Description légale : N°delot . __ N°de concession N° de plan enregistré —
Municipal Address / Adresse icipale : $37/"] —

Has the subject land ever been subdivided previously under either Section 51 of the Planning Act or by consent under
Section 53 of the Planning Act? / Le terrain en question a-t-il déja fait I'objet d’un Iotissement en vertu de I'article 51
de la Lol sur 'aménagement du territoire?
D yes
out

[
non

t, veulllez

It yes, please indicate file number of application and decl jon on the application : / Le cas dché
inscrire le numéro de la demande et le numéro de la décislon sur la formule de demande :

Is this land the subject of any other appiication under the Planning Act (l.e., proposed official plan or plan amendment, zoning

by-law amendment, Minister’s zoning order amendment, minor variance or consent application, site plan application)?

Ce terrain fait-il 'object d’une autre demande en vertu de la Lol sur 'aménagement du territoire (c.-a-d. Plan directeur proposé ou

modification au Plan directeur, modification du réglement de zonage, modification d’ordonnance de zonage du ministre, dérogation
i e, di de de co t ou d de de plan d’emplacement)?

yes no

oui non

] 1 : /Lo cas échéant, veulllez inscrire le numéro

If yes, pl indicate file number and status of the app
de dossler et le statut de la demande :
Wbl Zor Apodd crof cpiatini il fho (L F Mepenr _((on cwracdstion)
Zauy Ayt Apasarot Gapliccton cudb e Yy of Momen (0 ruteter)
Regional Official Plan Designation / Désignation du Plan directeur de la MROC :
Gtnend Yrben 4rea
Nepean Official Plan Designation / Désignation du Pian directeur (Nep ) :
fw&o«; En\’o/o«'.m.mf Cenfrt
pean Zoning category / Catdgorie de ge (Nepean) :

Co By low 37-8/

Effective / Entrée en vigusur: 28 - 03 - 85



9. Indicate the proposed land use (s) / Indiquer I'(les) utilisation(s) proposée(s) du terrain :

Numbers of the Lots or Blocks

Intended Use Number of Residential Units shown on the plan Number of Parking Spaces Area in Hectares
Utitisation proposde Nombre de logements | numdros des fots ou des blocs Nombre de places Superticie en hectares
incikqués sur le plan de stationnement

RESIDENTIAL / RESIDENTIELLE
Single-detached / Maisons unifamiliales 69 /69 42z /28" 2./27

Semi-detached / Maisons jumelées

Row housing / Maisons en rangée

Apartments / Immeubles d'appartements
Stacked Townhouse / Logements superposés (en bande)
Mobile Home / Maison mobile

Seasonal Residential / Résidentiells, saisonniére

Other Residential (specify) / Autre résidentielle (préciser}
NON-RESIDENTIAL / NON RESIDENTIELLE

Institutional (specify) / Institutionelle (préciser)

Commercial / Commerciale

industrial / Industrielle

Park and open space / Parcs et espaces libres
Roads / Routes

Other / Autre

TOTAL/ TOTAL

L J TRTP VN

-

0. Indicate the existing use of land / Indiquer 'utilisation actuelle du terrain :
atean

11.  Are there any easements or restrictive covenants affecting the subject lands? / Les terrains en question sont-ils grevés par des
servitudes ou des clauses restrictives?
yes
oui @):m

1t yes, please provide a description of the easement/covenant and its effect : / Le cas échéant, veuillez décrire la servitude ou la clause -
restrictive et préciser la portée de celle-ci.
12. Indicate what services are proposed / Indiquer les services proposés :
(a) Water Supply / Alimentation en eau :
pipad water / par tuyaux - Has an engineering study been prepared? Mfos D no
D individual wells / puits individuels - Est-ce qu'une étuda technique a été réalisée? oui non
[] other (describe) / autre (décrire)
NOTE : IF WELLS ARE PROPOSED, YOU ARE REQUIRED TO SUBMIT
A HYDROGEOLOGY STUDY PREPARED BY QUALIFIED HYDROGEOLOGIST.
NOTA : DANS LE CAS DE PUITS, IL FAUT PRESENTER UNE ETUDE
HYDROGEOLOGIQUE PREPAREE PAR UN HYDROGEOLOGUE AGREE.
(b) , Sewage Treatment / Epuration des eaux d’égout :
sewers / égouts - Has an engineering study been prepared? B/yﬁs no
|:] septic tanks / tile beds - Est-ce qu'une étude technique a dté réalisée? oui non
fosses septiques / tuyaux de drainag —
[:] other (describe) / autre (décrire) NOTE : IF SEPTIC TANK AND TILE BEDS ARE PROPOSED, YOU ARE
REQUIRED TO SUBMIT A TERRAIN ANALYSIS STUDY.
NOTA : DANS LE CAS D’UNE FOSSE SEPTIQUE ET DE TUYAUX DE
DRAINAGE, IL FAUT PRESENTER UNE ETUDE D'ANALYSE DU SOL.
(c) Storm Drai /E tion des eaux p los :
m/ sewers / égouts - Has an engineering study been prepared? m}es/ no
E] open ditches / fossés - Est-ce qu'une étude technique a dté réalisée? oui non
D other (describe) / autre (décrire)
(d) Stormwater / Eaux pluviales :
- Is a stormwater retention pond required? yes
- Un bassin de retenue das eaux pluviales est-i requis? D oui mn
13. 1s there direct access to a public road that is maintained all year round? / Y a-t-i un accés direct & une route publique? es no
It not, please explain how access is to be provided / Dans la négative, priére d'expliquer comment il sera possible d'y avoir accés : mui I:I non
14.  WIlt access to the subject land be by water? / L’accés au terrain en question se fera-t-ll par eau? D yes @/\(o
oui non

If yes, please describe the parking and docking facilities to be used and approximate distance of these facillties from the
subject land to the nearest public road : / Le cas échéant, ddcrire les de { ot d' ge qui
étre employ ot la di: approximative de ces i I du terrain en question et de Ia vole publique Ia plus proche :




15. (a)Has a tratfic study been prepared? D yes @AG (b) Has a noise study been prepared? [:] yes B}m
Est-ce qu’une étude de la circulation a é14 réalisée? oui non Est-ce qu’une étude du brult 8 été réalisée? oui non
If any of the above studies (9 & 11) have been prepared, please attach six copies of each study. Si I'une das études susmentionnées
(questions 9 ou 11) a été réalisée, priére de joindre six exemplaires de chaque étude.
16.  Are you proponent for any Schedule C Class Environmental Assessment? / £tes-vous le promoteur dans le cadre d'une D yes no
évaluation environnementale affectuée en vertu de 'annexe C? oui @/non
If “Yes” are you complying with the Class E.A. process? / Le cas échéant, resp vous le p s dEE.? yes no
oui non
17. Owner's Authorization / Autorisation du propriétaire :
It an agent is applying, the owner must submit a letter of authorization or complate the following authorization :
Si le propriétaira se fait représenter, il doit présenter une lettre d'autorisation ou remplir I'autorisation suivante :
5 . being the registered owner of
Jo Re_s‘lS ] rude. l étant le propriétaire enregistré
( type or print name of owner / dactylographier le nom du propridtaire ou écrire en letires mouldes )
the subject lands, hereby authorize %
du terrain qui fait 'objet de la demande, autorise par la présente e/, /gbfﬁle
{ type or print nams of agent / dactylographier le nom du représentant ou écrire en lattres mouldes )
to prepare and submit a draft plan of subdivision for approval, on my behalf.
& préparer et & présenter en mon nom un projet de plan de lotissement pour approbation.
///”") & Qzi/ Q€
7
si tu%// slgnatura"/ day / jour month / mols year / année
8. Affidavit / Affidavil

it
1,/ Je Donie/ (Tau fe , of the / du (de la) @‘7 of Hfona

in the Regional Municipality of Ottawa-Carleton, solemnly declare that all the above statements contained in the application are true and | make this
solemn declaration conscientiously believing it to be true and knowing that it is of the same force and effect as it made under Oath and by virtue of
“The Canadian Evidence Act’. / dans la Municipalité régionale d’Ottawa-Carleton, déclare solennellement que les déclarations contenues ci-dessus
dans la présente demande sont vraies et je fais cette déclaration solennelle en croyant en toute conscience qu'elle est vraie et en étant conscient(s)
qu'elle a la méme force et la méme portée que si elle avait 6td faite sous serment et conformément & la «Loi sur la preuve au Canada.

Declared before me at the / Déclaration faite devant moi & (au) @ -94 Dlﬁ“‘
in the Regional Municipality of Ottawa-Carieton / dans la Municipalité régionale d'Ottawa-Carleton
4 .
this /ce 8 ) day ot /jour de L) Pt /| [36
W /%/% Linda Marie Hat a Comissione, ok,
SN SLEAAE PR wml “M Mm‘“'cmn, for
A Commissioner, etc. / Commissaire, etc. Miako Dﬂ!w Inc. and its subsidizires,

Associates and affiiates. Expires December 16, 1997

NOTE: IT IS THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE OWNER TO NOTIFY THE REGIONAL PLANNING & PROPERTY DEPARTMENT OF ANY CHANGE IN
OWNERSHIP OR AGENT WITHIN 30 DAYS OF SUCH CHANGE TAKING PLACE.

NOTA : IL INCOMBE AU PROPRIETAIRE D'AVISER LE SERVICE DE L'URBANISME ET DES BIENS IMMOBILIERS DE LA MROC DE TOUT
CHANGEMENT DE PROPRIETAIRE OU DE REPRESENTANT DANS LES 30 JOURS SUIVANT LE CHANGEMENT.

Personal information on this form is collected under the authority of the Planning Act, and will be used to process this application. Questions about
this collection of personal information should be directed to the Director of Economic and Planning Development, City of Nepean, Planning and
Development Department, Nepean Civic Square, 101 Centrepointe Drive, Nepean, Ontario, K2G 5K7, Telephone (613) 727-6626 or to the Manager,
Administration Services, Planning & Property Department, Regional Municipality of Ottawa-Carleton, 111 Lisgar Street, Ottawa, Ontario, K2P 2L7,
Telephone (613) 560-2053.

Las renseignements personnels indiqués sur cette formule sont recueillis conformément & la Lol sur 'aménagemant du temitoire et seront utilisés
pour traiter cette demande. Les questions relatives a la collecte de renssignements personnels devraient étre adressées au directeur du Service de
J'urbanisme et du développement économique, Ville de Nepean, Nepean Civic Square, 101, promenade Centrepointe, Nepean (Ontario) K2G 5K7,
téléphone (613) 727-6626 ou au gestionnaire, Services administratifs, Service de 'urbanisme et des biens immobiliers, Municipalité régionale
d'Ottawa-Carleton, 111, rue Lisgar, Ottawa (Ontario) K2P 2L7, téléphone (613) 560-2053.



§ Appendix I

] REGIONAL FILE NO.

REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY OF OTTAWA-CARLETON
AFFORDABLE HOUSING MONITORING FORM

SUBDIVISION APPROVALS ARE SUBJECT TO COMPLIANCE TO THE PROVINCIAL HOUSING POLICY STATEMENT
WHICH REQUIRES THAT 30% OF NEW RESIDENTIAL UNITS IN OTTAWA-CARLETON BE AFFORDABLE. PLEASE
PROVIDE THE FOLLOWING STATISTICAL INFORMATION WITH REGARD TO THE AFFORDABILITY TARGET.

IN 1995, THE AFFORDABLE SELLING / RENTAL PRICES ARE § 183,000/ $ 895 OR LESS.

PLEASE NOTE THAT THE REGION REQUIRES UPDATED INFORMATION ON HOUSING AFFORDABILITY
AS A CONDITION OF DRAFT APPROVAL.

1. Does the draft plan include any affordable housing units? D Yes D No
2. If no, please provide a written explanation, in accordance with the Region’s requirements as per the attached guideline.

3. For HOUSING units to be privately owned, indicate the proposed zoning, permitted unit types, and
comparable price ranges as follows :

Comparable Price Range/
No. of Permitted Unit Type Projected Year
Lot or Block Units Anticipated Zone Unit Types * Low High of Construction
/-69 62 R34 Sirctecttocdet QL6525 -9/9 00> (95652

4. For HOUSING units to be privately rented, indicate the proposed zoning, permitted unit types, and
comparable monthly rent as follows :

No. of Permitted Comparable Monthly Projected Year
Lot or Block Units Anticipated Zone Unit Types * Rent/Unit Type of Construction

5. If the proposal includes any blocks of land intended for non-profit or co-operative housing units, please
complete the following : '

Name of housing producer / sponsoring agency :

No. of Projected Year
Lot or Block Units Housing Type * Client Group(s) ** of Construction

** for example : seniors, families and special needs.

6. If the proposal does not include non-profit housing, would you be willing to sell lots / blocks of land to the Region's revolving
fund for non-profit housing?

D No D Yes: Location (Lots / Blocks)

*  Specify whether ; / g 7?{/
Single - Detached, Semi - Detached, Gy / fl
Link, Stacked Townhouse, Townhouse,
Apartment, or other

Owner / authorized ag;:nt's signature

Dol B/%

Date
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ANNEX IV

Ronald Benn
23 Pinetrail Crescent
Nepean, Ontario K2G 5A3
R- 226-1235 O - 230-7211 F - 230-6055

June 10, 1996

BY HAND

City of Nepean - Planning Department
101 Centrepointe Drive

Nepean, Ontario

Attention: Mr. Don Herweyer

re: Application to re-zone SE comer of Tallwood/Centrepointe

Dear Sirs:

| wish to register my concemns with the planning department, the planning committee
members and city council regarding an application to rezone the SE comer of Tallwood
& Centrepointe from commercial use to residential use.

My concerns are of a general nature, as opposed to the specific plans for the site. 1am
not philosophically opposed to development of this or any other land in Centrepointe. A
land owner may do with its land as it sees fit, within the constraints of the current
zoning. Furthermore, | accept that there is a process in place to change the zoning of a
property. None of this is atissue. The issue is one of vision.

When Centrepointe was first conceptualized there was a vision, one of a mixture of
businesses and residents in the same community. A portion of this vision was for the
Tallwood entrance into Centrepointe to be developed in a commercial context, perhaps
as a way of introducing the visitor to the planned mixed use of the community. To
change the zoning to residential for a portion of this street will change the planned
entrance to Centrepointe - to the south will be residential, to the north commercial.
How does this fit the initial vision?

Some 11 years after the start of development, it would be fair to say that the
commercial development of the community has failed to meet expectations, especially
from the perspective of those companies that have placed their capital at risk in
acquiring the commercially zoned land. This is the reason for Minto's application to
change the zoning - by their own admission during a recent Community Association
meeting, the prospects of commercial development of this parcel of land is not likely
within the next three to five years. The reasons are economic, a mismatch of supply
(too much available commercial land in the Woodroffe corridor) and (too little) demand.
To not change the zoning is to force Minto to either hold the land for an extended



period of time while paying the related carrying charges (property taxes and interest on
any debt they have against that land) while hoping that the economic prospects will
change, or to sell it, likely for an amount less than they would achieve by re-zoning and
developing the property. However, | do not think that the city has a responsibility to any
private enterprise to assist them in minimizing their losses or maximizing their gains.

The issue at hand is whether the vision of Centrepointe has changed, and if it has, did
or should this change occur as a result of explicit planning decisions or “by default”. To
change the zoning of this parcel of land is to risk changing the vision of Centrepointe.
The debate should focus initially on whether the vision of Centrepointe should change,
and if it is determined that the vision of Centrepointe has or must change (a decision
that should take place in conjunction with the residents and business operators of the
community), then you should address this change in vision for the community as a
whole, not on the basis of individual applications to re-zone parcels of land. To do the
former is to fulfill your obligations to the city and the community in your capacity as
planners. To dc the latter is to abdicate your responsibilities to the taxpayers and
residents of Nepean and Centrepointe.

A sub-issue is the matter of the setting of a precedent. If this parcel of land is rezoned
which parcel will follow? On what basis does the city reject a re-zoning application for a
different parcel when it has approved this one? At what point has the envisioned
character of Centrepointe been changed to the point where it is not recognizable when
compared to the original vision of the community? There in the dilemma lies. We, as
residents of Centrepointe, must place our reliance on you regarding any changes to the
development of our community, and inherent in this reliance is that you demonstrate an
understanding of the need to accept applications to re-zone at the community vision
level as opposed to on an ad hoc basis. '

| recognize that city finances are a portion of the decision making process. Lot levies to
the city are an important sources of funds, but they are only available on a one-time
basis. Property taxes, on the other hand, are an annual contribution to city revenues.
However, should the need for incremental property taxes (69 homes at an average of
$800/home for the City of Nepean = $55,000 per year until such time as the property is
developed commercially) override solid planning principles? In my opinion, the amount
at issue is too small to justify ignoring the big picture.

| would like to see the overall vision of Centrepointe addressed prior to accepting the
application to re-zone. What should the community look like in five years? In ten
years? In twenty years? The economic conditions that existed in the early 1980’s as
Centrepointe was being planned have changed. However, the existing conditions are
only relevant as they pertain to expectations for the future. Where is the local economy
going? How long will it take to get there? What impact do these expectations have on
the vision for Centrepointe? All of these questions must be answered in a
comprehensive, integrated fashion, before changing the zoning of any parcel of land. If
you allow the reverse, to change the zoning before addressing the future of
Centrepointe, you have lost the opportunity to design the most appropriate use of the
land at issue in achieving that vision. If, after addressing the “big picture” issue it is
determined that the re-zoning of the Tallwood/Centrepointe area is appropriate, then
you can re-zone it. Time is not of the essence here - at least not for Nepean.



3

Let me close with a short anecdote. Several years ago | held a position that required
that | make critical decisions regarding large sums of other peoples’ money in an
environment where | could not know all of the facts until after the decision was
executed. The partner to whom | reported provided me with this guiding principle - “If
you can look your mother in the eye and tell her that the decision was in her best
interests even though the end result was financially painful to her, then you have made
a good decision - anything less than this standard is not acceptable”. Ladies and
gentlemen, as you contemplate this application to rezone, keep that guiding principle in
mind. You are charged with the responsibility of ensuring that the vision of
Centrepointe does not change by default, but as a result of explicit decisions that will
stand the scrutiny of “your mother” - be prepared to look us in the eye and explain all of
the reasons for your decision.

Yours truly,

P

Ronald Benn

cc: Mayor Franklin
Councillor Chiarelli
Councillor Collins
Councillor Famworth
Councillor Larsen
Councillor Rywak
Councillor Sullivan




