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DATE 20 August, 2000
TOIDEST. Co-ordinator, Planning and Environment Committee
FROM/EXP. Planning and Devel opment Approvas Commissioner
SUBJECT/OBJET REVISED DRAFT PLAN CONDITIONS

HISTORIC ELMWOOD COUNTRY LOT SUBDIVSION
TOWNSHIP OF WEST CARLETON

DEPARTMENTAL RECOMMENDATION

That Planning and Environment Committee recommend that Council approvethe revised draft
conditions (attached as Annex A) for draft plan of subdivison 06T-98025.

INTRODUCTION

The Ontario Municipal Board (OMB) convened a six (6) day hearing on the apped of the Historic
Elmwood Country lot subdivison (06T-98025). At the conclusion of the hearing the OMB ordered
further work be done to determine the fina road network and the finad landscape plan for the
subdivison. The OMB ordered that, after the studies were completed, the draft conditions be reviewed
by the public and the Councils of West Carleton and the Region of Ottawa-Carleton. The OMB
hearing will reconvene on October 10 and 11, 2000 to review the draft conditions approved by
Regiona Council. The purpose of this report is to recommend approva of the revised draft conditions
for the subdivison. The revised conditions are attached as Annex A.

BACKGROUND

Draft Plan of subdivison 06T-98025 was recommended for draft approva by the Regiona Planning
and Environment Committee on 26 October, 1999 and Council made the decison to approve the
subdivision on 10 November 1999.



As mentioned above the subdivision gpplication was gppeded to the OMB. 1n June the OMB ordered
that further work be done to determine a find road network for the subdivision and that the landscape
plan for the area backing onto the Old Carp Road be findized. The OMB wished to have a public
meeting to provide the public an opportunity to review the results of the studies and provide comments.
The OMB aso asked that any revisons to the conditions resulting from the additiond studies and the
public consultation be gpproved by the Council of West Carleton and the Region.

As per the Board' s ingtructions a public meeting was held in West Carleton on 31 July to give the public
an opportunity to provide comments on the fina road network and the landscape plan. The draft plan
conditions were revised to implement the fina road network and the find landscape plan. The revised
draft conditions were approved by the West Carleton Council on 15 August 2000. The Report to
West Carleton’s Executive Committee provides a detalled andlyss of the issues consdered by West
Carleton Council and is attached as Annex B. The comments received from the public are attached as
Annex C. Staff are recommending that PEC and Council approve the revised draft conditions to be
considered by the OMB when it reconvenes on 10 and 11 October.

Fina Road Network

The OMB ordered West Carleton Township to decide on the fina road network for the subdivision.
There were a number of issues related to the access to the subdivison that required a decison by the
Township:

1 Access to the Old Carp Road from Gourlay Lane
The residents in the area are opposed to any redesign of the intersection. West
Carleton Council decided that the redignment of Gourlay Lane was unnecessary
and that pavement markings (white stop lines and lane lines) would be sufficient
orient the cars entering and leaving Gourlay Lane.

2. Need for and location of a second access of the subdivison

Many residents were opposed to providing a second access to the Old Carp Road
from Lochead Lane. Alternatives presented were to make Lochead a cul-de sac
(providing only one access in and out of the subdivison a Gourlay Lane) or
providing an access from Huntmar Road rather than Old Carp Road. The
developer’s consultant, Mcintosh Hill Engineering Services Ltd. evaduated four
aternatives and recommended using the second entrance to Old Carp Road as
shown on the plan of subdivison. West Carleton Council decided that it preferred
to have two accesses to the subdivison and approved the access to Old Carp
Road from Lochead Lane as shown on the plan of subdivision.

3. Road improvements required to address safety issues for Old Carp Road
The developer’ s consultant, Mclntosh Hill Engineering Services Ltd., recommended
that the posted speed limit between Huntmar Road and the second entrance at
Lochead Lane be reduced from 60 kph to 50 kph. The consultant aso
recommended using a three way stop sign at the intersection of Lochead Lane and
the Old Carp Road to provide additiona traffic caming and provide an additiona



level of safety. The three way stop was not supported by the public. West
Carleton Council approved the reduced speed limit of 50 kph and decided that the
three way stop was not necessary as the reduced speed limit at the intersection
would provide sufficient traffic caming.

Landscaping Plan

The OMB ordered that a landscaping plan be completed for the lots backing onto the Old Carp Road.
The gpplicant has provided a landscaping plan prepared by Ms. Diane Huffman. The plan provides
details regarding the location, type and size of trees to be planted to address issues of aesthetics and the
buffering of the development from the Old Carp Road. There were comments from the public stating
that they felt that the landscaping plan was not adequate. West Carleton approved the plan with the
following amendments:

1 the landscape plan be amended to provide for a buffer for the intersection of
Lochead Lane and Old Carp Road as noted in the July 10, 2000 Greer Galloway
|etter.

2. The landscape plan be amended to reflect the didtribution of trees showing the
actual number proposed for each area noted on the plan, for security calculations.

3. The landscape plan be subject to a review by a Landscape Architect prior to the
plan being approved for usein the proposed subdivision.

4, The revised plan include a didribution of tree types which will provide for true
screening between dwdlings using both canopy type trees and those which will
provide screening from the ground up (i.e. spruce), and provide for the introduction



of sufficient canopy trees dong Old Carp Road to extend the scenic route while
taking into account the vigta of the Carp River Vdley.

ALTERATIONS TO THE DRAFT CONDITIONS

After consideration of the studies submitted by the gpplicant to address the fina road network and the
landscaping plan, and comments on the studies received from the public, the Township of West
Carleton has requested the draft conditions be amended. The OMB requested that the conditions be
approved by Regiona Council, the approva authority for subdivisons. West Carleton has requested
that:

Condition 1 be amended to include reference to the Blocks which are set aside for the future
access to the Honeywell lands and to the railway, as shown on the revised plan as Blocks“A” and
113 BH

Condition 2 be amended by adding the following to the end of the clause:

“The developer may opt to provide a combination cagVletter of credit and lots as security for
the Township works. The specific lots and number of lotsto be to the satisfaction of Township
gaff in accordance with current policy”.

Condition 5 (condition 6 in Annex A) be amended to add the word ‘plan’ after the word
‘planting’ in thefird line

Condition 7 (condition 8 in Annex A) be amended to note that Lochead Lane has been accepted
as the street name for Street Number 1

Condition 8 (condition 9 in Annex A) be amended to delete reference to phasing

Condition 10 be ddeted as the conditions noted above under Issues 1, 2 and 3 reflect the current
gtuation for information regarding access to the subdivison

Condition 11 be amended to accept Block “B” for access to the railway lands has been shown on
the revised draft plan, and to change * Street No. 1' to “Lochead Lan€e”

Condition 14 be amended in clause ‘@)’ to change the word ‘treed’ to ‘tree’.

Condition 15 (condition 16 in Annex A) be amended to include the following a the end of the
clause:(as agreed upon by the Township) “This amount to be the current equivaent of the 1999
value of $18,500.00 for cash-in-lieu of parkland.”

Condition 16 (condition 17 in Annex A) should be amended to delete reference to phasing in the
firgt line by ddeting “* of any phase’.

Condition 28 (condition 29 in Annex A) should be amended to add the following after the word
fedilitiesin line 2: “or for drainage purposes’

Condition 30 (condition 31 in Annex A) should be amended to delete the words “and phasing” in
line 3.

The Township requests that two new conditions be added as follows:



1. (condition 5in Annex A) The Township acknowledges that as a result of further studies,
and information which will be required to be provided to the Ontario Municipa Board
redesign (elotting) of the plan may be required prior to find approva, and that the
Township's interests in this matter is to ensure that a least 0.8 hectares, per lot, are
outsde of the ‘marsh’ areaasfindly defined by Gorrell Resources.

2. (condition 15 in Annex A) That a grade and drainage plan shal be submitted to the
Township for their review and gpprova and provison shdl be made in the subdivison
agreement for the implementation of the plan.

Staff are recommending that the revisions to the draft conditions as requested by West Carleton Council
be approved with one exception. West Carleton has requested that Condition 7 (condition 8 in Annex
A) be amended to note that Lochead Lane has been accepted as the street name for Street Number 1.
Lochead Laneis not available for use asthe nameis dready in use (in Rideau Township). The gpplicant
will have to choose another name therefore the condition should not be changed. The current condition
requires that Street Number 1 be named to the satisfaction of the loca municipdity and the Regiond
Panning and Development Approvas Department. Similarly West Carleton’s request to change the
reference from Street Number 1 to Lochead Lane in condition 11 is not recommended.

The draft conditions attached as Annex A have aso been revised to delete al references to phasing as
the OMB has ordered that the subdivision be processed as one phase and not two phases as originally
gpproved by Regiona Council.

CONCLUSION

The Township has requested a number of revisions to the conditions resulting from the additiona studies
and the public consultation process to consder the fina road network and landscaping plan. The
changes meet the requirements of the locd and the Regiond Officid Plans. The OMB will reconvene
on 10 and 11 October to review the approved draft conditions.

CONSULTATION

The Township of West Carleton hand delivered a copy of the draft report to West Carleton Council to
al concerned parties. A public meeting was held on 31 July 2000 to provide an opportunity to provide
comments on the draft report. The report and comments from the public were considered by West
Carleton Council on 15 August 2000. A copy of the draft report to the Region's Planning and
Environment was sent to dl concerned parties.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

There are no financid implications

Approved by



N. Tunnacliffe, MCIP, RPP



ANNEX A
Regional File: 15-98-SD25
Regional File: 15-98-SD25

Provincial File 06T-98025
Wes Carleton File: 99-11

REGIONAL CONDITIONS FOR FINAL APPROVAL

VJLAND LTD. AND WILLIAM/WENDY COX,

HISTORIC ELMWOOD

CONDITIONSREVISED SEPTEMBER 2000, FOR OMB APPROVAL

The RMOC's conditions applying to the gpprova of the fina plan for regigtration  Agency to
of VJLand Ltd and William/ Wendy Cox-Subdivision (06T-98025) are as Clear

follows

General

This gpprova appliesto the draft plan certified by, OLS, dated 29 January
1999, as amended on 26 June 2000 showing 33 residentid lots, 1 Block for
future road purposes and 1 block to provide a pathway to the railway.

The owner agrees, by entering into subdivision agreements, to satisfy dl W. Carleton
requirements, financid and otherwise, of the locd municipdity and the RMOC
Region of Ottawa-Carleton, including but not limited to, the provison of (PDAD)

roads, ingalation of services and utilities, and drainage. The developer may
opt to provide a combination cashletter of credit and lots as security for the
Township works. The specific lots and number of lotsto shdl be to the

satisfaction of Township saff in accordance with current policy.

The approva of the subdivison is on the basis of the gpproved number of lots  W. Carleton
and the crestion of additiond lotsis not in kegping with the nature of the RMOC
development. Any splitting of these lotsif permitted by the zoning by-law (PDAD)
will, among other considerations, depend on the hydrogeology study and

terrain analysis and any addendums thereto, prepared for the subdivision,

being reviewed by a qudified hydrogeologist to advise whether such splitting

should be permitted and under what conditions.



10.

Prior to any further division of lots or blocks, the RMOC or the Township of
West Carleton may require an additional agreement to address any new or
amended conditions.

The Township acknowledges that as aresult of further sudies, and
information which will be required to be provided to the Ontario Municipa
Board redesign (rdotting) of the plan may be required prior to fina
gpprova, and that the Township' sinterestsin this matter isto ensure that at
least 0.8 hectares, per lot, are outside of the ‘marsh’ area as finaly defined
by Gorrell Resources.

The subdivison shdl be developed in one phase. Prior to the registration of
the subdivison

a) atreeplanting plan be prepared and accepted to achieve conformity with
Section 6(10)(a)(viii) of the West Carleton Officia Plan and section
3.7.4.5 of the Regiond Officid Plan,

b) sufficient securities shal be deposited to the municipdity to ensure
completion of the works proposed.

Zoning

Prior to registration of the plan of subdivision, the Region shall be advised by
the Township of West Carleton that the proposed plan of subdivision
conforms with a zoning by-law gpproved under the requirements of the
Panning Act with al possibility of goped to the OMB exhausted.

Roads

All greets shdl be named to the stisfaction of the locd municipdity and the
Regiond Planning and Devel opment Approvas Department.

Prior to find agpprova of this plan, appropriate blocks for road purposes shall
be shown on the plan aswell as those lands required for temporary turning
circles. The subdivison agreement with the Township of West Carleton shall
indicate that these lands will be transferred back to the lots at such time asthe
road is extended. Thisshal be to the satisfaction of the Township of West
Carleton.

Prior to fina approvad of this plan, required 0.3 m reserves and sght triangles
shdl be shown on the plan.

W. Carleton
RMOC
(PDAD)

W. Carleton

W. Carleton
RMOC
(PDAD)

RMOC
(PDAD)

W. Carleton
RMOC
(PDAD)

W. Carleton

W. Carleton



11.

12.

13.

14.

Sidewalks, Walkways, and Fencing

Block B shal be conveyed at no cost to the Township of West Carleton, to
provide for non- motorized public access to Region’sral line,

L and/Str eetscaping

The Locd Architectural Conservation Advisory Committee (LACAC) shall
review the historica vaue of the gone walls of the Gourlay Estate to
determine whether or not it feds that designation under the Heritage Act is
warranted.

The owner agrees to implement through the subdivision agreement the
recommendations of Ingpection Report and Management Recommendations
for Tree Conservation and Planting dated January 1999 by William W. Hall,
R. P. F., Opeongo Forestry Service, Renfrew, Ontario and any amendments
thereto, including implementation of an Owner Awareness Program.  This
shal be to the satisfaction of the Township of West Carleton and the Region
of Ottawa-Carleton.

The owner shdl ensure that vegetation identified for retention in the Tree
Conservation and Planting dated January, 1999 by William W. Hdl, R. P. F,,
Opeongo Forestry Service, Renfrew, Ontario is protected from congtruction
activities, including pre-servicing and road congtruction by:

a) confining equipment to working areas o as not to disrupt any
tree roots unnecessarily

b) preventing stockpiling and storing of equipment, excavated
materid, and topsoil in and around retention areas

) providing for appropriate snow fencing or protective barriers
as needed to protect treed areas targeted for retention that
arein close proximity (driplines within 5 m) to working arees.

W. Carleton

W. Carleton

W .Carleton
RMOC
(PDAD)

W. Carleton
RMOC
(PDAD)



15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

The owners shdl submit a grade and drainage plan to the Township for their
review and gpprova and provison shdl be made in the subdivision
agreement for the implementation of the plan.

Parks

Cash-in-lieu of the 5% parkland conveyance shal be provided to the
satisfaction of the Township of West Carleton pursuant to the provisons of
The Planning Act. The amount accepted as cash-in-lieu shal be based on
the market vaue of the land immediately prior to draft goprova of the plan,
pursuant to The Planning Act. Thisamount shdl be the current equivaent of
the 1999 vaue of $18,500.00 for cash-in-lieu of parkland.”

Stormwater M anagement

Prior to the commencement of congtruction of this subdivison (roads, utilities,
any off stework, etc.) the owner shdl:

a) have an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan prepared by a
professond engineer in accordance with Current Best Management
Practices,

b) have such a plan approved by the Region; and

) provide certification to the Region through a professiond engineer that
the plan has been implemented.

Prior to registration or prior to an gpplication for a Certificate of Approva for
any stormwater works (whichever comesfirst), the owner shal prepare a
Stormwater Site Management Plan in accordance with the approved
Conceptud Stormwater Management Report prepared by Mclntosh Hill
Engineering Services Ltd. (January 1999). The Stormwater Site
Management Plan shdl identify the sequence for its implementation in relation
to the congtruction of the subdivison and shdl be to the satisfaction of the
Township of West Carleton, the Region and Mississppi Vdley Conservation.

On completion of al stormwater works, the owner shal provide certification
to the Region through a professond engineer that al measures have been
implemented in conformity with the gpproved Stormwater Site Management
Han.

W. Carleton

W. Carleton

W. Carleton
RMOC
PDAD)
MVC

W. Carleton
RMOC
(PDAD)
MVC

W. Carleton
RMOC
(PDAD)
MVC



20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

Rural Services

All well congruction, including test wells, shdl be in accordance with the
recommendations of the gpproved Hydrogeologicd and Terrain Anayss
Report prepared by Gorrd Resources Investigations (January 1999). The
owner shdl provide certification in this regard by a Professond Engineer
prior to the issuance of abuilding permit. Such arequirement shal be
included in dl offers of purchase and sde and in the subdivison agreements.

The septic system and building envelop will be located outside of Zones 1, 2
and 3 of the Detailed Mapping of Poorly - Drained Area June 24, 1999 as
per the letter by Gorrd Resources Investigations re Additiond Investigation of
Poorly-Drained Area Historic Elmwood Subdivision (dated July 20 1999).
The lots area of each lot shdl be a minimum of 0.8 haoutsde of Zone1 -
Marsh.

Prior to regigtration the owner shal provide a study to assess the impact of
the resdential development on wildlife habitat and corridors and recommend
mitigation measures for theareain Zones 1, 2 and 3 of the Detailed Mapping
of Poorly - Drained Area June 24, 1999 as per the letter by Gorrel
Resources Invedtigations re Additiona Investigation of Poorly-Drained Area
Higtoric Elmwood Subdivison (dated July 20 1999). The mitigation
measures shal be included in the subdivision agreement with West Carleton.

Prior to regidration, the owner shal undertake a more detailed study of the
water table for the subdivison to supplement the Hydrological and Terrain
Analysis Report prepared by Gorrel Resource Investigations (January 1999)
and addendums.  This report will provide further guidance asto lot
development including the location and design of sewage systems and house
foundeations throughout the subdivision, but specificdly for lots 12 - 17, and
lots 26-30. The recommendations of this sudy shdl be included in the
subdivision agreement with West Carleton.

All sawage sysemswill be designed in accordance with Ontario Building
Code and shdl be in accordance with the recommendations of the
Hydrologica and Terrain Andlysis Report prepared by Gorrel Resource
Investigations (January 1999) and addendums, including recommendetions
regarding raised tile beds.

Prior to the issuance of abuilding permit and before ingtdling the tile beds the
owner shal provide adetailed plan and design for the septic system including
any percolation tests, mounding caculations, dl to the satisfaction of the
Township of West Carleton. Such requirements shdl be included in dl offers
of purchase and sdle and in subdivision agreements.

W. Carleton
RMOC
(PDAD)

W. Carleton
RMOC
(PDAD)

W. Carleton

W. Carleton

W. Carleton

W. Carleton



26.

27.

28.

The owner shdl include statementsin the subdivison agreement and in dl W. Carleton
Offer of Purchase and Sde Agreements with prospective lot purchasersin RMOC
wording acceptable to the Region and the Township of West Carleton, (Health)
avisng:

a) “that the sodium levelsin well water may exceed 20 mg/l. The
Regiona Medicd Officer of Hedlth recommends that persons with
cardiac problems (hypertension, etc.) discuss this matter with ther
family physdan’,

b) “that the well water should be tested for fluoride. If a concentration
exceeds the Ontario Drinking Water Objective of 1.5 mg/L, users
should discuss this matter with their family physician and take
appropriate action. Treatment for fluoride remova include reverse
osmoss and didtillation. The Regiona Hedth Department
recommends that fluoride levels be reduced as much as possible to no
more 0.6 mg/L (the leve & which no supplementation for children of
any age isrecommended by the Canadian Pediatric Society)”,

) “the recommended treatment for hardness and tota dissolved solidsis
awater conditioner or softener”,
d) “if iron concentrations are higher than the levels that can be effectively

treated with awater conditioner, the recommended treatment isa
manganese greensand filter or an oxidation unit”.

The owner shdl ingtall a 10,000 gallon water storage tank or other approved  W. Carleton
dterndive, for fire fighting purposes to the satisfaction of the Township of
West Carleton.

A warning clause will be inserted into the Regiond and local subdivision W. Carleton
agreements and in dl offer of purchase and sale agreements, to read as RMOC
follows (Health)

“Neither the Region nor the Township of West Carleton guarantees the
quality or quantity of the groundwater. If, at some future date, the qudity or
the quantity of the groundwater becomes deficient, the Region and the
Township of West Carleton bear no responsbility, financid or otherwise, to
provide solutions to the deficiency, such solutions being the sole responghbility
of the homeowner”.



29.

30.

31

32.

33.

Utilities

Such easements and mai ntenance agreements which may be required for
electricd, gas, water, sewer, telephone and cablevison facilities or for
drainage purposes, shall be provided and agreed to by the owner, to the
satisfaction of the gppropriate authority; and that the owner shdl ensure that
these easement documents are registered on Title immediatdy following
registration of thefina plan; and the affected agencies are duly notified.

Where the relocation or remova of any existing on-ste/adjacent utility facility,
including water, sewer, eectricd, gas, telephone and cablevision, is required
as adirect result of the development, the owner shdl pay the actua cost
associated therewith to the satisfaction of the gppropriate utility authority.

The owner shal coordinate the preparation of an overal utility distribution
plan showing the location (shared or otherwise) and ingdlation and timing of
al required utilities (on-grade, below-grade or above-grade), including on-
gte drainage fadilities and streetscaping)—such location plan shdl be to the
satisfaction of al affected authorities and shall consider their respective
standards and specification manuas, where applicable.

Noise

A caution shdl be included in the subdivison agreement with the Township of
West Carleton to inform potentia landowners of the presence of the airport
and advisng them to expect noises associated with its use currently and
possible expansion of airport activities in the future.

The owner shall advise purchasers of Lots 10 to 17, and Lots 26 to 30 that
noise and vibration from the ralway may be of concern, occasondly
interfering with some activities of the dweling occupants as these leves
exceed the Municipdity and Ministry of Environments criteria and that
attenuation measures are not proposed.
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W. Carleton
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35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

Schools

The owner agrees to inform prospective purchasers that school
accommodation problems exist in the Ottawa-Carleton District School Board
(OCDSB) schools designated to serve this development and at the present
time this problem is being addressed by the utilization of portable classrooms
and/or by directing students to schools outside their community.

Financial Requirements

Prior to regigration of the plan of subdivision, the Region shdl be satisfied
that the processing fee, as prescribed in Part 6.3 of the Regionad Regulatory
Code, has been padin full.

Survey Requirements

The plan of subdivison shdl be referenced, where possible, to the Horizonta
Control Network, in accordance with the municipa requirements and
guiddinesfor referencing legd surveys.

The owner shdl provide the find plan intended for regigtration on diskettein a
digitd form that is compatible with the Region computerized system.

Closng Conditions

The owner shall inform the purchaser after registration of each lot or block of
the development charges that have been paid or which are gtill gpplicable to
the lot or block. The gpplicable development charges shal be states as of the
time of the conveyance of the relevant lot or block and the statement shall be
provided at the time of the conveyance. The statement of the owner of the
gpplicable development charges shdl aso contain the statement that the
development charges are subject to changes in accordance with the
Development Charges Act, 1997 and the Education Devel opment
Charges Act.

At any time prior to find gpprova of this plan for registration, the Region
may, in accordance with Section 51 (44) of the Planning Act, R.S.O. 1990,
amend, delete or add to the conditions and this may include the need for
amended or new studies.

The Regiond and Locad Subdivison Agreement shal date that the conditions
run with the land and are binding on the owner's heirs, successors and
assgns.

OCDSB

RMOC
(PDAD)

RMOC
(SURV)

RMOC
(SURV)

RMOC
(Legal)

RMOC
(Legal)

W. Carleton
RMOC

(Legal)



41.

42.

Prior to regigtration of the plan of subdivision, the Region isto be stisfied that
Conditions 2 to 32 have been fulfilled.

If the plan of subdivision has not been registered within three years following
the date of draft approval, the draft approva shall lapse pursuant to Section
51 (32) of the Manning Act, 1990. Extensions may only be granted under the
provisons of Section 51 (33) of said Planning Act prior to the lapsing date.

RMOC
(PDAD)

RMOC
(PDAD)
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Recommendation

Staff hereby

recommend to

the Executive Committee,
conditions found at Attachment Number 6 be adopted by Council
Regional Municipality of Ottawa-Carleton

and Council, that the
and request that the
include these as conditions of the approval

of the draft plan of subdivision 06798025, OMB file number PL991200, and

Further that Zoning by-law 46 of 1999 be amended to reflect the deletion of phasing of

this subdivision and to reflect that the proposal
shown in Attachment Number 7, and

Further that the Ontario Municipal

in the former Huntley Township as

Board be asked to approve the subdivision and the

zoning by-law, in accordance with the rationale outlined in Planning Report 00-24.

Rationale

The Ontario Municipal Board (OMB) convened a five (5) day hearing into the proposed
plan of subdivision fo Historic Elmwood in June of this year, a further two (2) days
were allocated by the OMB in June to hear further evidence. At the conclusion of these
seven days the OMB ordered that the hearing reconvene on October 10 and 11, 2000 to
review a final set of draft conditions which had been reviewed by the public and the
Councils of West Carleton and the Regional Municipality of Ottawa Carleton.

Specifically the OMB wished to see a final proposal for the road network and for a
landscape plan for the area backing onto Old Carp Road.

Staff will also

review the final
the OMB to determine if any other amendments are required.

version of the draft conditions which were filed with

To this end, this report has been prepared by staff, first as a draft for public
consultation and then as a final product for submission to both of the Township and
Region. The process which was proposed included:

circulation of the reports from the developer’s consultants,
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the proposed staff position,

a public review of the information,

a public meeting,

finalizing of the staff report,

review by West Carleton Executive Committee and Council,

review by RMO-C — Planning and Environment Committee and Council.

ITEM 1 — TRAFFIC - Review of Road Pattern

Information Provided:

Memorandum from Denton Byers of Mclntosh Hill Engineering Services Ltd. (Owners
Consultant) - Dated July 5, 2000 - See Attachment Number 1.

Letter from Neil Caldwell of Greer Galloway Group Inc. (Township Consultant) -
Dated July 10, 2000 - See Attachment Number 2.

Revised subdivision Plan from the developer showing the latest layout of lots
and road configuration - See Attachment Number 3.

Review of Issue:
The traffic component had two primary concerns which needed to be addressed.

The First was the impact of the subdivision on the existing alignment of Gourlay Lane
where it intersects with Old Carp Road.

The second issue was the need, and if required, location of the second access to the
subdivision.

Summary of Position - Plan of Subdivision

1. Gourlay Lane Improvements

The existing alignment of the intersection is not designed to a standard which is
normally accepted under the design standards of the Township, known as the TAC
standards.

The current configuration provides an angle of intersection of approximately 52
degrees.

The preferred design is to have an intersection which is as close as possible to 90
degrees, but would be preferred to be at least 70 degrees.

The Old Carp Road is recognized as a Regional Scenic Route. As such it is recognized
that the archway formed by the existing trees is a key feature, which should be
protected.

The developer has provided several options for the design of the intersection, as
shown in the July 5, 2000 submission.

Greer Galloway has completed a review of the proposal from the developer and has
concurred with the recommended alignment of Gourlay Lane.

2
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Staff recommendation:

1. That the option shown as Item 3 and Schedule “E” in the July 5, 2000
submission by Mclntosh Hill, for the improvements to Gourlay Lane be
implemented at the cost of the developer as a condition of the approval of
the subdivision.

Basis:

This alteration to the existing intersection should both allow for the
protection of the scenic values of the Old Carp Road and provide for some
improvements to the visibility for those motorists exiting Gourlay Lane. The
report from Mclntosh and Hill have indicated that the alteration to the 70
degree angle will not result in the removal of any of the existing trees.

2. Second Access - Lochead Lane

The subdivision has provided access at two locations as shown on Attachment number 3.
There is also a block of land to be dedicated to the Township for the extension of
Gourlay Lane at some point in the future should the adjacent Honeywell lands develop.

The Township Official Plan includes provisions where subdivisions “.._shall provide at
least two (2) access points whenever possible and wherever deemed necessary;”

[6(10)(b)(ii)].

The Township Official Plan also notes that “...consideration shall be given for
providing access links for the integration of any future development of adjacent
lands;” [6(10)(b)(ii1)]-

Alternative proposals for access to Huntmar Road and at locations other than those
reviewed in the attached MclIntosh Hill Memorandum onto Old Carp Road, have been
discussed at various times and have NOT been brought forward as viable alternatives
for a number of reasons as outlined in the various traffic reports.

The owner of the adjacent lands, Mr. Honeywell has reviewed the proposal and has filed
a letter with the Township noting that while he is not preparing to develop at this
time and that he would not build the street at this time he does agree with the
allocation of the block for future road purposes. A copy of the letter from Mr.
Honeywell forms Attachment number 4 to this report.

The MclIntosh Hill Memorandum notes that four (4) options for an intersection of
Lochead Lane have been discussed, but they have detailed only options 1 and 3 as being
those alternatives for access to Old Carp Road for the subdivision which were viable.

Options 1 and 3 both propose a connection of Lochead Lane with Old Carp Road.

Option 1 has the intersection at the west end of the subdivisions on the
horizontal curve of Old Carp Road.

Option 3 has the intersection in the middle of the subdivision on the top of the
hill (vertical curve) on the straight (tangent) portion of Old Carp Road.

The other option is to construct Lochead Lane as a cul-de-sac and access only at
Gourlay Lane. The MclIntosh Hill memorandum recognizes the Official Plan policies and
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has discounted the cul-de-sac on those grounds, notwithstanding the fact that the
volumes of traffic could be accommodated.

The recommendation from Mclntosh Hill is for the access described as Option 1 - at the
west end of the subdivision on the curve.

The design of the intersection is detailed on Schedules C and D to the MclIntosh Hill
memorandum. The detail is explained in the text under section 2.2 Intersection
Geometry. The two schedules show the design of the entrance and the profile of the
road.

Staff Recommendation:

2. That the option showing Lochead Lane entering onto Old Carp Road on the
curve section, described by Mclntosh Hill as Option “1”, and as shown on
Schedule “B” to the Mclntosh Hill Memorandum, be accepted by the Township
as the second access to the proposed subdivision.

3. That the Intersection Design and Road Profile shown as Schedules “C” an
“D”to the MclIntosh Hill Memorandum, be accepted by the Township as the
design for the Lochead Land and Old Carp Road intersection for the
proposed subdivision.

Basis:

The idea of the cul-de-sac was not taken forward as the following were all considered
as negative: the maintenance issues,

the length of the road,

the impact upon the intersection of Gourlay and Old Carp Road, and

the impact on the existing homes on Gourlay Lane.

Also, the policy position of the Township has historically been to obtain two access
points for health and safety considerations; therefore, staff concur with the Mclntosh
Hill conclusion to provide a second access.

The location of the second access has been reviewed and the Township is prepared to
accept the Mclntosh Hill recommendation for the location given the rationale provided
in the memorandum of July 5, 2000.

3. Road Improvements - 0ld Carp Road

There are also issues surrounding the need for improvements to Old Carp Road itself
which must be addressed. These include the need for physical changes to the road and
means to introduce traffic calming measures.

The OMB heard opinions that the creation of an intersection at the proposed location
would create a substandard situation which would not be safe. Concern over the
ability for drivers to see sufficient distances around the corner, the lack of angling
(superelevation) of the corner and the impact of speed of traffic were all noted as
reasons why a new street intersection would not be proper at this location.

The MclIntosh Hill memorandum goes through these issues in detail.

Section 2.1 discusses the creation of a three-way stop at the new intersection. The
recommendation is for the installation of such an intersection.
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Section 2.3 deals with the superelevation of the Old Carp Road. The recommendation is
to not change the existing situation.

Section 4 deals with the posted speed limit. McIntosh Hill recommends that the posted
speed limit from the new intersection to Huntmar Road be reduced to 50 kph.

Staff Recommendation:

4. That the intersection of Old Carp Road and the new Lochead Lane be created
as a three-way stop.

5. That the speed limit of the Old Carp Road be amended to 50 kph for the
length between March Road and Huntmar Road.

6. That the design of the Old Carp Road not be altered as a result of the
approval of the Historic Elmwood subdivision.

7. That the above noted re commendation (1 to 6) shall replace Regional
condition 10 (Condition # 24 requested by the Township).

Basis:

Based upon the recommendations of Greer Galloway staff are satisfied that the current
alignment of Old Carp Road is sufficient to meet the needs of the proposed situation
provided the speed limit is reduced and that the speed reduction apply to the entire
length of Old Carp Road which is within the Township. Inclusion of landscaping at the
intersection will be dealt with below.

The geometry of the intersection based upon the reduced speed is considered as
acceptable.

These seven recommendations appear to bring up to date the conditions of the Township
to ensure that the proposal meets both the Policy and design requirements of the
Township.

4. Landscaping Plan

The Ontario Municipal Board wishes to have a plan for the landscaping for the lots
backing onto the Old Carp Road.

The applicant has provided a proposal for a landscape plan prepared by Ms. Diane
Huffman. Attachment 5,is in two parts, firstly the summary provided on July 5,200
along with Ms. Huffman’s curriculum vitae, and secondly the draft report provided on
July 20, 2000. This report was completed to provide landscaping for the subdivision in
the following areas:

- along the 0Old Carp Road,

- abutting the remnant Cox lands,

- in the area at the rear of Lots 26 to 30 of the revised plan (originally lots

1 to 5 of Cox phase), and
- two designs for the areas where tree planting will be required to achieve
buffering between building envelopes on certain lots.

Staff Recommendation:

7. That the landscape plan be amended to provide for a buffer for the
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intersection of Lochead Lane and Old Carp Road as noted in the July 10,
2000 Greer Galloway letter.

8. That the landscape plan be amended to reflect the distribution of trees
showing the actual number proposed for each area noted on the plan, for
security calculations.

9. That the landscape plan be subject to a review by a Landscape Architect
prior to the plan being approved for use in the proposed subdivision.

10. That the revised plan include a distribution of tree types which will
provide for true screening between dwellings using both canopy type trees
and those which will provide screening from the ground up (i.e. spruce),
and provide for the introduction of sufficient canopy trees along Old Carp
Road to extend the scenic route while taking into account the vista of the
Carp River Valley.

Basis:

Township staff have completed the initial review of the proposed plan, but will be
consulting with a Landscape Architect prior to finalizing our comments on the
proposal. This review should be done in time for the initial public meeting for late
July.

The additional details noted in the recommendations are all required for the detailed
work in preparing the subdivision approval. The actual number of trees proposed may be
appropriate, but as we will be assessing securities on a lot by lot basis the actual
distribution of species is required.

In accordance with the recommendation of Greer Galloway, the planting in the area of
the intersection of Old Carp Road and Lochead Lane must be amended to provide a visual
buffer for definition of the intersection and the lessening of headlight impact from
Old Carp Road into the subdivision.

5. Alterations to the Draft Conditions

The latest version of the draft conditions was a document which is found at Attachment
Number 6.

These conditions reflect most of the discussion which took place during the OMB
hearing.

Staff would ask that the items listed above as recommendations, and the alterations
noted below become the Township’s request for draft conditions.

The following is a review of the Regional Conditions for items which staff are
recommending alteration. The conditions recommended by the Township in 1999 are cross
referenced in each case. The intent here is to summarize which conditions should be
amended and/or altered to reflect the current situation:

Condition 1 should be amended to include reference to the Blocks which are set
aside for the future access to the Honeywell lands and to the railway, as shown
on the revised plan as Blocks “A” and “B” (was condition 1 from Township list).
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Condition 2 should be amended by adding the following to the end of the clause
to reflect Township condition 23:

“The developer may opt to provide a combination cash/letter of credit and
lots as security for the Township works. The specific lots and number of
lots to be to the satisfaction of Township staff in accordance with
current policy”.

Condition 5 should be amended to add the word “plan’ after the word “planting’
in the first line (was condition 7 in Township list and the changes reflect the
amendment to one phase).

Condition 7 should be amended to note that Lochead Lane has been accepted as the
street name for Street Number 1 (this was condition 3 from Township list).

Condition 8 has been amended to delete reference to phasing (this was condition
3 from Township list).

Condition 10 should be deleted as the conditions noted above under Issues 1, 2
and 3 reflect the current situation for information regarding access to the
subdivision (this was condition 24 from Township list).

Condition 11 should be amended to accept Block “B” for access to the railway
lands has been shown on the revised draft plan, and to change “Street No. 1" to
“Lochead Lane” (this was condition 21 from Township list).

Condition 14 should be amended in clause “a)” to change the word “treed”’ to
“tree”.

Condition 15 should be amended to include the following at the end of the
clause:(as agreed upon by the Township) “This amount to be the current
equivalent of the 1999 value of $18,500.00 for cash-in-lieu of parkland.” (this
was condition 11 from Township list).

Condition 16 should be amended to delete reference to phasing in the Ffirst line
by deleting ““of any phase”.

Condition 28 should be amended to add the following after the word facilities in
line 2: “or for drainage purposes” (this was condition 9 from Township list).

Condition 30 should be amended to delete the words “and phasing” in line 3.
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There were three (3) Township conditions from 1999 that were not included within a
specific regional condition:

# 25 - A new condition to reflect Condition 25 from the original Township
requests as follows:

“The Township acknowledges that as a result of further studies, and
information which will be required to be provided to the Ontario Municipal
Board redesign (relotting) of the plan may be required prior to final
approval, and that the Township’s interests in this matter is to ensure
that at least 0.8 hectares, per lot, are outside of the “marsh’ area as
finally defined by Gorrell Resources.

NOTE: This condition is being requested to ensure that the requirements of the
Township zoning by-law are attained in the final subdivision design.

# 14 - A new condition to reflect Condition 14 from the original Township
requests as follows:

“That a grade and drainage plan shall be submitted to the Township for
their review and approval and provision shall be made in the subdivision
agreement for the implementation of the plan™.

NOTE: This is in addition to the storm water management reports as this deals
with the grading found on each lot to ensure the proper implementation of each
of the Gorrell recommendations.

# 27 - Condition 27 from the original Township requested as follows:

“The developer shall provide to the satisfaction of the Township of West
Carleton, a review the accumulated affect of area development on quality
and quantity of groundwater, transportation safety, aesthetics and land
uses”.

Staff would recommend that this condition be deleted from the Township’s
requests for conditions.

NOTE: It appears that the impact questions are being dealt with by each of the
various studies bing completed by the various experts - Hydrogeology, traffic,
planning. As such staff are satisfied to recommend to Council that the Regional
conditions as proposed and noted above for amendment are appropriate.

OUTSTANDING REPORTS:

Please note that further amendments may be made to these conditions by the Ontario
Municipal Board in order to implement the Gorrell Resources report, but as that
information will not be available until September, staff are not able to provide

8
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comments on the recommendations.

SUMMARY OF POSITION - ZONING BY-LAW

The OMB heard submissions for amendment to the zoning by-law during the hearing. By-
law 64 of 1999 was passed by Council in December 1999 and was appealed to the OMB
along with the subdivision plan.

The primary change was to the issue of phasing and the removal of reference to this
and inclusion of changes to the reference to lot numbers.

Staff make the following recommendations for amendment to the zoning by-law:
A) That clause 3 iv) be amended to reflect the deletion of phasing to read as follows:

Building Setback, Rear (minimum)
Lots 1 to 11, Lots 18 to 25, and 31 to33
inclusive 7.5 metres
B) That clause 3 v) be amended to reflect the deletion of phasing to read as follows:

Special Building Setback, Rear (minimum)
a) Lots 12 to 17, and 26 to 30 45 metres

b) Use of lands within Special Building Setback

The 45 metre rear yard shall be left in its natural
state. No part of any structure including fences, well
or sewage disposal system shall be located within the 45
metre rear setback.

C) That the schedule be amended to change the reference to “Torbolton” to “Huntley’.

Staff have included the revised by-law for consideration at Attachment Number 7.

PREPARED BY: Timothy F. Chadder
RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED BY: Timothy F. Chadder

Summary of Attachments:

1. Memorandum from Denton Byers of Mclntosh Hill Engineering Services Ltd. (Owners
Consultant - Dated July 5, 2000.
2. Letter from Neil Caldwell of Greer Galloway Group Inc. (Township Consultant) -

Dated July 10, 2000.

3. Revised subdivision Plan from the developer showing the latest layout of lots
and road configuration.

4. Letter from Mr. Honeywell regarding road access. - Dated June 28, 2000.

5. Landscaping Proposal from - Diane Huffman on behalf of developer - Dated
(received) July 7, 2000 and amended with full report July 19, 2000.

6. Proposed Draft Conditions

7. Revised Zoning By- law for OMB
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HISTORIC ELMWOOD
14 August 2000
SUMMARY OF COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC AND FINAL RECOMMENDATIONS FOR SUBMISSION TO RMO-C

The process for this subdivision is as follows:
- Township is to review the subdivision and make its final recommendations for

the OMB to review and make its decision.
- RMO-C is to review the recommendations of Council and forward its opinions to
the OMB to review and make its decision.

The Ontario Municipal Board has given direction to review a very specific set of
issues, but staff are going to provide a review of all of the issues so that Council
will be dealing with the entire subdivision review so that this matter should not have
to come to Council again.

The following is a summary of the letters which have been received iIn response to the
request for comments on this proposal:

1. Derek Smith August 10

2. Mrs. Clement July 31 - verbal comments
3. Mark Critoph August 6

4. Howard Tweddle & Eveline Dechef August 2

5. Norm Hallendy & Diana Cousens July 31

6. Stewart & Elizabeth Arnott July 23

7. Gordon and Mardi Armstrong July 31

8. Linda Thompson July 28

9. Roger Harris and Derek Smith July 28

10. Shannon Rampton July 31

The following is a summary of the issues which were raised in these submissions:

Derek Smith

1. No pavement realignment of Gourlay Lane at Old Carp, use painted markings.

2. Not acceptable to have Lochead Lane as proposed by developer.

3. Huntmar access not Old Carp Road

4. IT development is acceptable in groundwater discharge zone then warning clause

in purchase and sale agreements required to note that buildings and service will
be above grade.
5. Landscape plan insufficient
a) existing vegetation exaggerated - required to meet 75% tree cover.
b) wider area along Old Carp Road and mix is improper. Should have 10 metre
spacing of better quality trees with intermediate shrubs.
c) double amount of planting along lot lines and add areas on the lots
themselves.
d) double size of trees froml" to 2"
e) plan to minimize costs. Plan for Caldwell so poor have no confidence that

this plan will be any better.
T) developer must not be able to transfer planting to future property owners.
6. (Shown as second #5 on Smith letter) limit Cox lands to bungalows along Old Carp

Road.
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7. Same development controls for wet lots of Cox lands (described by landscape

architect) should be used as for wetlands of Rampton.
8. Increase minimum house size as developer recommended.
9. Technical issues in July 27 letter - see later on.

Mrs. Clement
10. Opposed to the three way stop
11. Opposed to the creation of Lochead Lane at it proposed location.

Mark Critoph

12. Do not support the 3-way stop sign.
13. Not support realignment of Gourlay Lane
14 . Not agree with caliper of maple trees.

Howard Tweddle & Eveline Dechef
15. Object to the creation of a road to Huntmar

Norman Hallendy & Diana Cousens
16. Object to short notice

17 . Not support Lochead at Old Carp - prefer Cul-de-sac and access from Gourlay

Stewart and Elizabeth Arnott
18. Object to the creation of a road to Huntmar

Gordon and Mardi Armstrong

19. Object to short notice

20. McIntosh-Hill Report and Schedule “C” - discrepancy between sight line distance

21 . No pavement realignment of Gourlay Lane at Old Carp, use painted markings and
vision not improved without the removal of several trees

22 . No warning signs on Old Carp that Gourlay Lane exists

23. Tree planting which has taken place is inconsequential - when does real planting
take place?

24 . Why h aven’t all of the letters been included?

Linda Thompson

25. Object to the creation of a road to Huntmar - Mr. Webber noted that he would not
be pursuing this alternative at the hearing, the staff report should bring
closure to this.

Roger Harris & Derek Smith

26 . Object to short notice

27 . Hydrogeology - trust that the OMB will have improved data upon which to base its
decision

28 .. Landscape Plan - No copy of landscape plan provided.

29 . Landscape plan - Has not accounted for the new intersection of Lochead and Old
Carp and the impact it will have on the existing vegetation

30. Traffic - Not circulate all of the reports.

31. Traffic - not dealt with Huntmar access versus Lochead and Old Carp

32. Traffic - no rationale for a three way stop. The TAC standards do no t justify
the 3-way plus the reduction in speed.

33. Traffic - Old Carp Road should be super-elevated at corner where Lochead Lane
will access.

34 . Traffic - Storage platform for Lochead does not take into account limitations

introduced by curve on Old Carp Road.



PLANNING REPORT 00-24 page 12

Review of Draft Conditions and Zoning By-law

Historic Elmwood for OMB - OMB file PL991200 21 July 2000

35. Traffic - not support realignment of Gourlay Lane, should use pavement markings.

36. Traffic - not recommending landscap ing for Smith/Dore home at intersection of
Old Carp and Gourlay due to headlight impact

37. Warning clause for houses where raised services and homes will be required.

Shannon Rampton

38. Supports 50 kilometre per hour speed limit.

REVIEW OF PUBLIC INPUT :

1. Not realign Gourlay Lane (repeated under # 13, 21, 35) but use pavement

markings.

Comment: The use of pavement markings is not recommended by staff. If G ourlay
is to be improved then the realignment should take place as a
condition of development. Council could make this amendment if they
chose to do so.

No change to draft conditions are recommended (page 3, item # 1).

2. Lochead Lane as proposed is not acceptable (repeated under # 11, 17)

Comment: The traffic engineers for the owner and the Township have reviewed
various options - as noted - and the recommendation for the second
access is to place Lochead Lane as shown, on the curve, at the west
end of the subdivision.

No change to draft conditions are recommended (page 4, item # 2).

3. Huntmar should form the second access (repeated under # 31) - both from Mr.

Smith

Huntmar should not form second access (repeated under #15, 18, 25)

Comment: The traffic engineering reports completed by ALL parties to the
hearing dismissed the creation of a second access to Huntmar Road.
The lawyer for Mr. Smith, the person raising this matter, had agreed
at the hearing that this would not be pursued.

Staff will not make any change to the recommendation for this review.

4. Notice on title for discharge zone to be notified on title to note that

development is to be above grade (repeated under # 37).

Comment: This is in all likelihood going to be a recommendation from the
hydrogeologist. Staff concur that an appropriate clause notifying
owners of the need to build raised foundations will be the standard
should be included as a condition of the Township. This will be
reflected in the approved grading drawings and can also form a
condition within the agreement.

Staff recommend that the request for draft conditions be amended to include the
following:

“The owner shall include a minimum elevation for the underside of footings for
the development of lots with the 45 metre setback and any other lots noted by
the hydrogeologist on the grading and drainage plans and a clause shall be
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included in the subdivision agreement to note that these limitations exist.”

Landscape plan is insufficient
a) The plan is exaggerated in showing where existing vegetation is found and the
75% requirement for tree cover is not met.

Comment: The plan was developed to show the area where additional planting
will be required. The intent appears to be met by the proposed plan.
The Official Plan does not require all lots to have 75% tree cover.
The plan requires subdivisions to be developed where 75% of the
lands contain natural amenities The intent is to preserve the rural
in character of the Township. The landscape plan meets this intent.

No change to draft conditions are recommended (page 6, item # 7 to 10).

b) More planting required along Old Carp Road - 10 metre spacing of better
quality trees
Also # 5d and 14 - disagreed with caliper preferred to see 2" or 3"
Also # 23 - when will real tree planting start
Also #28 - no plan provided
Also #29 - not show impact on existing when Lochead build to Old Carp Road

Comment: The landscape plan shows maple trees along Old Carp Road on the
private property. The plan showed 1" trees which will be planted.
The size of trees and the spacing were the recommendations of the
Landscape architect and Council can recommend more density, but
staff do not see the need to do so at this time. The trees which Mr.
Cox planted - mix of conifers - were seedlings and where not a part
of this approval, they were simply a start for some trees which can
be used on the subdivision as it develops. The plan has been
provided to all participants. The impact of Lochead was not shown in
detail, but staff did note that the headlight impact should be
addressed. That recommendation can be amended to add this idea.

Staff would recommend that the recommendations for the landscaping be amended to
include the plan being amended to show if replacement will be required as a
result of the construction of Lochead Lane at Old Carp Road (page 6, item 7).

c) Double the planting required between the lot lines and add areas not on lot

Comment: It should be noted that this matter was not requested to be provided
at this time by the OMB. The intent of the planting is to provide a
buffer between amenity areas of the lots. The location and the
amount are both being questioned. Upon review the amount of
plantings and the types appear to provide for the intent of the
plant, but staff would prefer that these be examples of the numbers
and types and that the locations be finalized at such time as there
are approved grading plans, and proposed house locations. This will
allow for clearly meeting the intent of the plan. The inclusion of
an amending process to allow for house location to be taken into
account should also be included.

Staff would recommend that condition 10 have the following added:
“The landscape plan showing the plantings between lots are be used as
examples of the types and number of trees which shall be planted, and that
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these locations be finalized during the registration process to allow for
the plantings to be placed in the best locations taking into account the
grading plan and any other information which is pertinent. This final plan
shall be included in the subdivision agreement, and securities shall be
held by the Township and the planting plan may be amended at the time of
building permit, with the approval of the Township, to ensure that proper
screening of the amenity area of the proposed house is attained” (this
should be added to Page 6, item 10).

e) Mr. Smith has no faith that the planting plan will be very good.

Comment: The plan put forth is done by a qualified Landscape Architect and
appears to meet the intent of the Official Plan. The implementation
procedure is outlined and the concept appears sound.

No change to draft conditions are recommended (page 6, item # 7 to 10).

) Mr. Smith wants the trees on the lots to be a requirement of the subdivider.

Comment: The draft conditions require that securities be provided for the
work. When a lot transfers then the owner should have the right to
transfer this requirement. There is no requirement for a house to be
built within a specified time frame so this type of requirement
appears onerous and of no benefit to the Township. The interest is
in assuring that the works are done, provided securities are held
then the Township will be satisfied.

No change to draft conditions are recommended (page 6, item # 7 to 10).

Limit Cox lands to bungalows for less impact.

Comment: The lands s lope away from Old Carp Road. The development of a
standard two storey home on these lots does not appear to provide
for any greater impact than a bungalow, specially when taking into
account the tree planting.

No change to the zoning by-law is recommended.

Same development controls for wet lots of Cox lands - as described by the

landscape architect - as for wetlands of Rampton .

Comment: The zoning by-law already has a 45 metre setback for all of the Cox
lands which back onto the railway tracks; therefore this has been
accounted for previously.

No change to the zoning by-law is needed.

Increase minimum house size as requested by developer.

Comment: As noted by staff at the OMB hearing and on other occasions, staff
request that the standard house sizes be included in the by-law. The
developer has requested larger house sizes and should Council wish
to include this change they may ask the OMB to do so. The developer
has made mention of a similar request, but has not formally
requested a change.
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The house sizes are as follows:

page

15

21 July 2000

HOUSE TYPE STAFF RECOMMENDAT ION DEVELOPER RECOMMENDATION
and found in by-law as
approved
1 storey 112m2 (1206Ft2) 140m2 (1507Ft2)
2 storey 140m2 (1507ft=) 185m2 (1,992ft=)
split level 120m2 (1,291ft2) n/a
9. Cross reference by Mr. Smith to technical issues only.
10. Opposed to three way stop (repeated under # 12, 32)

Comment:

The res idents are concerned with the impact a three way stop will
have wit respect to their ability to drive up the hill when
eastbound on Old Carp Road during the winter. Also at the Public
Meeting the idea of increased noise resulting from the stopping and
staring would be a negative impact. Staff have reviewed this matter
and have found that the issue of travelling up the Old Carp Road
should not be adversely impacted by the creation of a stop sign.
From a non-technical review, staff would agree that there would
likely be an increase in noise as a result of the stop signs. The
three way was intended to be a traffic calming measure and was not
developed as a result of need. These streets are very minor roads in
terms of traffic volumes. The fact that there will be turning
movements introduced at this location was thought to be a reason to
have such measures taken to assist in dealing with the residents
concerns about the turning movements at this location. Should
Council wish to delete this requirement they are in a position to do
So.

No change to draft conditions are recommended (page 5, item # 4).

16 . Object to short notice (repeated under # 19, 26).

Comment:

As the appellants wished to have Regional Council review this
matter, and the OMB agreed, a work back was undertaken to determine
the schedule. The OMB will reconvene on October 10,2000. Regional
Council had to deal with it on September 27, 2000 and at Planning
and Environment Committee on September 12, 2000, with reports filed
with the Regional Committee Secretariat by the last week in August.
Township Council also had to review it and that meant August 15,
2000. Also, the pubic needed an opportunity to review the
information and ask questions before this report was written so a
meeting was held July 31, 2000 and comments allowed up to August
10,2000 - meaning this report was authored after that point in time.
Lastly, the information was provided outlining this schedule in
early July with the detailed information provided as it was
available. The timing was pushed as far back as possible to allow
for input. Staff have attempted to provide as much information as




PLANNING REPORT 00-24 page 16
Review of Draft Conditions and Zoning By-law
Historic Elmwood for OMB - OMB file PL991200 21 July 2000

possible and have asked for input up to the last moment.

20. Discrepancy between Sight line distance in report and on Schedule in Mclntosh
Hill report.
Comment: This matter will be reviewed and the correct figures placed in the
report.

22 . No warning signs about Gourlay Lane existing when approac h on Old Carp.
Comment: Staff can add a requirement for signage as a part of the approval of
the road designs.

24 . Why haven’t all the letters been included.
Comment: All letter received up to August 10, 2000 were included in this
final report. They were not included in the draft report as most
were received after the initial report was completed.

27 . Hydrogeology - Trust that improved data will be provided for OMB to base its
decision.
Comment: This matter is before the OMB and the hydrogeologist is completing

the study which was requested to be completed.
33. Old Carp Road should be superelevated at Lochead Lane.
Comment: The traffic engineers have not made this recommendation based upon

the decrease in the posted speed limit.

No change to draft conditions are recommended (page 5, item # 6).

36. Traffic - not recommending landscaping for Smith/Dore home at interse ction of
Old Carp and Gourlay due to headlight impact.
Comment: The existing situation was not reviewed as this is an existing

intersection and was not a part of this approval.
No change to draft conditions are recommended (page 3, item # 1).
This is the end of the review of the comments provided to staff.

The following is the revised recommendation which staff would ask Committee and
Council to consider this evening:

REVISED STAFF Recommendation:

Staff hereby recommend to the Executive Committee, and Council, that the draft
conditions found at Attachment Number 6 and as amended as a result of the public input
noted in the this report, be adopted by Council and request that the Regional
Municipality of Ottawa-Carleton include these as conditions of the approval of the
draft plan of subdivision 06798025, OMB file number PL991200, and

Further that the final position of the Township be to delete the requirement for a
three way stop at the new street and Old Carp Road; and

Further that the final position of the Township be to use pavement markings and not a
reconfiguration of asphalt for the intersection of Gourlay Lane and Old Carp Road; and
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Further that Zoning by-law 46 of 1999 be amended to reflect the deletion of phasing of
this subdivision and to reflect that the proposal is in the former Huntley Township
and the minimum house sizes be amended to reflect those proposed by the developer and
accepted by the residents as shown in Attachment Number 7, and

Further that the Ontario Municipal Board be asked to approve the subdivision and the
zoning by-law, in accordance with the rationale outlined in Planning Report 00-24.
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UPDATE RESULTING FROM COUNCIL MEETING OF 15 AUGUST

At the Council meeting two changes were made by Council. The first was to deleted the
request for a three way stop at Old Carp and Lochead Lane. The second was to require
only pavement markings for the intersection of Gourlay and Old Carp Roads.

Based upon these two changes the Township will forward its comments to the RMO-C.

In discussions with Mr. Smith during the meeting it was clear that he wishes all of
this reivewed by the OMB and believes that staff are not taking seriously the issues
raised by the residents. To that end no discussion of the report took place at the
meeting.

Council passed the following Motion:

MOTION 246:-: Moved by Reitsma, seconded by Daley, Be it resolved that: This
Council, on recommendation of Executive approve the draft conditions found at
Attachment Number 6 and as amended as a result of the public input noted in the
planning report, be adopted by Council and request that the Regional Municipality of
Ottawa-Carleton include these as conditions of the approval of the draft plan of
subdivision 06798025, OMB file number PL991200, and

Further that the final position of the Township be to delete the requirement for a
three way stop at the new street and Old Carp Road; and

Further that the final position of the Township be to use pavement markings and not a
reconfiguration of asphalt for the intersection of Gourlay Lane and Old Carp Road; and
Further that Zoning by-law 46 of 1999 be amended to reflect the deletion of phasing of
this subdivision and to reflect that the proposal is in the former Huntley Township
and the minimum house sizes be amended to reflect those proposed by the developer and
accepted by the residents as shown in Attachment Number 7, and

Further that the Ontario Municipal Board be asked to approve the subdivision and the
zoning by-law, in accordance with the rationale outlined in Planning Report 00-24.

CARRIED.



ANNEX C

Comments Received from the Public
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Mr. Tim Chadder e s e man
Director of Planning oo 1 L dovu
Township of West Carleton

Re: Rampton Cox subdivision

Dear Mr. Chadder

As requested at the public meeting held on August 2, 2000 we are providing our comments on the
Conditions of subdivision approval that you will present to the West Carlcton Council on August 13.

D

2)

It was agreed that re-alignment of the Gourlay Lane exit to the Old Carp Road is unnecessary. There is
insufficient room along Gourlay lane to move the position of the existing ditches by 3 metres as
proposed by Mr. Byres. A white stop linc and lane lines can be added to focus and orient cars which
are leaving Gourlay lane and moving onto the Carp Road. No tree cutting is required along the Carp
Road in the area of the maple arch.

The exit of the proposed subdivision across the Cox field onto the Old Carp Road is unacceptable to
most of the members in the community, We do not believe that the proposed cxit is safe and we
believe the proposal is a significant risk to the public safety of the community. The existing proposal,
will;

not changc the site lines on the curve, which expert evidence at the hearing showed to be substandard
not change the problem with the super-elevation of the road

docs not redesign the exit from the Cox field to accommeodate the required improvements in the Old
Carp road required to make the exit safe, nor does it address the negative visual impacts associated
with this proposal

Furthermore, the idca of putting in a 3 way stop at this proposed corner is unacceptable to the community
and a 50-km road speed along the entire road cannot be enforced. (Signs do not make a road safe. This is a
fundamental principal of wansportation engineering).

3)

4)

5)

We feel that a viable alternative from the subdivisions exists. A road exit to Huntmar is acceprable to
most of the members of the community. This alternative was negated by Mr. Byers for abstract and
undefendable reason i.e the road exit would be too close the existing Huntmar/Old Carp Road
intersection. This argument is not based on a technical argument and this alternative is much superiot
to the dangerous exist which is proposcd from the Cox field.

If the hydrogeology work which is being completed by Gorrel Resources supports the idea that
development in the groundwater discharge zone is acceptable, then the limitations that building in
these zones (i.e the requirement to build basements and services entirely above existing grade) must
be clearly outlined as a detailed warning in the purchase and sale agreement.

The landscaping plan as proposed at the meeting is inadequate and deficient for the following reasons:

The mapping of the existing areas of vegetation presented at the meeting was inaccurate. Spccifically
the vegetation shown at the back of the Cox field is very exaggerated. If the open Cox field is
acceptable for a country estate subdivisions, despite the fact that it is altmost totally unvegetated, then
the devclopment must be required to meet the 75% tree cover requirement of the planning act through
the landscaping plan. The proposed plan must be much more extensive.

The width of the zone, which will be vegetated along the Old Carp Road, should be wider. The mix of
trees proposed for this zone is improper. A 30-metre spacing of ree saplings with intermediate scrub
bushes (pin cherries etc) is inadequate. A 10 metre spacing with a better quality of trees and
intermediate shrubs which will have the potential to extend the maple arch and the scenic aspect of this
feature.
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e The area and amount of trees, which are proposed for planting along lot lines, is inadequate. We
suggest that these zones be at least doubled in area. The plan should include plans for areas of
vegetation within lots as well as along lot boundaries.

e The proposed tree size should be larger. The proposal to plant 1” thick saplings with a 6 foot height is
unacceptable. Tree sizes should be at least twicc this size and should have the ability of providing an
almost mature tree cover within 10 years.

o The existing vegetation plan is designed simply to minimize the costs to the developer. We find this
unacceptable. The tree planting plan, which was carried out in the Caldwell subdivision (under West
Carleton Township supervision), so poorly done that we lack confidence that the Cox plan will be
implemented in a better fashion.

o  The developer must not be able to transfer the implementation of the landscape plan to the propetty
owners when lots are sold.

5) The Cox subdivision lots should have some building size, location and height constraints imposed on it.
To mitigate the negative visual impact, we would like to see bungalows built on the lots along the Old Carp
Road as was done in the Huntley Ridge subdivision on Locharron.

6) The landscape architect hired by the developer mentioned that some of the lots at the back of the
property were wet in the meeting and she prescribed special tree species for this area. The development
controls prescribed for the Rampton wetlands should also apply to the wet lots at the back of the Cox field.

6) The minimum house size in the development should be increased as recommended by the developer.

Furthermare, we refer you to the comments about technical issues and the approval procedures included in
the Harris letter dated July 27, 2000. These comments are stil] valid in light of the public meeting and they
require attention during the preparation of your submission to council.

Respectfully Submitted

Derek P Smith
102 Gourlay Lane
Carp Ontario
KO0A 1L0

i
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Sent: Sunday, August 06, 2000 2:02 PM
To: tchadder@twp.west-carleton.on.ca
Ce: pwebber@bellbaker.com

Sui)ject: Process for providing input into Elmwood OMB hearing

August 6, 2000

Mr. Tim Chadder
Director of Planning and Development
Township of West Carleton

Mr. Chadder,

We wish to express our opposition to the planned three-way stop at the comer of Old Carp Road
and Lochead Lane. In our opinion, this stop will make ascending the hill on Old Carp very difficult
in the winter, as well as stopping at it when going down the hill in the opposite direction.
Reducing the speed limit to 50 kph is sufficient traffic calming.

We also believe that the realignment of Gourlay Lane is not required. The mouth of the lane s
sufficiently wide to permit cars to property align themselves with the Old Carp road without the
planned modification.

We were also disappointed with the tree planting plan with respect to the caliper of the maple
trees. It will take at least fifteeen years before any significant cover will be provided. We had
several three inch trees planted 15 years ago without any loss.

Mark and Marilyn Critoph
1805 Old Carp Rd.
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From: Eveline Dechef [crompton@sympatico.ca]
Sent: Wednesday, August 02, 2000 1:16 PM

To: tchadder@twp.west-carieton.on.ca
Subject:  Historic Elmwood Subdivision PL991200

1 Aug 2000

1333 Huntmar Drive
Carp, Ont, KOA 1LO

To: Timothy F. Chadder M.C.L.P., R.P.P.

Re: Historic Elmwood Subdivision PL891200
Objection to Huntmar Drive access

Dear Mr Chadder.

Following the .public meeting last night, we are writing with comments on the package dated 24
July, and about items arising at that meeting. We raised similar concerns in our letter to you of 8
Juty.

We are very disturbed that certain parties have brought forward the prospect of an access onto
Huntmar Drive. We have had assurances that neither the township nor the developers see this as
a viable option for very sound reasons. But as the matter was again raised at this meeting, we
feel bound to re-state our extremely strong objections to any such route. Our reasons are as
follows:

- Such a road could come within 23 metres of our house and would leave our property bounded
by roadways on three sides. We would be subjected to the traffic, noise and nuisance from both
such a new intersection and the closely adjoining Huntmar/Old Carp intersection. '

- Along the south-east side of our lot and the adjacent lots, where such a road would run, there is
a beautiful 300-metre stretch of hedgerow and trees which is also a rich habitat for wildlife. A
roadway in that spot would neediessly destroy this valuable natural asset. It would also destroy
the privacy of our back and side yards.

- An access onto Huntmar Drive is anyway of very questionable value in terms of health, safety
and traffic issues. As an alternative to the officially proposed access at the west end of Lochead
Lane, it would still leave 26 of the new properties on a cul-de-sac nearly 1km long. In other words,
it is not really a true second access point to the development.

- The location of an intersection onto Huntmar next to our property would place it dangerously
close to the existing Huntmar/Old Carp intersection. Worse, it would place our driveway between
the two, only 25m away. This combination must raise serious safety concerns. Note that we were
obliged 1o position our house and driveway over to the sauth-east side of the lot specifically to
distance it from the intersection so it would be foolish to introduce a new intersection even closer
to our driveway.

- Huntmar Drive is an unpaved road, often in very poor condition, by comparison with Old Carp
Road, which is a nicely paved road with uninterrupted paved access to March Road. This would
point to Old Carp being a much better choice for the access roads.




All reports and studies done to date conclude that the Gourlay Lane - Lochead Lane loop meets
all requirements. We object strongly to further consideration of the Huntmar alternative, which has
safety, landscape and habitat concerns and would be so disruptive to us and our neighbours.

Sincerely,

Howard Tweddle,
Eveline Dechef

howard tweddle@mitel.com
(613) 839-3478 (H)
(613) 592-2122 (W)



From: Norm Hallendy [tukilik@sympatico.cal
Sent: Manday, July 31, 2000 12:12 AM

To: tchadder@twp.west-carleton.on.ca
Subject:  Historic Elmwood - Background for Public Input - Material dated 24 July 2000

Dear Mr. Chadder:

This will serve as our response to the background information sent to us 24 July. Would you
please ensure that our comments are presented at the July 31 public meeting.

First, let me say that the timetable and response times permitted us has not improved. We had
higher expectations given the comments made by the OMB. Norm is still in the Arctic and we
have to prearrange any discussions. |imagine we are not the only ones affected by short
leadtimes.

Norm and ! are still opposed to the proposed exit on the curve of the Old Carp Road (Lochead). |
have spoken with the Ministry of Transportation. The Ontaric Provincial Standards are merely to
be used as guidelines for minimum standards. They are not intended to replace judgement calls
about the desirability or safety concerns when it comes to deciding where to place an
intersection.

The correspondence from Mr. Bryan Davies dated 5 June 2000 suggested one exit for Elmwood
instead of two because traffic from the subdivision would not be heavy. He also stated that the
second exit at Lochead should not proceed unless the Township would consider a 3-way stop.
Why would the Township consider a 3-way stop at the junction of a roadway and a subdivision
exit?

Any proposal for an exit on the curve of the Old Carp Road is simply not acceptable to us.
Diana Cousens and
Norman Hallendy, Residents of 1947 Old Carp Road.
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Stewart & Elizabeth Arnott
1311 Huntmar Dr.

Carp, Ontario

KOA1LO

839-2807

July 28, 2000

Mr. Chadder
Director of Planning & Development
Township of West Carleton

Re: Historical Eimwood Subdivision

Sir, | have read the report of July 24th. and t have no objections to what has
been proposed in this draft plan. However, in the past there has been
suggestions as 10 a road for a second exit out onto Huntmar. If this is the
case, then | am strongly opposed to it.

I 'am hoping to attend the meeting on July 31, 2000. Thank you for the
information.

Sincerely,

oo Qutt-

Stewart Amott.



July 31, 2000 112 Gourlay Lane

R R #3
Carp, Ontario
Tim Chadder ' KOA 1LO
Township of Wast Carleton
5670 Camp Road
Kinburn, Ontario |
L300 20

Dear Mr. Chadder  FILE ; elmwood DO502ELM
With regard to your mema received July 25 - we wish to make the following comments :

Firstly - we were disappointad but not surprised - after having had this problem before with
regard to short notification, that it should happen once again. Surely this information could
have been avaijlable to us in a more timely fashion. Less than a week for notification of a
meating which as you are awaro is vary important to us ali means that our neighbors who are
out of town for two weeks will be unable to attend or respond to your memo.

Thase are the main issues that wa wish to address :

1) There appear to be several discrepancies in this report - one being in the Mcintosh Hill
Engineering report which seems to have contradictions between “sight line” distance in
the written report and those on Schedule C.

2) Instead of intruding on Gourlay Lane residence property frontage, the entrance/exit to
Gourlay Jane could be realigned by simple line marking of the road. The area of paving
adjacent to Old Carp Road is unchanged on the Macintosh Hill Schedule E when
comparad with current conditions. Surely the easiest and cheapest method to allign
traffic at right angles to Old Carp Road would be by line marking.

Although the Macintosh Hill Schedule E claims to save 3 mature trees east of the
intersection with their proposed realignment, | don't see any way to reduce the dangers
of this exit substantially without removing several of the trees.

3) As it is just now, there is no indication from either direction - as you travel along Old
Carp Road, 1o signify that traffic may be coming from a side road (Gourlay Lane) so
that when they are speeding along Old Carp Road - well past the posted speed of
70kph and closer to 80 or 90 - from an easterly direction, they are unaware of the
possibility of traffic coming from their left.

Last week | witnessed a police car exiting from Gourlay and aimost getting hit, and that
was simply because the police driver did not hesitate before turning along into Old Carp
Road - that would have made an interesting police report!

4) The tree planting that has been carried out by the developer along Old Carp Road is
inconsequential. Of course the grass is higher than them now. When does the real
planting take place?

5) Part of your report contains a letter from Edwin Honaywell regarding his lands, The
ceriain individuals that voiced their opinions about a road there as far as we are aware,
were in fact from the Rampton camp. Why is this letter part of the report anyway?
Why not have all of our letters - we are all affected and live here too and have lived
here for many years. On Gourlay Lane we have 4 houses that generate probably
about 60 automobile journeys per week and we are looking at an increase of 33 fold -
of course we are concerned! One would be foolish not to be!

Gordon and Mardi Armstrong MW ~ Ww J; ]Q\/W S fVOV\é/

JUL. 31 'e8 13:51 £138352616 PAGE. 91
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1778 01d Carp Road, RR#3
Carp, Ontario KOA 1LO
Telephone 839-2216

July 28, 2000

Mr. T. Chadder

Director of Planning & Development
Township of West Carleton

5670 Carp Road

Kinburn, Ont, KOA 2HO

Dear Mr. Chadder:

Re Proposed Plan of Subdivision, Historic Elmwood,
Township of West Carleton, OMB File #PL991200

T wish to reiterate my position regarding the subject of
alternate road locations, should the matter arise at the
public meeting on July 31,2000.

I am strongly opposed to any proposed alternate access road(s)
rhat would be placed either beside our property to 0ld Carp
Road, or behind our property to Huntmar Drive. My reasons

are outlined in my letter of appeal of November 26, 1999,
namely unsuitability of location, major destruction of trees,
loss of privacy and security in our backyard, and devaluation
of property value.

At the Ontario Municipal Board hearing on June 6, 2000, Mr.
Webber's first wirness, Mr. R. Hunton, transportation engineer
with MecCormick Rankin Corp., produced a report and gave evi-
dence that he would not recommend either of the alternate road
accesses. In forming his professional opinion, Mr. Hunton had
made an on-site inspection and had reviewed both the R. V,
Anderson report and the McIntosh Hill reporet,

Following Mr. Hunton's testimony, the Chair of the Board was
advised by Mr. Webber and other counsel present that an alter-—
nate road access either beside or behind our property would
not be part of the evidence given or pursued at the hearing.

In light of this development, my legal counsel, Mr, J, Peart
advised the Chair that he would not be calling evidence on
my behelf.



Fimwood Subdivision.....-.Page 2

These alternative locations for access roads are not
recommended by three transporration engineers, nor are

they supported by the Township of West Carleton's planning’
department, nor the planners at the Regional Municipality
of Ottawa-Carleton.

These facts and the most recent Township Planning Report
of July 21,2000 should bring closure to this matter.

Sincerely,

Linda R. Thompson (Mrs.)

and

Power of Attorney for
Grant G. Thompson



July 28, 2000

Mr. Tim Chadder

Director of Planning and Development
Township of West Carleton

5670 Carp Road

Kinburn, ON KO0A 2HO

Dear Mr. Chadder:

Re: Your Memo of July 24, 2000 - Public Input - Elmwood
Subdivision

We have received and reviewed your memos of June 30, July 4 and July 24
2000. You will recall from your attendance at the Ontario Municipal Board
hearing of this matter that throughout these proceedings the Board has been
very concerned with the nature and conduct of the public participation
regarding this subdivision application and was particularly attentive to the
concerns we voiced regarding the process for this subdivision application. In
fact, the current adjournment of the Board's proceedings was ordered so that
more complete public participation on a number of unresolved issues where
information was incomplete could be addressed by the rate payers. We note
that throughout your correspondence and that of the deponent's counsel, Miss
Bradley, time is of the essence. Notwithstanding this requirement, and the
date scheduled of July 14, 2000 for the circulation of your draft report,
Jandscape plan and "traffic proposal to residents", the appellants in this
proceeding and the rate payers generally only received your review of draft
conditions and zoning by-law amendment and attachments dated July 21st,
on July 25th, 2000. We have received today, July 27, 2000, a Notice of Public
Meeting for July 31, 2000 some four days from now, by which time the
appellants and rate payers are to have submitted a written response for
consideration by your office and the executive committee of council. To put
the matter briefly, it would appear that the deponents and the planning
department staff have had some weeks to deal with this matter and the
appellants and rate payers only davs.

Given this constraint, our response at this time can only by regarded as
preliminary as it will be impossible for an independent expert review of these
materials to take place by the date scheduled for the public meeting, July
31st, 2000. We would, however, submit the following observations and
comments:

Hydrogeology:
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It is understood that the Board has requested that water level sampling
continue during the course of summer 2000 and that the report by Ms. Gorrel
will not be available until some time in September. We trust that this will
not prelude our review of this report in any way and that the Board will
hopefully at that time have improved data on which to make a final decision
regarding this issue.

Landscape Plan:

We note that although your June 30, 2000 memo stated that tree
specifications including sizes were to be included in the landscaping plan,
these specifications are not included in the July 20th, 2000 landscape plan
delivered on July 25th, 2000. Specifically, the Hoffman report of July 20th,
2000 does not address this issue with respect to areas A or B or C. The report
of July 20th, 2000 does not address this issue at all. The quality of the
original tree planting plan was, as you are aware, a concern of the Board as
it provided no assurances that meaningful tree planting would occur. In fact,
as you are aware, a past attempt at tree planting has been inconsequential.
Given the Board's specific direction regarding tree planting along the Old
Carp Road, the July 20th, 2000 tree planting plan is clearly deficient and
does not comply with the direction of the Board. Without these
specifications, a meaningful review of the plan cannot be achieved and
neither in our view can adequate security for costs of this undertaking be
calculated by the Township. Please also note that the tree planting plan as
submitted is as draft only and we would therefore assume it does not
represent the final proposal put forward by the developers. In addition, a
preliminary report of July 7th, 2000 is referred to as an attachment to your
memo of July 25th and it has not been provided to the appellants or the rate
payers. Finally, please note that there is no comment in the draft tree
landscape plan that the existing sugar maples and shrubs described in area A
will all but be eliminated if an intersection is located at the new intersection
as proposed by MclIntosh, Hill

Traffic:

You have distributed attachments to your July 4t" and the July 21st, 2000
memo, the June 1st, 2000 Traffic Impact Assessment of R.V. Anderson &
Associates Ltd. dated June 1st, 2000 together with a July 5th, 2000 memo
from Denton Byers of McIntosh, Hill Engineering Services and a letter of
July 10th, 2000 from Neil Caldwell from Greer Galloway Group Inc. The
original Byers report, as submitted before the Board, together with the
responses ( both letter and internal memo) from Greer, Galloway, have not
been distributed, neither has the McCormick Rankin report as requested
before the Board by Mr. Webber.
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The evolution of the traffic proposals are therefore not public and on an issue
as important and sensitive as traffic safety this impairs the public's ability to
respond.

We can state as follows:

@) The traffic flow and safety effect of the alternative Huntmar Road exit,
across the developer's own property has not been compared to the Old Carp
Road/Lochead intersection as recommended by McIntosh Hill. Given the
numerous safety concern described by all the consultants, including the
developers regarding the impact of an intersection at the blind corner of the
Old Carp Road, such a comparison should have been undertaken and its
merits more fully examined than a mere dismissal based on the location of
the Huntmar/Old Carp Road intersection. ’

(i)  There has been no rationale provided for the recommendation for a
three-way stop at the proposed Old Carp Road/Lochead intersection using the
accepted warrants method as the basis for recommending such a design. If
the developer's consultants are correct and existing site lines exceed TAC
requirements, given the traffic flow, it would appear that the three-way stop
as proposed, together with the reduction in speed limits would not be justified
on "normal” principles. This should have been done and needs to be done.

@(ii) The developer’s consultants reject the super-elevation of the corner on
the Old Carp Road in part because of the impact of super-elevation on traffic
speed. At the same time, the same consultants propose a three-way stop in
the middle of this corner. We neither accept nor understand this rationale
since all of the consultants appcar to have recommended super-elevation of a
corner with such a radius.

iv)  The storage platform proposed for the Lochead/Old Carp Road
intersection rejects the recommended storage capacity based on traffic flow
alone and yet fails to make any account of issues described in 2.1 wherein
these consultants recommend a three-way stop. The consultants have
reported that there are restricted views on the Old Carp Road due to rocks
and trees on the north side of the road and consider a need for increased
traffic calming and a need to improve driver comfort at this corner because In
part the corner is not super-elevated this issue of a normal storage platform
requirement should have taken account of these associated issues and their
cumulative effect.

(v)  The realignment of Gourlay Lane and 01d Carp Road as recommended
and currently adopted by the planning department will result in an
encroachment upon the Smith/Dore home and will require the movement of
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the ditch in front of their property. Although the realignment of this
intersection may result in a modest change in the angle ‘at which vehicles exit
onto the 01d Carp Road, such a change will have no significant visual
improvement for the driver as his/her sight lines heading east on the Old
Carp Road will not change. A more practical, and possibly more cost-effective
modification to the intersection would be narrowing the mouth of this
intersection by encroaching onto the Gourlay roadway from the west. This
narrowing at the mouth of a very wide exit would have the same effect as
realigning the road and not result in any encroachment towards the
Smith/Dore home. In addition, although Greer, Galloway's July 10, 2000
letter states that tree planting should be undertaken with respect to
headlight nuisance at the intersection of Lochead Road and Old Carp Road,
no consideration of the same has been given at this intersection.

Draft Conditions

On a number of occasions during the hearing, Board members expressed
some concern as to the notice which might be given to prospective purchasers
of properties adjacent to the marshland along the railway track development.
The impact of house, septic and amenity area spaces on these lots were and
are a concern. The Board sought public, council and regional council input on
a number of these issues. The draft conditions as submitted from July 21st,
2000 make no mention of the admitted fact from the hearing that virtually
all structures built on these lots will be above grade. Such warnings to
purchasers should be specifically included in the subdivision agreement.

The foregoing is submitted on behalf of the appellants, Derek P. Smith and
Roger Harris. Although this has been a difficult and very frustrating process,
we remain hopeful that our and the other ratepayer's view will be well
received. We wish and deserve nothing less than the best plan possible.

Yours very truly,

Roger A. Harris Derek P. Smith
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NORMAN HALLENDY and DIANA COUSENS Box 1 Carp, Ont. Canada KOA - 1LO

Phone & fax - (613 ) 839.2431
15 August 2000

TO: West Carleton Council AUG 1 5 2000

RE: Historic EImwood - Issue Proposed Exit
t Lockh R nd Ol rp R

At the Public Meeting of 31 July Mr. Denton Byers of Mcintosh, Hill Engineeting Services
explained that his company had been retained to recommend a site for a second exit road
for the ElImwood development. He also stated that it was the Township that stipulated that
there should be a second exit for safety reasons.

Mr. Byers stated that the following proposed alternatives were looked at and discarded as
options for the second exit:

- adjacent to Honeywell’s property was not viable as there were no immediate
plans for development of Honeywell land;

- an exit next to the Arnott property leading to Huntmar Road was deemed to be
too close to an intersection and was therefore not considered good planning;

- an exit next to Cox”s property would result in a staggered intersection across from
Cherry Hill Drive which was also not regarded as good planning.

Mr. Byers presented his company’s rationales for supportinﬁ an exit (Lockhead Road) on a
curve in the Old Carp Road. He acknowledged that the site had raised some concerns for
public safety. He also acknowledged that the solution proposed by his company of a
three way stop and a lowering of the speed limit had some drawbacks but he stated that it
was the best solution they could arrive at. (When | asked if it was common practice to
propose ? three-way stop at a development project Mr. Byers acknowledged that it was
not usual.

it seems to me that public safety should have a higher priority than good planning. If the
Township continues to insist on a second exit then select the location that is the safest.
Perhaps the Council should reconsider the need for a second exit. Would it not better to
have one exit for the development rather than create a dangerous intersection on a curve?

If the Council adopts the position that the three-way stop and lowering of the speed limit
makes this site acceptable they are also saying this is adequate to ensure public safety.
Those of us living on this curve in the Old Carp Road are only too aware of the dangers of
this comer. That is why we maintain our position that an exit at Lockhead and the Old Carp
Road wil never be an acceptable to us. Please listen to our concems.

Yours truly,

Norman Hallendy and Diana Cousens
(Residents at 1947 Old Carp Road)

rox TOTAL PAGE. 22 kk



