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Proposed New Zoning for the Central Area

Nouveau zonage propose pour |’aire centrale

|ssue

On May 20, 1998, City Council enacted the Zoning By-law, 1998, anew comprehensive zoning
by-law for the City. However, it did not include the Central Area which continues to be
regulated under By-law Number Z-2K. The review of the Centra Area Zoning, which will
incorporate this area into the new comprehensive zoning by-law, was initiated in April 1996.
Having completed the technical review and the formulation of the zoning strategies, the
Department has now drafted the zoning by-law.

What’s New

Four new zones and 11 new sub-zones are being proposed as additions to the new
comprehensive Zoning By-law, 1998. Amendments to the general provisions dealing with
accessory buildings, building heights, outdoor patios, parking and loading are also proposed.
The feedback received from the public consultation process and staff”’s response have been
incorporated into the proposed new zoning for the Central Area (Document 4). With respect
to the issue of tandem parking, it is not covered in this report as the consulting firm has not
completed its review. The findings will be detailed in a subsequent report. The amending
zoning by-law for the Central Area will not be enacted by Council until this issue has been
resolved.

I mpact

e Generdly, there are no maor changesto thelist of permitted uses and to the devel opment
standards permitted under the current zonesin By-law Number Z-2K. New, more generic
terminology is used to designate the various land uses and the regulations have been
simplified and arranged into a table format in order to comply with the format of the new
comprehensive Zoning By-law, 1998. The floor space index and the building height limits
have not been changed, as these matters were not part of the study mandate.

« The most significant change is the rezoning of the LeBreton Flats area in order to
implement the recently approved land use policies detailed in the Official Plan Amendment
No. 27.

Contact: Jean-Guy Bisson - 244-5300 ext. 3317
Lucian Blair - 244-5300 ext. 4444
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Recommendations

1. That the recommended changesto the “Zoning Details of Amendmentsto the Zoning By-
law, 1998, Required to Establish the New Zoning for the Central Area’ resulting from the
feedback received during the public consultation process, be APPROVED as detailed in
Document 1.

2. That the*Zoning Details of Amendments to the Zoning By-law, 1998, Required to Establish
the New Zoning for the Central Area’ be APPROVED as detailed in Document 4.

A Lo

dne2, 1999 (7:358) June 2, 1999 (9:308)
Edward Robinson Approved by
Commissioner of Urban Planning and Public John S. Burke
Works Chief Adminigtrative Officer
JGB:jgb

Contact:  Jean-Guy Bisson - 244-5300 ext. 1-3317
Dave Leclair - 244-5300 ext. 1-3871



Planning and Economic Development Committee Action - June 22, 1999

>

The Committee approved the following motions and tabled this item until the meeting of
July 27, 1999:

That all referencesto sections 6 to 43 where they appear in Document #1 and related to the
proposed zoning details be renumbered to Section 7 to 44 in order to reflect the applicable
sections of Document #4.

The following amendments to the “Details of Amendments to the Zoning By-law, 1998
Required to Establish the New Zoning for the Central Area’ dated May 17, 1999, resulting
fromfurther discussionswith Public Works and Government Services Canadarelated tothe
zoning affecting some of their lands:
a) That thephrase“whichincludesan archive’ be added to theuse“library” listed under
zoning detail 20(2)(ad);
b) That zoning detail 22(7) as revised be further revised as follows:
(7) Inthe CP zone,
i.  parkingfor any building or use may locate on any lot situated within
this zone; and
ii.  required parking may belocated in afront yard or side yard abutting
astreet.
¢) That the following uses be added to zoning detail 23(1) related to the CP1 subzone:
- computer/data centre
- instructional facility
- |aboratory
- medicd facility
- production studio
- public hal
- research and development centre
- retirement home
d) That the following uses be added to the CP1 Subzone and subject to the provisions
of zoning detail 23(2):
- cinema
- community centre
- community health and social services centre
- catering establishment
- night club
- repair shop
- fast food restaurant
- retail food store
- small batch brewery
e) That zoning detail 23(2)(b) be deleted and replaced by the following phrase:
(b) useslocated within 3 metresfrom Sparks Street must have a separate and
direct pedestrian access onto the public street.
f)  That zoning detail 23(4) be deleted.
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g) That all lands located along the Ottawa River which are zoned G, G-x[5], P and
M4(1.0) under By-law Number Z-2K and are now proposed to be zoned EW5 and
EW[40], and thelands|ocated at the south west corner of Wellington Street and Bay
Street which are zoned P under By-law Number Z-2K and are now proposed to be
zoned L3, be rezoned as follows:

i) That three new exceptions be created, one of which will permit the usesallowed
under the G and G-x[5] zones on lands zoned G and G-x[5], one which will
permit the uses allowed under the P zone on lands zoned P and one which
would permit the uses allowed under the M 4(1.0) zone on landszoned M4(1.0);
and

i) That an “h” holding symbol be applied to the affected lands, the exceptions
specifying that the holding symbol may only be removed upon completion of the
secondary planning process and approval of the recommended zoning.

h)  Create a new exception that would also allow “instructional facility” as a permitted
use on the property known as the De La Salle Academy on Susex Drive.

i) That the heritage overlay affecting the Parliamentary Precinct and shown on
Neighbourhood Monitoring Area map 13-3 be deleted.

The following amendment to the “Details of Amendments to the Zoning By-law, 1998
Required to Establish the New Zoning for the Central Area’ dated May 17, 1999, is
intended to maintain the same parking rate as set out under By-law Number Z-2K:
a) That zoning detaill 9(3)iii dealing with parking for cinema be amended by
deleting the phrase “ 1 for every 8 fixed seats, whichever is greater”.

The following amendment to the “Details of Amendments to the Zoning By-law, 1998
Required to Establish the New Zoning for the Central Area’ dated May 17, 1999, is
intended to correct a misreference in the subject provision:
a) Thatthereferenceto”Zoning Detail 7" under zoning detail 20(9) be deleted and
replaced by the phrase “Zoning Detail 8".

The following amendments to the “Details of Amendments to the Zoning By-law, 1998
Required to Establish the New Zoning for the Central Area’” dated May 17, 1999, results
from further discussionswith the National Capital Commission andisintended to reflect the
Ontario Municipal Board' s decision related to the appeal to Official Plan Amendment No.
27 dealing with LeBreton Flats:
a) That Schedule 91, forming part of Document #4, be replaced by the attached
Schedule 91.
b) That zoning detail 4 berevised by adding the words*and Schedule 91" after the
words “ Schedule 1.”
c) That zoning detail 24(6)vi be replaced by the following regulation: “as shown
by the suffix “H” on Neighbourhood Monitoring Areamaps 13-1 and 13-2 and
as shown on Schedules 91 and 92.”
d) That Table 32(10) be replaced by the following Table 32(10) and that all the
provisions dealing with yard setbacks under Exception [44] be del eted:



vi

vii

viii

Table (10) - Regulations for the R7D Subzone

ZONING MECHANISM REGULATION
Minimum lot area 0
Minimum lot width 0

Required front yard setbacks and corner side
yard setbacks abutting Preston Street
extended

- for that portion of a building or structure less
than 4 storeys or 14 metresin height: 0.5
metres

- for that portion of abuilding or structure
equal to or greater than 4 storeys or equal to or
greater than 14 metresin height: 3.5 metres

Required front yard setbacks and corner side
yard setbacks abutting Booth Street

- for that portion of a building or structure less
than 4 storeys or 14 metresin height: 0.5
metres

- for that portion of abuilding or structure
equal to or greater than 4 storeys or equal to or
greater than 14 metresin height: 2.5 metres

Required front yard setbacks and corner side
yard setbacks abutting any other street

- for that portion of a building or structure less
than 4 storeys or 14 metresin height: 0.5
metres

- for that portion of abuilding or structure
equal to or greater than 4 storeys or equal to or
greater than 14 metresin height: 3.0 metres

Minimum rear yard and interior side yard
where those yards abut an L2B subzone

- for that portion of a building or structure less
than 4 storeys or 14 metresin height: 0.5
metres

- for that portion of abuilding or structure
equal to or greater than 4 storeys or equal to or
greater than 14 metresin height: 3.0 metres

Minimum setbacks for al other yards than a
front yard and a corner side yard, or rear
yard and interior side yard abutting an L2B
subzone

0

Minimum building height

- for abuilding fronting on Preston Street
extended: 3 storeysor at least 11 metresin
height

- for abuilding fronting on Booth Street: 4
storeys or at least 14 metres in height

- for abuilding fronting on any other street: 3
storeys or at least 11 metresin height

Maximum floor space index

Not applicable

Minimum landscaped area

0, except that where ayard is provided and not
used for required driveways, aisles, parking or
loading spaces, the whole yard must be
landscaped area

e) That Exception 44 be amended by adding reference to the L2B subzone after

the L1F zone under the third provision.
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That Table 36(4) be replaced by the following Table 36(4) and that all the

provisions dealing with yard setbacks in Exception [46] be deleted:

Table (4) - Regulations for the R6K Subzone

6

ZONING MECHANISM REGULATION
Minimum lot area 0
Minimum lot width 0

Required front yard setbacks and corner side

yard setbacks abutting “LeBreton Boulevard”

- for that portion of a building or structure less
than 79.9 metres above sealevel in height: 0.5
metres

- for that portion of abuilding or structure
equal to or greater than 79.9 metres above sea
level in height: 3.5 metres

Required front yard setbacks and corner side
yard setbacks abutting Albert Street and
Wellington Street, east of Booth Street

3.0 metres

Required front yard setbacks and corner side
yard setbacks abutting Preston Street
extended

- for that portion of a building or structure less
than 4 storeys or 14 metresin height: 0.5
metres

- for that portion of abuilding or structure
equal to or greater than 4 storeys or equal to or
greater than 14 metresin height: 3.5 metres

Required front yard setbacks and corner side
yard setbacks abutting any other street

- for that portion of a building or structure less
than 4 storeys or 14 metresin height: 0.5
metres

- for that portion of abuilding or structure
equal to or greater than 4 storeys or equal to or
greater than 14 metresin height: 3.0 metres

Minimum setbacks for yards other than a
front yard and a corner side yard

0

Minimum building height

- for abuilding fronting on “LeBreton
Boulevard”: 6 storeys or at least 20 metresin
height

- for abuilding fronting on any other street: 3
storeys or at least 11 metresin height

Minimum landscaped area

0, except that where ayard is provided and not
used for required driveways, aisles, parking or
loading spaces, the whole yard must be
landscaped area
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That Table 37(4) be replaced by the following Table 37(4):

Table (4) - Regulations for the CN9 Subzone

ZONING MECHANISM REGULATION
Minimum lot area 0
Minimum lot width 0

Required front yard setbacks and corner side
yard setbacks

a) For buildings or structures abutting Booth
Street:

- for that portion of abuilding or structure
less than or equal to 4 storeys or less than or
equal to 14 metresin height: 0.5 metres

- for that portion of abuilding or structure
greater than 4 storeys or greater than 14
metres in height: 2.5 metres
b) For buildings or structures abutting
“LeBreton Boulevard”:

- for that portion of abuilding or structure
less than or equal to 79.9 metres above sea
level: 0.5 metres

- for that portion of abuilding or structure
greater than 79.9 metres above sealevel: 3.5
metres

Minimum rear yard setbacks

- where a building or structure abuts Booth
Street and is less than 4 storeys or 14 metres
in height: 0.5 metres

- where a building or structure abuts Booth
Street and is equal to or greater than 4 storeys
or 14 metresin height: 3.0 metres

- where a building or structure abuts
“LeBreton Boulevard” and is less than 6
storeys or 20 metresin height: 0.5 metres

- where a building or structure abuts
“LeBreton Boulevard” and is equal to or
greater than 6 storeys or 20 metresin height:
3.5 metres

Minimum setbacks for all other yards

0

Minimum building height

- for abuilding fronting on Booth Street: 4
storeys and at least 14 metresin height

- for abuilding fronting on both Booth Street
and “LeBreton Boulevard”: 6 storeys and at
least 20 metresin height

Maximum floor space index

Not applicable

Minimum landscaped area

0, except that where ayard is provided and not
used for required driveways, aisles, parking or
loading spaces, the whole yard must be
landscaped area
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That Table 39(8) be replaced by the following Table 39(8) and the provision
dealing with yard setbacks in Exception [45] be deleted:

Table (8) - Regulations for the CG15 Subzone

yard setbacks abutting Wellington Street and
Albert Street

ZONING MECHANISM REGULATION
Minimum lot area 0
Minimum |ot width 0
Required front yard setbacks and corner side | 3 metres

Required front yard setbacks and corner side
yard setbacks abutting Preston Street
extended

- for that portion of a building or structure less
than 4 storeys or 14 metresin height: 0.5
metres

- for that portion of abuilding or structure
equal to or greater than 4 storeys or equal to or
greater than 14 metres in height: 3.5 metres

Required front yard setbacks and corner side
yard setbacks abuting Booth Street

- for that portion of a building or structure less
than or equal to 4 storeys or less than or equal
to 14 metresin height: 0.5 metres

- for that portion of abuilding or structure
greater than 4 storeys or greater than 14
metres in height: 2.5 metres

Required front yard setbacks and corner side
yard setbacks abutting any other street

- for that portion of a building or structure less
than 4 storeys or less than 14 metresin height:
0.5 metres

- for that portion of abuilding or structure
equal to or greater than 4 storeys or equal to or
greater than 14 metres in height: 3.0 metres

Minimum side and rear yard setbacks

0

Minimum building height

- for abuilding or structure fronting on Bocth
Street: 4 storeys or at least 14 metresin height
- in all other cases: 3 storeys or at least 11
metres in height

Maximum floor space index

Not applicable

Minimum landscaped area

0, except that where ayard is provided and not
used for required driveways, aisles, parking or
loading spaces, the whole yard must be
landscaped area

That zoning details 32(7), 36(5) and 39(5) be revised by adding the words “the

finished” beforetheword “grade’ whereit appears and by adding thewords* at
the property line abutting a public street or a public right-of-way.” after the

word “grade”.

That zoning detail 39(10) be deleted.



k) That Exceptions 45 and 47 be revised by adding the following provisions:
- an outdoor patio may abut an L1 or L2 zone or subzone;
- an outdoor patio may locate within 30 metresfrom the boundary of an L1 and
L2B zone
- storage must be compl etely enclosed within abuilding and, if the storageisnot
accommodated within the principal building, the building or structure within
which the storage is accommodated must be located in aninterior yard or arear
yard but shall not be located in ayard abutting an L1 or L2B zone.

[)  That zoning detail 42 be amended by adding the following new provision:
(3) IntheL4B subzone,
(@) anoutdoor patio is permitted if operated as part of a restaurant;
(b) an outdoor patio may locate in a yard abutting an EW zone or
subzone; and
(c) anoutdoor patio may locate within 30 metres from the boundary of
an EW zone or subzone.

m) That Neighbourhood Monitoring Area map 13-1 be amended so that all of
Albert Isand be included in the EW[40] zone.

6. That, under the Subject: Schedule Reference - L 1F Leisure & Open Space Zone, LeBreton
Flats, Central AreaZoning Review Section #: Zoning Maps. Neighbourhood Monitoring
Area 13, Sub Area 1; National Capital Commission Comments: -Reference is made to
Schedule 93 in the L1F Leisure and Open Space district on Zoning Map 1. -Schedule 93
no longer exists, referenceto Schedule 93 on Zoning Map 1 be deleted. (Recommendation
from the National Capital Commission.

7. That no further notice be provided pursuant to section 34(17) of the Planning Act.
Record of Proceedingsis attached.

The Committee received and referred the following recommendation from the National Capital
Commission to staff: (See Document 1.b)

That, under the Subject: Neighbourhood Linear Commercial Zone (CN9 Subzone) LeBreton
Flats, Central Area Zoning Review Section #: 37; National Capital Commission Comments: -
Officiad Plan Amendment #27 (LeBreton Flats) contemplates that the Booth Street commercial
corridor will function much like atraditional mainstreet shopping and entertainment district for
the residents and business of LeBreton Flats, -Specificaly, the approved Offcial Plan
amendment states. -“ City Council shall permit abroad range of usesincluding residentia, retail,
office, office, entertainment, cultural, institutional and recreational uses within mixed use areas
abutting arterial roads...” (e.g., Booth Street commercial corridor). -Unfortunately, the
proposed zoning CN9 provisions do not reflect the uses permitted by the Officia Plan
Amendment; the following be added to the permitted useslisted in Section 37(2), Document 4:
-bar; -cinema; -hotel; -night club; and -theatre.




10

Financial Comment
N/A.

May 31, 1999 (1:56p)

for Mona Monkman
City Treasurer

BH:cds

Executive Report

Reasons Behind Recommendations

Background

OnMay 20", 1998, City Council enacted the Zoning By-law, 1998, anew comprehensive zoning
by-law for the City. However, it did not include the Central Area which continues to be
regulated under By-law Number Z-2K.

The review of the Central Area zoning, which will incorporate this area into the new
comprehensive zoning by-law, was initiated in April 1996. The technical review, which
identified the land use and zoning issues and the relevant land use policies of the Official Plan
to be implemented through zoning, is completed. The zoning strategies on how to implement
those policies, while having regard to the intent of the existing zoning and to the existing land
uses, have also been formulated and are implemented in the attached zoning details. The study
now hasenteredinto thefinal stage of the processwhich consists of the drafting of theamending
zoning by-law.

A comprehensive public consultation process was also undertaken to inform and obtain input
from the community at all stages of the study and it is outlined in Document 3.

Zoning Details

Four new zones and applicable subzones and 11 new subzones to zones established under the
Zoning By-law, 1998, are being proposed as additionsto the new comprehensive zoning by-law.
These zones and subzones are described in Document 2 as well as the corresponding zones
under By-law Number Z-2K and the areas affected. Amendments to the general provisions
deding with accessory building, building heights, outdoor patio, parking and loading are also
proposed.

The four new zones and their applicable subzones are required to implement the Official Plan
policies affecting the Core Area, the Parliamentary Precinct, the By Ward Market and the
residential areas of the Lowertown, Upper Town and LeBreton Flats Character Areas of the
Central Area as none of the zones established under Zoning By-law, 1998, are adequate to
implement those policies. These new zones and related subzones are highlighted in Part A of
Document 2.

Generdly, there are no significant changesto the list of permitted uses and to the development
standards set out under the current zones of By-law Number Z-2K. New, more generic
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terminology is used to designate the various land uses and the regulations are smplified and
arranged in atable in order to maintain the format of the new comprehensive zoning by-law.
Thefloor spaceindex and the building height limits are not being changed as these matterswere
not part of the study mandate. The building height provisions incorporate the regulations
developed under the “Views and Vista Study”.

In addition to these new zones and subzones, 11 new subzones are also being added to existing
zones established under the new comprehensive Zoning By-law, 1998, as highlighted in Part B
of Document 2. These new subzones are needed to deal with area-specific issues/concerns
addressed under existing zones or exception zones in By-law Number Z-2K.

There are significant changesto two general provisionsthat currently apply to the Central Area.
Firstly, the parking requirements for retail and service commercia uses located within the
downtown core area are being eliminated. These uses are seen as providing a service to the
working and visiting population of the Core Area. Asparking isaready required and provided
for office workers and on-street and off-street public parking isprovided for visitorsin the Core
Area, there is no need to require additional parking for the retail and service commercial uses.
This provision would not apply to the Rideau Centre as this facility is a regiona shopping
facility, and, hence, a shopping destination drawing traffic from beyond the tourist and
employment popul ation of the Central Area, generating aparking demand of itsown. Secondly,
the current provision allowing off-site parking for usesthat cannot provide the required parking
on siteisbeing eliminated. In thisregard, the Official Plan does not encourage off-site parking
in the Central Area but supports cash-in-lieu of parking when there are site constraints which
prevent or constrain the provision of required parking on site (Official Plan, VVol. I, policies
5.9.2.2).

Findly, the proposed new zoning would rezone the LeBreton Flats area from government,
residential/office and genera commercia usesto various medium and high intensity residential
uses, mixed residential/commercial uses, office uses and leisure uses, in order to implement the
recently approved land use policies set out under Official Plan Amendment No. 27.

Tandem Parking and Parking Near Transitway Stations

Tandem parking and parking rates for sites located near transitway stations surfaced as
significant zoning issues in the Central Area and through appeals to the Zoning By-law, 1998,
and for that reason, a consultant was hired to review these matters. The findings of the
consultant in the context of the Central Area are not yet available to be incorporated in this
report. Theissueswill be addressed in a separate report.

1. Tandem Parking

The issue with tandem parking relates to the commercial parking lot operators requesting that
tandem parking be permitted as-of-right under the new zoning. This proposal has major
implications as both the Regiona and City Official Plans policies dealing with parking in the
Centra Areacall for areduction of parking inthe Central Areain order to favour public transit.
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The consultant isreviewing theissue by assessing the potential impact of tandem parking on the
use of the public transit in the context of the Official Plan policies.

2. Parking Near Transitway Stations

Theissuewith parking ratesfor siteslocated near transitway stationsrelatesto the principle that
less parking should be required for uses |ocated near atransitway station in order to support the
trangt-related policies of both the Regiona and Municipa Officia Plans.

The consultant is reviewing the current and proposed parking regulations for the Central Area
in order to assess their adequacy in implementing the policies of ensuring adequate parking
provision while still encouraging the use of the public transit.

Although these two issues are not dealt with in this report, the amending zoning by-law
implementing the new zoning for the Central Area is not scheduled for enactment by City
Council before October 1999. Thiswill provide sufficient time for the consultant to finaizeits
report and for staff to prepare a submission to the Planning and Economic Devel opment
Committee and City Council and have Council’s direction on these issues. In any event, the
implementing amending by-law for the Central Area zoning will not be forwarded to City
Council until the consultant’s study has been dealt with by the Planning and Economic
Development Committee and Council.

Public Consultation Process

The proposed zoning details result from a comprehensive consultation process as shown in
Document 3. In August 1996, an advisory committee was set up which was comprised of
representatives from all merchant associations, community groups and interest groups related
to the Central Area, as well as the mgjor stakeholders. The advisory group reviewed and
commented on al of thework produced during the technical review, zoning strategy and draft
zoning devel opment stages of the process.

A public open house/workshop was held in September 1996, to initiate the study and to identify
the main zoning issues and concerns.

Zoning strategies were then formulated which determined how best to implement the land use
policies of the Official Plan while having regard to the intent of the existing zoning, the existing
land uses and the issues/concerns identified. To that effect, in October 1997, a flyer was
circulated to al property owners and tenants located within the Central Area, informing them
of the proposed zoning strategies. At the same time, four information booths were displayed
over aperiod of four weeks at key locations in the Central Areato inform the public and seek
their views. Finaly, apublic open house/workshop washeld in February 1998, on the proposed
strategies.

Zoning details were drafted and subjected to an interna review as well as by agencies external
to the City through the usual technical circulation process including all merchant associations,
community associations and interest groupsrelated to the Central Area. Subsequently, the draft
zoning detailswere submitted to the Planning and Economic Devel opment Committee and City



13

Council for information before being presented to the public for review. Tothat end, aflyer was
circulated to all property ownersand tenantsand an open house/workshop washeld in February,
1999. The feedback received and staff’s response are detailed in Document 1. The
recommended changes and editorial correctionsare incorporated in the attached zoning details
(Document 4) and are shown by shading and strikeouts. It is recommended that the changes
detailed in Document 1 be approved before approving the proposed new zoning for the Central
Areaas detailed in Document 4.

Economic I mpact Statement

The proposed new zoning will not result in any significant changesto the devel opment potential
allowed under the current zoning of By-law Number Z-2K. New, more generic terminology is
used to designate the variousland uses and the regulations are ssimplified and arranged in atable
inorder to comply with the format of the new comprehensive zoning by-law. The current floor
space index and building height limits are not being modified as these matters were not part of
the study mandate.

The only exception to thisis the zoning affecting LeBreton Flats. The existing zoning has been
replaced by new zonesin order to implement the land use policies of Official Plan Amendment
No. 27. Thiswill alow the redevelopment of the area once the new zoning isin place.

Environmental | mpact

No environment impact is anticipated as the recommendations fall within the MEEP Automatic
Exclusion List.

It isto be noted that the areas designated as “ Waterway Corridor” along the Ottawa River and
the Rideau Canal will be zoned EW5 and EW6, Waterway Corridor subzones in order to
implement the relevant policies of the Official Plan.

Consultation

Document 3 outlinesthe public consultation process which was undertaken to inform and obtain
input from techni cal agencies, property owners, merchant associations, community associations,
interest groups and the public at all stages of the study. Document 1 summarizes the feedback
thus received and staff’ s response to the feedback. The zoning details described in Document
4 reflect the input received through this process and staff’ s response.

Disposition
Department of Urban Planning and Public Works to undertake the drafting of the amending
zoning by-law.
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List of Supporting Documentation

Document 1.a) Central Area Zoning Review - Summary of Feedback

Document 1.b) Memorandum dated July 8, 1999 from the Commissioner of Urban Planning and
Public Works, Re. Comments Related to the Proposed Central Area Zoning

Document2  Central AreaZoning Review - Highlights of the Proposed Zones and Subzones

Document 3  Central Area Zoning Review - Public Consultation Process

Document4  Central AreaZoning Review - Details of Amendments to the Zoning By-law,
1998, Required to Establish the New Zoning for the Centra Area. - (On file
with the City Clerk and distributed separately)



Part |l - Supporting Documentation

CENTRAL AREA ZONING REVIEW

SUMMARY OF FEEDBACK
RECEIVED ON THE “DETAILS OF AMENDMENTS TO THE ZONING BY-LAW, 1998, REQUIRED

15

Document 1.a)

TO ESTABLISH THE NEW ZONING FOR THE CENTRAL AREA” CIRCULATED IN JANUARY, 1999.

SUBMISSIONS

ZONING
DETAILS

PARTICULARS

DISCUSSION

RECOMMENDATIONS

Public Works and
Government
Services Canada

1. Section 21(2)

The following primary uses should
be added to the list of primary uses
in section 21(2) of the CP zone:

- public assembly

- judicia court/assembly

- helipad

- archives

- visitors/reception centre

- utility installation (including
heating plant)

- park

- parking

- any other use operated by the
Government of Canada or any agent
thereof

“heliport” will be added as a permitted
use under the CP zone and the phrase
“which includes an ar chives’ will be
added to broaden the listed use
“library”. The uses“park”, “parking
lot” and “utility installation” (which
includes a heating plant) are already
listed as principal uses under the CP
zone (Section 21(2)). The suggested
use “judicial court/assembly” is
accommodated under the listed use
“court house” and there is no need to
create asimilar use. Theterm “public
assembly” is not required as a specific
land use. If theintentisto
accommodate the House of Commons
and the Senate, these are permitted
under the listed use “legidative
assembly building”. If theintent isto
allow the gathering of people for specia
events on Parliament Hill such as the
change of the guards and the Canada
celebrations, there is no need to zone
for such events as they are occasional.
The use “visitor greception centre” is
an accessory use to the Parliament Hill
asitisclearly ausethat is

Amend Section 21(2) to add “heliport”
as a permitted use and to add the
phrase “which includes an archive’ to
the use “library”.
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subordinate and incidental to the
Parliament Buildings. If the concernis
its location on the Hill, it need not be
located in any existing buildings but can
be accommodated in a separate
accessory building. Finaly, the the
suggested use “any other use operated
by the Government of Canada or any
agent thereof”will not be listed asiit
clearly constitute “ people zoning”, and
is contrary to the 2020 zoning strategy .

2. Section 21(7)
Required
Parking

In the CP and CP1 zones, it is
proposed in the draft by-law that
required parking must be located in a
building or structure. This provision
will not permit any surface parking
on Parliament Hill or on the south
side of Wellington Street. This
provision cannot be supported by
PWGSC and therefore, should be
deleted from the CP zones.

All required parking for the uses located
on Parliament Hill are currently
accommodated as surface parking.
Although the long term intent of
PWGSC and the NCC isto relocate all
parking underground, to require that
required parking be provided in a
building or structure will result in the
creation of a non-conforming situation.
Parking not required for the permitted
uses such as a public parking facility
(parking lot) will be required to be
provided in a building or structure.

Amend Section 21(7) to delete the
requirement to provide required
parking in a building or structure.
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3. Section 22(2)

We remain concerned about

Section 22(2) requires that only that

Amend Section 22(2) by changing the

Required usesat | provision 22(2)) which requires that portion of the ground floor located number 30 to the number 3 and by
gradein CP1 100% of the ground floor of a within 30 metres from Sparks Street be | adding the words “located along
zone building within 30 metres from occupied 100% by retail and service Sparks Street, between Bank Street
Sparks Street must be occupied by commercia uses and not the entire and Elgin Street” after the words “In
commercia uses including retail ground floor of a building occupying a the CP1 subzone”.
uses. Separate and direct pedestrian | through lot from Sparks Street to
access must be provided onto a Wellington Street. Nevertheless, in
public street. While we understand order to be consistent with the approach
that the objective is to animate used over the yearsin the By Ward
Sparks Street, we believe that each Market in dealing with required uses at
building should be viewed according | grade, the 30 metre area has been
to its ability to provide theseuseson | reduced to 3 metres under the most
the ground floor with direct street recent zoning details which still
access. achieves the objective of animating the
streetscape. Furthermore, given the
inability of the existing buildings
located west of Bank Street to
accommodate retail and service
commercia uses at grade with
individual direct access to the street due
to their built form at grade, this
provision will not apply to that area.
4. Sections While adiverse range of commercial | As stated above, the phrase “which Add the following uses to Section
19(2) & (3) uses are permitted in this zone, we includes an ar chive” will be added to 19(3):
Usesin CB Zone | recommend that the following the use “library”. The uses - artist studio

additional primary uses be permitted
in Section 19(2) of the CB zone:

- archives

- pharmacy

- photo shop

- florist

- post processing in addition to a post
office

- broadcasting station

and Section 19(3) include:

- archive

- artist studio

- library

- post office and processing plant

- diplomatic mission

- hotel

“pharmacy”, “photo shop” and
“florist” areretail uses permitted under
the use “retail store”. “Post
processing” is considered as an integral
part of the operation of a*“ post office”
and, therefore, need not be specified in
thelist of permitted uses.
“Broadcasting station” is aready
listed as a permitted use in the CB
zone. Asfor the suggested additional
uses under Section 19(3), they will be
added to the list as they are seen
appropriate uses to be located on the
ground floor of buildings located in the
central business district.

- instructiona facility

- library, which includes an archive
- post office

- diplomatic mission limited to an
office use

- hotel
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5. Section 19(3)
Requires 50% of
ground floor to
be occupied by
service
commercial uses

We believe that the wording is too
restrictive as many buildings,
particularly along the north side of
Sparks Street, are heritage and have
very small ground floor which are not
adaptable to commercial uses.

Section 19(3) is dictated by Official
Plan policies 1.3.3a)iii), and 1.12.3a),
Chapter 1, Volume I, which require
that retail and pedestrian-oriented uses
be provided at grade, especially along
Theme Streets and pedestrian corridors.
Existing buildings may not conform to
this provision and, hence, would enjoy a
non-conforming status. If this provision
cannot be met when redeveloped, a
minor variance could be sought through
the Committee of Adjustment.

No change recommended.

6. L3 Zone The Garden of the Provinces has The L3 zone replaces the former P zone | No change recommended.
Garden of the been designated L3 which permits and reflects the current use of the
Provinces only recreational uses on this site. subject lands. Until thereisamore

The recently released National definite redevelopment proposal for this

Capital Commission Vision site, the L3 zone should remain.

document states that “ redevel opment

opportunities may exist with the

future renovation of the National

Library and conversion of the West

Memorial Building.” We believe

that the future role of this site

requires further discussion.
7. Heritage The heritage overlay on the zoning An heritage overlay was applied to all No change recommended.
Overlay maps has covered several sitesinthe | buildings and districts designated under

Central Area. We have no
knowledge of many of these sites
having been subject to City of Ottawa
Heritage studies. Therefore, the
heritage overlay should be closely
examine and what is the basis of
these buildings having a heritage
overlay designation. We suggest that
exceptions to Heritage provision
should be further discussed.

Part IV and Part V of the Heritage Act
respectively and on buildings of
national heritage significance such as
the Parliament Buildings. Furthermore,
a heritage study is currently underway
in the Central Areathat will identify
districts of heritage significance that
will eventually be designated under Part
V of the Heritage Act. Once designated
by by-law, an heritage overlay will be
applied to those areas.




19

SUBMISSIONS ZONING PARTICULARS DISCUSSION RECOMMENDATIONS
DETAILS
National Capital Definition of LeBreton Flats is to accommodate The current definition of “stacked It is recommended to revise the current
Commission “stacked primarily multiple dwelling units townhouse” which means “aresidential | definition of stacked townhouse to
townhouse” such as apartment and stacked unit in a townhouse development with include the notion of stacked units

townhouses. The current definition
of stacked townhouses is deficient in
that it does not relate the essence of a
stacked townhouse which is the
stacking of arow unit on top of
another row of unit.

an independent, ground floor entrance
on the ground floor” was established by
the Planning and Economic
Development Committee in its
disposition of the Zoning By-law. 1998.
It does not fulfil itsintended objective
as thereis no reference to the fact that
some units have to be stacked over
other units, which is the essential
characteristic of a stacked townhouse.

and, where necessary, to revise the
definition of “townhouse”, “linked-
townhouse”, “linked-detached
townhouse” and “apartment building”
in order to eliminate any possible
overlaps or inconsistencies with those
definitions.
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1. R7,CN & The zoning details circulated in The basic approach to the review of the
CG Zones January for public review has Central Areazoning is to use zones
LeBreton Flats addressed many of the earlier established under the Zoning By-law,

comments of the Commission.
Nevertheless, the CN, CG and R7
zones appear to have shortcomings
that will hinder and not assist in the
realization of LeBreton Flats as a
full-service, mixed use community.
The zoning proposed for LeBreton
Flatsis a combination of standard
zones applied from Zoning By-law,
1998, most of which were designed
for an inner-city or suburban
location. LeBreton Flatsisa
downtown location based on the
founding principle of mixed use for
which Zoning By-law, 1998 does not
appear to make adequate provisions.
Specificaly,

a) the R7D range of commercia uses
is extremely limited;

b) the use “emergency services’
should be added to the CN9 and
CG15 subzones;

¢) no FSI limitations should apply
under the CN9 subzone; and

1998 and create new zones only if
necessary. Itiscity staff’s opinion that
the use of subzonesto the CN and CG
zones and the creation of an R7 mixed
use zone and its related subzonesis the
best approach to implement the relevant
policies of OPA #27. All three zones
allow mixed residential and commercial
uses and medium to high rise
residential is the only type of residential
uses permitted in accordance with OPA
#27.

With regard to the specifics:

a) Asdiscussed, it was agreed to allow
“convenience store”, “restaurant, fast
food” and “retail store” in the R7D
subzone affecting the north side of the
aqueduct;

b) “emergency services’ will be added
as a permitted use in the CN9 and
CG15 subzones as they are seen as
appropriate zones within LeBreton Flats
to accommodate such uses;

c) anew provision will be added under
the CN9 zone so not to have any
provision set out under the CN zone
dealing with the floor space index to
apply in this subzone; and

a) Delete the uses “ convenience
store’, “restaurant, fast food” and
“retail store” from the list of
prohibited commercia uses under
Section 31(2);

b) Add the use “emergency service” to
the CN9 and CG15 subzones;

¢) Add the following new provision to
the CN9 subzone: “In the CN9
subzone, Section 298vii of Table 298
and Section 299 of Zoning By-law,
1998 do not apply.
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zone dealing with the floor space index of Table 298 and Section 299 of
to apply in thsi subzone; Zoning By-law, 1998 do not apply.
d) non-residential uses limited to d) Section 38(6) of the proposed CG15 d) No change recommended.
50% of the permitted floor space subzone already states that Section 343
index under the CG15 subzone of the CG zone, limiting the commercial
uses to 50% of the FSI, does not apply
to this subzone.
2. EW[40] and The proposed zoning for the islands The islands are designated Waterway Add “recreational and athletic facility”
EWS affecting does not allow the realization of the Corridor under the Official Plan and in to the EWS5 subzone in order to
the Islands concept expressed by the NCC inits | order to implement the related policies, | recognize the existing rock climbing

“Vision for the Core Area of
Canada’s Capital Region”. The
proposed zoning fails to encompass
all of the uses that currently exist on
the islands such as an indoor rock
climbing facility, a parking lot,
construction offices and the Royal
Canadian Naval Association. The
proposed zoning a so does not
recognize such potential uses as the
Victorialsland Aborigina Centre.
Uses such as cinema, night club,
museum, restaurant, retail store,
social and cultural counseling centre,
public hall, recreational and athletic
facility, research and devel opment
centre and theatre are uses that need
to be added to the list of permitted
usesif the vision for theislandsis

it is proposed to zone them EW -
Waterway Corridor Zone. The EW5
subzone is proposed to recognize
existing museums and parking lots at
the foot of the escarpment and on
Victorialsland. “Recreational and
athletic facility” may be added to this
zonein order to accommodate the
existing rock climbing facility. Asfor
the construction office, it isseen asa
non-permanent use and, for that reason,
need not to be zoned. More definitive
information is required to properly
categorize the Roya Canadian Naval
Association (ordinarily, such uses
would be classified as a club/office).
The EW[40] alows light and heavy
industrial uses as permitted uses and
the devel opment standards related to
minimum lot area, minimum lot

facility.

to be realized and the zoning isto
accommodate existing uses.

width, yards, building height and lot
coverage set out under the EW zone do
not apply in order to reflect existing
industrial uses. This matter is best to
be addressed through a rezoning
application once the details of this
concept have been developed. An
amendment to the Official Plan may
also be required.
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3. Permitted The CP zone should reflect the The list of uses under the proposed CP No change recommended.
uses under the broadest range of uses and permit all | zoneis considered to be the broadest
CP and EW5 commercial uses which may relateto | range of uses necessary to accommodate
Zones the function of the Parliamentary the function of the Parliamentary

Precinct. Furthermore, the PWGSC
has recommended the addition of a
number of usesto thelist of primary
uses to be permitted by the CP zone.
The EWS5 subzone has been appealed
by the NCC as there are no planning
studies undertaken to justify the
zone.

Precinct and remain within the intent of
the related policies of the Official Plan.
Most of the uses suggested by PWGSC
were either added to the list, already
listed, inclusive of alisted use or
considered as an accessory use to any of
the primary uses. Asfor the EW5 zone,
the boundary was set based on the most
accurate information available which, in
this case, was the use of topographic
maps and aeria photographs, to
determine the edge of the escarpment.
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4. The The Parliament Hill is divided into As stated earlier, the boundary of the No change recommended.
escarpment two zones: the CP & EWS5 zones. EWS5 subzone was set based on the most
The division line between the two accurate information available which, in
zones is the edge of the escarpment. this case, was the use of topographic
Regulating setbacks based on an maps and aeria photographs, to
artificial line that has the potential to | determine the edge of the escarpment.
move and has not been adequately If the NCC or PWGSC have more
documented in either the text, maps accurate information, the boundary
or schedules leaves the placement of | could be adjusted following receipt and
buildings open to interpretation, verification of the new data. The intent
discussion and, potentially, of the Waterway Corridor designation
prolonged debate between agencies under the Official Plan is to protect the
of the Federal Government and the lands abutting the water edges. The
City of Ottawa. The CP zone should | EW zone was created to implement
apply to al of the lands situated such policy. The escarpment should be
between the Rideau Canal, protected from future alterations and,
Wellington Street and the Ottawa for that reason, should be zoned
River, and the setbacks of buildings accordingly. Thisapproachis
from the shoreline be collaboratively | consistent with all the properties
defined. located along the Ottawa River
including the French Embassy site and
the Prime Minister’s residence on
Sussex Drive for instance.
Furthermore, to set a fixed setback
would not reflect the location of the
edge of the escarpment vis-a-vis the
shoreline, a shoreline which also varies
with the water level, and would create
more uncertainty.
Regiona 1. Motor Funeral Home: The rate for Funeral home will be That the rate for funeral home under
Municipality of Vehicle Parking We believe the reference to “3" for rectified to “ 30 for the first 50 sg. m. of | Section 8(1) be changed for “3 for the
Ottawa-Carleton Section 8 (1) the first 50sq m. of gfa should be gfa’ as per Zoning By-law, 1998. first 50 sq. m. of gfa’ to “30 for the
(March 1, 1999) “30" first 50 sg. m. of gfa’ and the parking
Veterinary clinic: The rate for veterinary clinic will be rate for veterinary clinic be changed
We do not support the requirement amended to require “1 per 200 sg. m. of | from “1 per 100 sg. m. of gfa’ to “1
of 1 per 100sq m. of gfabeing double | gfa’ as per Zoning By-law 1998 to per 200 sg. m. of gfa’
what it is outside the Central Area. correct this anomaly.
2. Section 8(3) Leisure and recreational uses: The parking provisions reflect those that | No change recommended.

Parking provisions should be reduced
from what applies outside the Central
Area

are currently set out under Section
16(E) of By-law Number Z-2K for the
Central Area.
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3. Section 8 (4),
(5 & (6)

Institutional, industrial and
transportation uses. We do not
support the fact that for most of the
uses, the parking provisions exceeds,
and in some cases, is double what is
required outside the Central Area.

The parking provisions for the
institutional, industrial and
transportation uses should be revised so
that the rates for any of the uses are not
greater than the rates set out under
Zoning By-law, 1998, for the areas
outside the Central Area or equivalent
to the current rates set out under
Section 16(E) of By-law Number Z-2K,
whichever is the lesser.

- That the parking rates set out under
Section 8(4) for “correctiona centre”,
“court house”, “cultural, social &
counselling centre”, “ecclesiastical
residence”, “emergency services’,
“utility installation” and “any other
institutional uses” be changed from 1
per 75 sg. m. of gfato 1 per 100 sg. m.
of gfa

- That the parking rates set out under
Sections 8(5) and 8(6) related to the
industrial and transportation uses be
changed from 1 per 100 sg. m. of gfa
to 1 per 200 sg. m. of gfa.

4, Section 23

(@)
CP2 Subzone

We recommend that in order to
promote thisareaas a“lively and
attractive people-place during the
days and evenings’ (OPA #27), a
hotel be added as a permitted use and
also dwelling unit. We understand
that under your zoning by-law a
“dwelling unit” is something
accessory to a permitted use so to
permit same would not thwart the
general intent of the “ Cultural/Office
Ared’ designation in the Official
Plan.

OPA #27 states that “ City Council shall
permit at-grade supporting uses such as
retail, entertainment and restaurant
venues, to promote this as alively and
attractive people-place during the days
and evenings.” On that basis, hotel is
not a use that would meet the intent of
this policy asit cannot be qualified as
an “at-grade supporting use” but its
impact would be one of a primary use.
Asfor the “dwelling unit” use, the
relevant policy does not state that
residential uses would be appropriate
and desirable in the subject area.

No change recommended.

5. Section 24

(6)
CM Subzone

If this means that the listed uses can
only be 3 metres deep, thiswould
appear to be too narrow.
Alternatively, it may mean that the
listed uses must be at least 3 metres
deep. Clarification would help.

The 3 metre requirement is a minimum
in order to ensure that pedestrian-
oriented uses locate along the streets.
These uses may exceed this but may not
be less than 3 metres in depth.

No change recommended.
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6. Section 27 The prohibition on outdoor patios Outdoor patio must be prohibited That a provision be added to the R7D
@) should not include the R7D subzone | generaly inthe R7 zone asit is not subzone detailed under Section 31to
R7 Subzone as patios should be permitted along appropriate in most R7 zones. allow outdoor patio as part of a
the agueduct. However, a provision will be added to restaurant, bar or club.
the R7D subzone to alow an outdoor
patio as part of arestaurant, bar or club
asintended in OPA #27 for the area
along the aqueduct.
7. Section 31 As subsection (4) requires OPA #27 makes a distinction between No change recommended.
) commercial usesto beontheground | the function of the area along the north
R7D Subzone floor of aresidential building, why side of the aqueduct and the area aong
arethe usesin (2) prohibited? The Booth Street. The policy favours the
OPA #27 permits avariety of ground | creation of a“Main Street” along Booth
floor, small-scale retail, cultural, Street to serve the new community and
restaurant and entertainment uses visitors whereas the emphasisis on
below residential uses along the cultural and entertainment uses along
north side of the aqueduct.” the agueduct. The uses prohibited
under Section 31 (2) are seen as service
commercial uses which should be
restricted to the area along Booth Street.
8. Section 31 What is the purpose of reguiring The Urban Design Guidelines for That Section 31 (6) be modified to
(6) residential-only buildings to have LeBreton Flats requires that any floors state that any floor of abuilding
R7D Subzone their ground floor at least 0.6 metres | containing residential uses be located containing residential uses must be
above grade? 0.6 metres above grade in order to located a minimum of 0.6 metres
ensure some privacy for the dwelling above grade.
units located at grade. The wording of
this provision will be modified to state
that any floor of a building containing a
residential use must be located a
minimum of 0.6 metres above grade and
not only those floors that containing
only residential uses.
9. Section 40 Typo “subzone” The typo will be corrected. The word “suzone’ be changed to
(2) “subzone” where it appears.

L1G Subzone
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10. Section 43

2
EW6 Subzone

We presume the Thomson-Perkins
Mill is being exempted from the lot
area, lot coverage etc. regulations, so
that it isa conforming use. Thetotal
absence of limits does not encourage
the retention of the existing heritage
building. We believe this should be
addressed by the addition of a
heritage overlay.

The exemption of this property from the
zone regulationsis to ensure that a non-
conforming use is not created.

However, an heritage overlay is
established on properties that are zoned
heritage (ie. HR, HP, HC, CAH) under
By-law Number Z-2K or designated
individually or as part of adistrict under
the Heritage Act. The subject building
is neither zoned heritage nor designated
under the Heritage Act. The subject
building does form part, however, of the
NCC’s plans to revitalize the islands
and, for that reason, is being retained.

No change recommended.

11. Exception
47

Under (b) the reference should be to
“LeBreton Boulevard” not “LeBreton
Flats’.

Reference should be made to “LeBreton
Boulevard”.

Change to words “LeBreton Flats’ to
“LeBreton Boulevard” where it

appears.

Public Works and
Government
Services Canada
(March 12, 1999)

1. Section 21(2)
CP Zone

It remains our opinion that a
visitor(s) reception centre should be
defined as a primary use in the CP
zone.

The existing visitor reception centre on
Metcalfe Street is currently zoned
C2(8.0) under By-law Number Z-2K
and is permitted under the use office.
As office will be listed as a permitted
use under the CP zone, a visitor
reception centre would be allowed.
Thereis no need, therefore, to definea
new use when the use will be permitted
under the zone.

No change recommended.
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2. Loading on We are of the opinion that loading L oading spaces are not required along No change recommended.
Wellington spaces should also not be required Rideau, Bank and Sparks Streets as
Street for those properties abutting they are designated as Theme Streets
Wellington Street as Wellington and where the continuous built form is
Street forms an integral part of the to be maintained. Thisisnot the case
Ceremonial Route. with Wellington Street. Furthermore,
Sparks Street is a pedestrian mall where
deliveries take place at specific hours.
Not to require loading spaces along
Wellington Street would result in not
having any loading spaces for the blocks
located between Wellington Street and
Sparks Street, from Elgin Street to Bank
Street. This may have an impact on the
flow of traffic on the abutting streets.
3. 350King We understand that you intend to The new zoning should reflect the That Exception [18] be amended to
Edward Avenue | amend Exception [18] to add a existing uses while having regard to the | add “printing plant” as an additional

provision which would allow office
use on the ground floor. We further
advise that a printing operation is
also an existing use on the ground
floor. You agreed that Exception
[18] would also provide for a printing
plant as a permitted use on the
ground floor of the building.

policies of the Official Plan and the
intent of the existing zoning.

use permitted; that the provision under
Column 1V be amended to state that
“-office and printing plant are limited
to an FSI of 1.5"; and anew provision
is added under Column IV to state that
“office is permitted on the ground
floor of abuilding”.

4, Conference
Centre

The proposed zoning designation for
the Conference Centreis L4
F(5.00H(135 A.SL.). Asyou are
aware, the Sports Hall of Fame will
be located in the building in the
future. In cooperation with this use,
restaurants and retail stores may also
be provided. Therefore, we
recommend that the site be
designated L4B F(5.0)H(135 A.S.L.)
which would permit these additional
uses. Thiswould be the same zoning
which appliesto the National Arts
Centre.

The suggested L4B F(5.0)H(135
A.S.L.) would be in keeping with the
intent of the Official Plan policies and
that of the existing zoning while
allowing the accommodation of the
proposed future uses of the existing
building, namely the sports Hall of
Fame.

That the proposed zoning for the
Conference Centre be changed from
L4 F(5.0)H(135A.S.L.) to L4B
F(5.0)H(135 A.SL.)
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5. Lorne The Lorne Building at 80 Elgin Although the existing building is set No change recommended.
Building Street is proposed to be designated back from the street, it does not prevent

CB F(8.)Sch.39. In this zone, 50% 50% of the ground floor from

of the ground floor of any building accommodating retail and service

must be occupied by commercial commercial uses as directed by the

uses. This building currently Official Plan. In fact, the podium could

contains office use on the ground be an asset in accommodating outdoor

floor. Given the building’s current patios associated with restaurants and

use and itsrelatively deep setback bars.

from Elgin Street, we are of the

opinion that an exception should be

created to permit 100% of the ground

floor to be used for office. You

advised that you would consider this

change.
6. Off-site The draft by-law proposes to The Official Plan states that “ City No change recommended at thistime.
Parking eliminate the existing off-site parking | Council may permit cash payment to the

provision of 250 metres. Rather the
parking requirements for use must be
satisfied on each individua site.
Such a requirement means that many
of our properties along both Sparks
Street and Wellington Street will not
be capable of providing on-site
parking owing to both their relatively
small lot size and the absence of
access to a public street in the case of
Sparks Street. We understand from
you that many of these properties
will be forced to pay cash-in-lieu in
order to satisfy the parking
requirements. Thisissimply
unacceptable. We believe that there
must be a more flexible arrangement
for the provision of parking on
Sparks Street and Wellington Street
given their unique characteristics.

City in lieu of part or al of the zoning
by-law requirements for parking, ...".
There are no policies maintaining the
off-site parking provisions.
Furthermore, parking credits apply to
existing uses that were not required to
provide parking under previous zoning.
Parking that would normally be
required under the current zoning would
be used as credits towards new
development. Wellington and Sparks
Streets are not treated any differently.
Nevertheless, there is an on-going
heritage study in the Central Area and
the preliminary findings recommends
the designation of a heritage district
centred on Sparks Street, between Elgin
Street and Bank Street as detailed in
the attached information. In such cases,
a heritage overlay isimposed whereby
no parking is required as an incentive to
retain the existing buildings. The
designation is to take place this Fall
after which the by-law will be amended
accordingly.
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7. EW5 Zone PWGSC remains of the opinion that The EWS5 zone is maintained along the The minimum yard setbacks for the CP
it may be more appropriate to water's edge with the understanding zone be changed from 12 and 7.6
delineate the EW5 zone a ong that that the boundary along the escarpement | metresto 0.
portion of the water's edge. We will be adjusted when the NCC
further requested that no minimum provides more detailed geodesic
yard setbacks should apply. We information. As for the minimum yard
would appreciate your comments on setback, given that some existing
this matter. buildings and structures such as the
Supreme Court and the heating plant
are located along the escarpement edge
and given the uniqueness of the use
accommodated within the CP zone (the
Parliament Buildings), the minimum
yard setback requirement may be
deleted.
Minto 1. Section There appears to be a conflict in the Under Section 16(E)7 of By-law No change recommended
Developments Inc. 19(10) zoning details between the definition | Number Z-2K, the calculation of
(February 17, and Additional uses of gross floor area and the parking parking requirements in the Central
March 2, 1999) not requiring requirement exemption for uses Areais based on amodified definition
parking in CB listed in Section 19(10) provided of gross floor area and includes, in the
zone below grade. The grossfloor area case of anon-residential use building or

provision for the Central Area should
not include floor area below grade as
per By-law Number Z-2K.

amixed use building, al floors whether
above or below or at grade excluding
floor areas used for storage, the parking
of motor vehicles or if occupied by
mechanical equipment. Currently,
Zoning By-law, 1998, defines gross
floor areato mean the total area
contained within the interior of the
outside walls of the building at each
floor or level, less any area used for
parking, minus 18%. It islikely that
this will be revised back to the previous
definition as aresult of the consultant’s
review of the residential zones resulting
from appeals to the Zoning By-law,
1998. The uses listed under Section
19(10) would, therefore, beincluded in
the parking calculations whether they
are located above or below or at grade.
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2. Section 47(3)
& 75(6)
Minimum
separation for
parking lot

The proposed zoning detail includes
a 1.5 metre setback between parking
lot and a zone boundary. This
parking lot setback is unnecessary in
an environment of zero lot line
development. Parking lots within the
central area should be safe for users
and pedestrian and provide frontage
on the street that is appropriate for
the location.

The minimum separation between a
parking lot and a zone boundary, when
required, is 3 metres. Thiscan be
reduced to 1.5 metres if an opaque
screen is provided. Thisis general
provision applicable to all parking lots
and is still seen valid in the Central
Area. It also has been a condition to the
approval of parking lots under Site Plan
Control for some years now. Note,
however, that this provision is under
review by our consultant regarding the
residential zones emanating from the
appeals to Zoning B-law, 1998.

No change recommended.

3. Sections 7,
19(10) and 20(1)
Parking in CB
and CB1 zones

Clarify the parking requirementsin
the CB and CB1 zone for retail and
commercial uses.

Under Section 7, no parking is required
for the listed retail and service
commercia usesin the CB, CP and CM
zones. Under Section 19(10), some
entertainment uses are added to the
exemption for the CB zone. Under
Section 20(1), Sections 7 and 19(10) do
not apply under the CB1 subzone and
parking is required for retail, service
commercial and entertainment uses.
The CB1 subzone affects the Rideau
Centre which is a shopping destination;
thisis not the case for the similar uses
located in the CB zone.

No change recommended.

4, Sections
19(3) to 19(6)
Ground floor
usesin CB zone

Clarify intent of the by-law with
respect to driveways/garage
entrances through landscaped yards
at grade and the direct access
requirement for commercial useson
the ground floor of buildingsin the
CB zone. Entrances to parking lots
and loading areas will prevent access
to all ground floor tenants. A
provision that allows some flexibility
for garage and loading entrances or
controlled access such as banks or
offices should be considered.

A driveway leading to a parking
lot/garage forms part of the parking
facility and is not part of the ground
floor. Consequently, it isnot afactor in
the calculation of the ground floor uses.

No change recommended.
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5. Section 27(8)
L andscaped
areasin side and
rear yards of R7
zone

Amend Section 123 of By-law
Number 93-98 to delete requirement
for landscaped side yards and rear
yards in the R7 zones.

The residential regulations set out under
Part IV of the Zoning By-law, 1998, is
as valid within the Central Areaasitis
outside the Central Area. It isintended
to ensure an appropriate environment in
residential areas. All high density
residential development require side
and rear yard setbacks of 1.2 metres and
of up to 11 metres respectively, and
amenity areain the order of 30% of the
lot area plus 10% of the gross floor area
each of the dwelling units or rooming
units. Part of this amenity areaisto be
located in aside yard or rear yard not
covered by a building or a parking lot.
Note, however, that this provisionis
under review by our consultant
regarding the residential zones
emanating from the appealsto the
Zoning B-law, 1998.

No change recommended.

6. Section 28
R7 Zone

Zoning by-law provisions for the R7
zone as compared to the yard
requirements under the Upper Town
zoning by-law?

The yard requirements under the
existing R7-x(5.0)[51] zoning are very
complex as they take into consideration
whether the walls have a window or
not, the percentage of window coverage
when provided, and the building height.
Under the proposed new zoning, the
general provisions set out under Zoning
By-law, 1998, for residential uses are to
apply as they are simpler and adequate
for the Central Area. Note, however,
that these provisions are under review
by a consultant regarding the residential
zones emanating from the appeals to
Zoning By-law, 1998.

No change recommended.
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7. Section
19(2)(ah)
Parking lot

Amend parking provisions to permit
surface parking lots subject to site
plan control approval. Recognize the
existing surface parking lotsin the
zoning for the parcels shown on
Neighbourhood Monitoring Area
Map 13-7 as CB1[5]F(7.0)Sch.60 &
61 and on Map 13-4 as R7A
F(5.0)H(64) on the north west corner
of Laurier Avenue West and Lyon
Street.

Under the existing zoning, parking lots
arerequired to be provided in a
building or structure. The proposed
new zoning maintains this requirement.
It isalso not legal to permit parking lots
subject to site plan approval; either they
are permitted or they are not. Asfor the
surface parking lots in the CB1[5]F(7.0)
Sch.60 & 61 and R7A F(5.0)H(64), the
first oneis permitted as a temporary use
and the second is a non-conforming use
under the existing zoning. The
proposed new zoning maintains these
provisions.

No change recommended.

8. Schedule 1
Building heights

Clarify Intent of Schedule 1 -
building height in the Central Area.
The legend appears to be missing
something.

Schedule 1 corresponds to Schedule 11
under By-law Number Z-2K and sets
out the general framework for the
building height controls affecting the
Central Area as described under Section
13 of the proposed new zoning for the
Central Area.

No change recommended.

9. Section 20
(Zoning By-law,
1998)

Lot Area

Amend the Zoning By-law, 1998,
such that Section 20 will not apply to
the CB and R7 zone.

Section 20 of Zoning By-law, 1998 sets
out the general provisions related to lot
area. Following Planning Committee’'s
decision related to the appeals to
Zoning By-law, 1998, on March 30,
1999, Section 20(4)c) will be deleted
and all uses permitted on both sides of a
zone boundary located on the same lot
will be permitted. This provision will
also apply to the Central Area.

No change recommended.
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10. Section 8 Parking ratios in the Central Area The proposed parking rates set out That the parking rates that do not
Parking appear to have increased. However, under Section 8 should correspond to reflect the existing requirements or
Requirement we understand that the City plansto the parking rates set out under the exceed the rate established for the uses

hire a consultant to review the
parking standards throughout the
City. Intheinterim, we recommend
that the City refrain from any
changes to the parking provision in
the Central Areauntil the
consultant’ s report is approved by
City Council. We are concerned that
achange at thistime will alter the
status of existing off-site parking lots
within 250 metres of a use and legal
surface parking lots.

existing zoning and should not be any
greater than the rate established for uses
located outside the Central Area. This
was not the case for certain uses,
particularly with some institutional,
industrial and transportation uses,
where the rate reflects the current
provisions but are twice the rate now
required for the same uses located
outside the Central Area. These rates
have been adjusted accordingly.

As for the parking study, consultants
have been hired to review tandem
parking, parking near transit stations,
parking for residential uses and parking
for shopping centres. Given the
significance of tandem parking and
parking near transit station in the
context of the Central Area zoning
review, the submission to the Planning
and Economic Devel opment Committee
of afinal report detailing the proposed
zoning changes of the Centra Area has
been postponed form March 30, 1999 to
June 8, 1999 in order to allow the
consultant to develop appropriate
recommendations.

located outside the Central Areabe
revised accordingly. (See above
respond to |etter from the Regional
Municipality of Ottawa-Carleton dated
March 1, 1999).
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Arnon Corporation | 1. Industria Add list of previously permitted The industrial uses currently permitted No change recommended.
(March 18, 1999) Uses at industrial uses - the uses are under By-law Number Z-2K were
161 Bank St. generaly “clean” and although established in the 80's when there was a
171 Slater St. involve some manufacturing, can high vacancy rate in office space. The
Slater/Laurier easily be accommodated in typical intent was to broaden the scope of
Parking downtown office floor space. potential tenants for the office space.
60, 66 Queen St. The Officia Plan policies (Val I,
62 Sparks St. Chapter 5, policy 5.5.2a)) state that the
56 Sparks St. Central Business District shall

130-140 George
St

183-195 Rideau
St

25 Nicholas St

accommodate “ predominantly
commercia uses, including business,
office and retail uses, and intense
activity ...” Note that the use
“computer/date centre” islisted as ause
and which accommodates high tech
business. This use did not exist under
the former zoning by-law.
Manufacturing involves receiving parts
and material and the distribution of
finished products which entails truck
traffic. This may have a significant
impact on the flow of traffic and on the
public transit system in the Central
Area and would be contrary to the
efforts of reducing truck traffic in the
Central Area.
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2. Sections
19(3), (5) & (6)
- Retail and
service
commercia uses
at grade at

161 Bank St.
171 Slater St.
Slater/Laurier
Parking

60, 66 Queen St.
62 Sparks St.

56 Sparks St.
130-140 George
St.

183-195 Rideau

- Add apartment building as a
permitted use thereby allowing a
building which is 100% residential.
- Delete Sections 19(3), 19(5) &
19(6) - many of the useslisted in
Section 19(3) are incompatible with
ahigh class office building, and
office tenants find such uses
undesirable in the same building.
The requirement for such uses on the
ground floor should be optional, not
mandatory.

The Official Plan policies (Val. Il,
Chapter 1, policies 1.3.3a)iii) and
1.3.3b)) “require pedestrian-oriented
uses at grade along pedestrian corridors,
including Albert, Slater and Metcalfe
Streets, and along other streets, retail
uses at grade, or similar appropriate
uses...” and “the principal entrance to
such uses shall be located along the
perimeter of abuilding and shall be
directly accessible to pedestrian
walking aong the public right-of-way”
and “such uses shall be provided
continuously along the street”. These
policies apply as much for acommercia

No change recommended.

use as for aresidential use. Infact, it
St would not be appropriate to provide
25 Nicholas St residential uses at grade in the Core
Areagiven the volume of vehicular and
bus traffic on most of the downtown
Streets.
3. Section Delete Section 19(11) asthe sitehas | The existing surface parking lots at the No change recommended.
19(11) an existing surface parking. noted addresses are not listed as

Surface parking
lots at 161 Bank
St

62 Sparks St.
Besserer St.
130-140 George
St

permitted uses under the current zoning
by-law; they enjoy non-conforming
rights. They will continue to be non-
conforming uses under the new zoning
as intended under the existing zoning.
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4. Parking Add an exception which will exempt | In cases where the required parking No change recommended.

exemption for a
change of use at
66 Queen St.
56 Sparks St.

the existing building at 56 Sparks
Street from providing parking in the
event that it is subject to a change of
use.

cannot be accommodated on site, the
Officia Plan policies (Vol I, Chapter 5,
5.9.2.2d)) allows “cash payment in lieu
of part or all of the zoning by-law
requirements for parking”. Parking
credits would also apply for existing
uses that were not required to provide
parking under previous zoning. Parking
that would normally be required under
the current zoning would be used as
credits towards the new use. Finaly,
Sparks Street, between Bank Street and
Elgin Street and including the property
at 56 Sparks Street, is proposed to be
designated as a heritage district and,
consequently, a heritage overlay would
apply which would further relax the
parking requirements.

5. Permitted
uses along
Besserer St.

Add previously permitted
commercial uses from Exception
Zone [33] of By-law Z-2K, in
addition to commercia uses proposed
in R6B Zone.

The proposed R6M Sch.63 subzone
allows the same range of commercial
uses and in the same manner as set out
under the current R7-x(4.0)[33] zone.
The permitted office and laboratory uses
are limited to an FSI of 1.5 and may
only locate on the ground floor or
basement of a building containing a
residential use.

No change recommended.

6. Floor Space
Index along
Besserer St.

Reinstate previously approved FS| of
(4.0).

Under the new zoning by-law, the FSI is
no longer specified for residential

zones. Theintensity of development is
regulated by the yard setbacks and the
building height limits. A greater FSI
may be achieved in some cases.

No change recommended.
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7. Amenity Area
Besserer St.

Reduce Amenity Area Requirements

The amenity area requirements set out
under Part IV of the Zoning By-law,
1998, is as valid within the Central
Areaasit is outside the Central Area

It isintended to ensure aliveable
environment in the residential areas.

All high density residential
development require a total amenity
areain the order of 30% of the lot area
plus 10% of the gross floor area each of
the dwelling units or rooming units.
Part of this amenity area may be located
in aside yard or rear yard not covered
by abuilding or aparking lot. Note,
however, that this mater is under review
by our consultant on residential zones
emanating from the appeals from the
Zoning By-law, 1998, and is subject to
change.

No change recommended.

8. Officeuseat
475 Laurier
Avenue West

The property at 475 Laurier Avenue
West is used as an apartment
building. It has approximately 1 000
sg.ft. of commercia office on the
ground floor. Based on our review of
the proposed zoning, we would like
to see the following amendments to
the proposed zoning: a) Add an office
use of up to 1000 sg.ft. on the ground
floor.

The existing office use at 475 Laurier
Avenue West is not permitted under the
recently approved R7-x(5.0)[51] zone,
hence has a non-conforming status. It
will continue to be a non-conforming
use under the new zoning as intended
under the existing zoning.

No change recommended.

9. Section 10
Required
parking
available for all
uses

Section 10 in the draft by-law states
that required parking provided in the
Central Areawill be available to
anyone for parking purposes and not
only for the specific useit is required
for. The meaning of thisis unclear.
This provision should be at the
discretion of the owner of the
provided parking, and not mandatory
asit now reads. We would
recommend that the word “will” be
replaced by the word “may”.

The use of the word “may” instead of
the word “will” would better reflect the
intend of the related provision set out
under By-law Number Z-2K.

That the word “will” in Section 10 be
changed to the word “may”.
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D.Gladstone General | strongly recommend that the The review of the Regional Officia No change recommended.

(February 17, Central Area Zoning process be put Plan was initiated in 1995 and

1999) on hold until the appeals to By-law completed in July 1997. The City isin

93-98 are resolved, until the Central
AreaWest Heritage Study is
completed and, above al, until a
vision for the Central Areais

devel oped with full involvement of
all stakeholders, which fully reflects

the City’s and Region’s Official Plan.

As others at the public meeting, | am
concerned as to whether the current
process is properly based on Officia
Plan policies.

the process of bringing its Official Plan
in compliance with the new Regional
Official Plan. The Central Area
Zoning Review, which was initiated in
April 1996, can only implement the
currently approved Official Plan. Any
amendment to the Officia Plan
resulting from the Official Plan review
that may impact on the zoning
regulations will result in a zoning
amendment.

The Central Area West Heritage Study
is carried out under the authority of the
Heritage Act and its purposeis to
designate buildings or districts. The
heritage overlay in the zoning by-law is
a complementary set of regulations that
assist in maintaining the existing
character of an designated area or
building. The establishment of the
overlay can occur at alater stage
without affecting the proposed zoning
changes asit is a set of regulations that
is superimposed onto an area and the
regul ations supercedes those of the
underlying zone.

The appeal process to By-law 93-98
(Zoning By-law, 1998) is a separate and
independent process from the Central
Area Zoning Review. The proposed
zoning details for the Central Area uses
the provisions established under Zoning
By-law, 1998. Any changes that may
result form the appeal process will
apply to the Central Area.
Consequently, there is no need to wait
for the resolution of the appeals before
proceeding with the proposed zoning for
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from the Central AreaZoning Review.
The proposed zoning details for the
Central Area uses the provisions
established under Zoning By-law, 1998.
Any changes that may result form the
appeal process will apply to the Central
Area. Consequently, there is no need to
wait for the resolution of the appeals
before proceeding with the proposed
zoning for the Central Area.
Thérése Rickman- Genera | fail to understand why specific Zoning relates to the use of land and the | No change recommended.
Bull zoning issues cannot be considered erection and use of buildings. It cannot
(February 17, under this process. If there areissues | address the issue of tenure nor can it
1999) that can be incorporated into the regulate the use or activities taking
plan, they should be addressed at this | place on public right-of ways. The
point. To suggest that zoning does issue of prostitution is a police/law
not affect the plan isdisingenuous. | | enforcement matter that cannot be
request that a greater vision be addressed under zoning.
articulated which takes into account
the input of local residents. | intend
to appeal the current zoning. This
issueis not closed where | am
concerned. Ottawa has to
demonstrate unequivocally that there
is zero tolerance for prostitution.
Campbell 1. Genera Wait until the OMB appeal on By- The appeal process to By-law 93-98 No change recommended.
Robertson, law 93-98 has been decided before (Zoning By-law, 1998) is a separate and
City Centre moving these zoning changes independent process from the Central
Coadlition forward. Area Zoning Review. The proposed
(February 17, zoning details for the Central Area uses
1999) the provisions established under Zoning

By-law, 1998. Any changes that may
result form the appeal process will
apply to the Central Area.
Consequently, there is no need to wait
for the resolution of the appeals before
proceeding with the proposed zoning for
the Central Area.
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2. Section 9 1. Zoning regulations as they relate 1. The proposed parking requirements No change recommended.
Parking to parking should conform with the for the Central Areareflect the

Officia Plan of the City and the
Region.

2. There should be no new parking
lots , downtown. Decrease the
number of parking lot spaces near
transitway stations.

3. Put metersin City parking lotsto
discourage al day parking.

4. For new properties, “cap” the
number of parking spaces that can be
included.

requirements set out under the existing
zoning by-law (Section 17(E)) which
requirements are less than those for the
remaining of the City. Conseguently,
they conform to both the City and the
Region Official Plans as both Official
Plan favor areduction of parking in the
Central Area.

2. In the Central Area, commercial
parking may only be provided in a
building or structure. Surface
commercial parking lots are only
permitted as a temporary use and must
be reviewed through a rezoning process.
Parking near transit stations is being
reviewed by a consultant along with the
issue of tandem parking. Findings from
this study may result in changesto the
parking requirements.

3. Zoning may or may not permit
parking but cannot regulate the
metering of parking lots. Thisisdone
through licensing.

4. The Official Plan supports the
establishment of an upper limit on the
amount of parking provided in
development (policy 5.9.2.2a). It also
states that parking should be required
when considering development
applications (policy 5.9.2.2b). ltis,
nevertheless, beyond the

5.9.2.2b). Itis, nevertheless, beyond
the mandate of this zoning review to
undertake a comprehensive analysis of
parking requirements for each land uses
in order to establish a maximum
number of required parking.
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3. Tandem
Parking

Do not allow tandem parking.

The existing zoning does not permit
tandem parking. Zoning By-law, 1998,
allows tandem parking for certain uses,
namely, office, hospital, funeral parlour,
place of worship, industrial uses and
warehouse provided they require at

least 50 parking spaces, in which case
up to 10% of the required parking may
bein tandem. Thisprovision isto apply
to the Central Area. It is not proposed to
include commercia parking lotsin this
provision as it would be contrary to the
Official Plan policies of reducing
parking in the Central Area.

Note, however, that a consultant is
currently reviewing this issue and his
findings may result in some changes to
this provision.

No change recommended.

Canril Corporation
(February 17,
1999)

1. Section 20
Usesin CB Zone

We object to the absolute
requirement for direct pedestrian
access to the street from individual
usesin abuilding. This requirement
is too onerous on the building owner
and tenant.

It is the mandate of this study to define
the zoning tools required to implement
the land use policies of the Official
Plan. Given that the policies (O.P. Val.
11, 1.3.3 b) state specifically that uses at
grade should have direct pedestrian
access from the street, a zoning
provision was provided in the CB zone.

No change recommended.
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2. Tandem We object to not permitting tandem The existing zoning does not permit No change recommended.
Parking parking in the Central Area. We tandem parking. Zoning By-law, 1998,

support the business associations and
the parking operatorsin their
position of alowing tandem parking
downtown. Thisis particularly
important to businessesin
competition with the suburban
shopping centres and to the tourist
industry.

allows tandem parking for certain uses,
namely, office, hospital, funeral parlour,
place of worship, industrial uses and
warehouse provided they require at

least 50 parking spaces, in which case
up to 10% of the required parking may
bein tandem. Thisprovision isto apply
to the Central Area. It is not proposed to
include commercia parking lotsin this
provision as it would be contrary to the
Official Plan policies of reducing
parking in the Central Area. Note,
however, that a consultant is currently
reviewing this issue and his findings
may result in some changes to this
provision.
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Chris Bradshaw 1. Genera Conformity to new Regiona Officia | Thereview of the Regiona Official No change recommended.

Ottawak Plan is needed. Also, the broader Plan was initiated in 1995 and

(February 17, strategy of Official Plan is not completed in July 1997. The City isin

1999) referred to. Thisis, as staff the process of bringing its Official Plan

admitted, an administrative process,
not to allow or cause any zoning
changes. Astaxpayer, that is awaste
of tax money. It will need to be
reviewed all over again as Regional
Official Plan causes changes to City
Official Plan.

in compliance with the new Regional
Official Plan. The Central Area
Zoning Review, which was initiated in
April 1996, can only implement the
currently approved Official Plan. Any
amendment to the Officia Plan
resulting from the Official Plan review
that may impact on the zoning
regulations will result in a zoning
amendment.

As for the mandate of the Central Area
zoning review, it isintended to
implement the currently approved
Officia Plan policies while having
regard to the intent of the existing
zoning and the existing land uses.
Where the existing zoning implements
the Official Plan policies and
accommodates the existing uses, it was
maintained but under a new zone
designation, new terminology and a
simplification of the zone regulations.
Only where thereis a clear policy
statement to cause a change of zoning
that a new zone was proposed. The
Planning Act alows individuals to
apply for rezonnings and amendments to
the Officia Plan and the City is
obligated to process and consider any
applications.
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2. Section 21
CB1 Subzone

This area (Rideau Street) is
pedestrian-unfriendly. Y et staff say
it is more important not to create
“non-conformity”. Sorry, Official
Plan conformity must prevail.

The proposed new zoning is intended to
implement the policies of the Official
Plan while having regard to the intent of
the existing zoning and existing land
uses. Although the related policies
state that uses located along the
perimetre of a building shall be directly
accessible to pedestrian, the existing
development is aregiona shopping
centre (Rideau Centre) with interior
malls and three accesses off Rideau
Street. The proposed expansion of the
Rideau/Congress Centre will occupy the
remaining one third of the city block
facing Rideau Street with two
additional accesses proposed. The
remaining portions of Rideau Street will
require direct pedestrian access. Asa
result, the Rideau/Congress Centre will
be able to conform to the zoning by-law
while the general intent of the policies
for the Rideau Street would be
implemented.

No change recommended.

F. Cameron
(February 17,
1999)

Section 34
R6L Subzone

The zoning at the southeast corner of
St. Patrick Street and Cumberland
Street should reflect the current uses
ie. low rise development and not high
rise development as shown on the
zoning map. The zoning changes
should be more consistent with the
Official Plan ie provide for non-
conforming uses. In general, the new
zoning shows lack of vision; no/little
movement to better the quality of
life.

The existing CAH-x[24] zoning alows
awide range of residential uses with
limited commercial usesat grade. The
maximum building height ranges from
the existing height of the existing
buildings to 13.6 metres, therefore
limiting development to low rise
buildings. The proposed R6L SCH 73
zoneisahigh rise residential zone with
limited service commercial uses
permitted at grade. Although the
existing building height limits are
maintained under Sch 73 attached to
this zone, the zone designation does not
adequately reflect the existing low rise
residential development of the subject
area. The area should, instead, be
placed in an R5D subzone to reflect this
low rise character.

That the R6L zones located along
Cumberland Street and Murray Street
and shown on Zoning Map 13-10 be
changed to an R5D subzone
designation with an exception [51] to
allow the commercial uses permitted
under the existing CAH-x[24]
exception zone.




45



46

Document 1.b)

Memo / Note de service

To/ Destinataire July 8, 1999
Councillor Elisabeth Arnold

Chairperson

Planning and Economic Devel opment

Committee

From / Expéditeur ACS1999-PW-PLN-0059
Commissioner

Department of Urban Planning and Public

Works

Subject / Objet: Comments Related to the Proposed Central Area Zoning

Attached please find staff comments with respect to matters which were raised concerning the
submission titled “Proposed New Zoning for the Central Ared’, and which were received
subsequent to the submission bei ng tabled with Planning and Economic Devel opment Committee
on June 22, 1999. Copies of documents received from the National Capital Commission,
Regional Municipality of Ottawa-Carleton, Centretown Citizens Ottawa Corporation and Canril
Corporation areenclosed. The attached tableisintended as an addition to “ Document 1- Central
Area Zoning Review: Summary of Feedback” of the above submission.

(Original signed by E.M. Robinson)

Attach.

Cc.C

Councillor Stéphane Emard-Chabot

Councillor Allan Higdon

Councillor Ron Kolbus

Councillor Shawn Little

Anne-Marie Leung, Executive Assistant, Department of Corporate Services

Hana Nader-Merhi, Assistant City Salicitor, Department of Corporate Services

Mr. Larry Spencer, Spencer & Co.

Mr.Frangois Lapointe, Director, Planning, National Capital Commission

Mr. Nigel Brereton, Senior Project Manager, Devel opment Approva sDivision, Region
of Ottawa-Carleton

Mr. Dennis Carr, Devel opment Coordinator, Centretown Citizens Ottawa Corporation
Ms. Lynn Calvert, Vice President, Canril Corporation



CENTRAL AREA ZONING REVIEW
SUMMARY OF FEEDBACK (received since June 22, 1999 Planning and Economic Development Committee meeting)
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Nationd Section 37(2)- CN9 -Add “bar”, “cinema’, “hotel”, | -The policy referred to by the NCC isthe -Amend Section 37(2) of
. Subzone “night club” and “theatre” as general policy dealing with mixed use areasin . .
Capltal_ _ permitted uses in the CN9 LeBreton Flats. The same section of Official the .ZOI‘]I ng detal IS_ by
Commission subzone affecting Booth Street | Plan Amendment No. 27 also provides more adding the following as
(NCC) in LeBreton Flats. Official Plan | specific policies relating to specific areas of permitted uses:
Amendment No. 27 relating to LeBreton Flats. Of particular interest here 1. bar
LeBreton Flats states as follows | are policies 1.11.3.3 d) and €) which state: e
supporting the addition of these | “d) City Council shall require that Booth 2. cinema
USES: Street provides a variety of small-scale, 3. night club
“ City Council shall permit a continuous, ground floor pedestrian-oriented 4. theatre

broad range of uses including
residential, retail, office,
entertainment, cultural,
institutional and recreational
uses within mixed use areas
abutting arterial roads...”
(OPA #27 policy 1.11.3.3a)

uses, such as retail, restaurant and personal
service uses, in creating a “ Main Street”

focus to serve the new community and visitors
tothearea.” and

“ ) City Council shall permit a variety of
ground floor, small-scale retail, cultural,
restaurant and entertainment uses, below
residential uses along the north side of the
aqueduct, to enhance public activity along
this part of the aqueduct; ...”

-Under policy d), City Council shall require
ground floor pedestrian-oriented uses such as
retail, restaurant and personal service uses, in
creating a“Main Street” focus; however, it
does not preclude other uses such as
entertainment and cultural uses. Under policy
€), City Council shall permit a variety of
ground floor, small-scale retail, cultural,
restaurant and entertainment uses and, as
such, no particular uses are required to be
provided. On that basis, the proposed
additional uses may be permitted along Booth
Street.

-There is a concern, however, with the
proposed “hotel” use which is not seen asa
use that isin keeping with the establishment
of aneighbourhood “Main Street” commercial
area
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SUBMISSIONS | ZONING PARTICULARS DISCUSSION RECOMMENDATIONS
DETAILS

Regional Section 9(3)_ -parking rates for “cinema’, -In keeping with the principle that parking Amend Section 9(3) of the zoning

Munici p a ity of | Parking Provisions “community health and social provisions for uses in the Central Areashould | details by deleting the proposed
for Recreational Uses | Services centre”, “library”, remain the same as the current rates but not parking rates and replacing them

Ottawa- “museum” and “theatre” inthe | greater than the rates set out under the Zoning | with the following:

Carleton Central Area should not be By-law, 1998 for the areas located outsidethe | 1) cinema:1 per 170 square

greater than the rates set out
under the Zoning By-law, 1998
for the areas |located outside the
Central Area

Central Area, the parking rates for “cinema’,
“community health and social services
centre”, “library”, “museum” and “theatre”
should be changed accordingly.

metres

2) community health and social
services centre: not required,
except 1 per 135 square metres of
gross floor area for the medical
facility

3) library: 1 per 100 square
metres of assembly area plus 1
per 170 square metres for the
remaining gross floor area

4) museum: 1 per 100 square
metres of assembly areaplus 1
per 170 square metres for the
remaining gross floor area

5) theatre: 1 per 170 square
metres

Thomson-Perkins
Mill lands

-Thomson-Perkins Mill isin a
Waterway Corridor designation
in the City’s Officia Plan and
in a Waterfront Open Space
designation in the Regional
Official Plan, and RMOC are
concerned that there are no
restrictions on building height
or sizein the eventuality that it
was ever destroyed

-The proposed EW6 zone reflects the existing
commercial use of the property and allows
additional commercia uses that would be
acceptable at this location while assisting in
the preservation and viability of the existing
building. If the existing restaurant and
parking lot uses were not recognized through
zoning, the proposed uses could well be
established under the Committee of
Adjustment by changing a non-conforming use
to another non-conforming use.

-Furthermore, the existing uses do not comply
with the yard setback and lot coverage
regulations set out under an EW zone and, for
that reason, they are not being applied here.

No further changes to the zoning
details recommended
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SUBMISSIONS | ZONING PARTICULARS DISCUSSION RECOMMENDATIONS
DETAILS

Centretown Residential -it isinappropriate to -T:;pa&ingdreqsuei;?ﬂerlt;f?r BreS:den:\ila' Uses No further changes to the
o . . ] as set out under Section 15 of By-law Number : -

Citizens Park_l ng apply the Zoning By Z-2K till apply to the Central Area. It is zoning details

Ottawa requi rements |aW, 1998 Area X proposed that the parking requirements for recommended.

Corporation parking standards to the | residential uses set out under Part 11 of the

(CCOC) Central Area, as these Zoning By-law, 1998, apply to the Central

are excessive based on
CCOC experience
-forces developersto
provide expensive
underground parking,
and fails to respect City
and Regional policies
concerning reduced
reliance on automobile
-should be no residential
parking requirementsin
the Central Area

Area. Residential development in Upper
Town, Lowertown and Sandy Hill West is
similar in many regards to the residential
development in Centretown and, as such,
generates a similar need for parking.

-Nevertheless, there is a parking study
that is currently reviewing a number of
parking issues, including parking rates
for residential uses. Any modifications to
the residential parking rates that may
result from this study would apply to the
Central Area.




50

SUBMISSIONS | ZONING PARTICULARS DISCUSSION RECOMMENDATIONS
DETAILS

Centretown Apartment Setbacks -CCOC has appedled side and -Upper Town, Lowertown and Sandy Hill No further changes to the zoning

Citizens Ottawa rear yard provisions for West were affected by the same R5, R6, R7 details recommended.

Corporation apartmentsin R5 and R6 Zones | and RO zones under By-law Number Z-2K as

(continued) as being excessive those that affected Centretown. New R5 and

-seems to be opposed to City
and Regional policies requiring
efficient use of land, compact
form of development, affordable
housing and choice of tenure
-regulations should enable
rather than preclude infill

devel opment

R6 zones have replaced those zones in
Centretown. It is proposed that the existing
R5, R6, R7 and RO zones affecting the
residential areas of Upper Town, Lowertown
and Sandy Hill West in the Central Areabe
replaced by the R5 and R6 zones as well as by
aproposed new R7 zone. Given that the form
of residential development issimilar, itis
proposed that the zoning regulations set out
under Part IV of the Zoning By-law, 1998,
also apply to the residential areas of the
Central Area. Privacy, access to sunlight and
amenity space are as important for an
apartment building which is located within
the Central Areaas for one that islocated
outside the Central Area. The means of
providing them would differ and are
addressed under the Site Plan Control
approval process.

-1t is to be noted, however, that the side and
rear yard setbacks for the residential uses as
set out under Part 1V of the Zoning By-law,
1998, have been reviewed by a consultant and
areport recommending changes to these
regulations was approved by City Council on
June 16, 1999. Any modifications resulting
form that process will also apply to the
Central Area.
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SUBMISSIONS | ZONING PARTICULARS DISCUSSION RECOMMENDATIONS
DETAILS
Centretown Stacked -stacked townhouses Th; ggposed szzgne tr)eltorl]acgtshe><iStin@l R:h No further changes to the
.. . . an zones. Under both of these zones the ; .
Citizens Townhousesin | should be allowed in all primary residential uses were single family, zoning details
Ottawa proposed R7 proposed R7 subzones apartment dwelling, retirement home, recommended.
Corporation Subzones as a economic method roomi di house an(;i Speécialbneeds hzrullw Thhe
: e proposed R7B and R7C subzones reflect the
(Contl nued) of provi d ng_affordabl_e’ intent of these zones by allowing a similar
grade accessible housing | range of uses. As stacked townhouse is
considered as a form of townhouse
development, and since townhouse is not
listed as a permitted use under the existing
zones, it is not listed under the new zones.
The existing R7 exception zone affecting
Upper Town allows semi-detached and row
(townhouse) dwellings and, for that reason,
the areais being zoned R7A where stacked
townhouse is permitted. The proposed R7D
subzone, which also allows stacked
townhouses, affects parts of LeBreton Flats
and isintended to implement relevant policies
of Officia Plan Amendment No. 27.
Consideration -CCOC has appealed some of The consideration of appealsto By-law 93-98 | No further changes to the
the residential provisions of the | (Zoning By-law, 1998) is a separate and . .
of _Central Area Zoning By-law, 1998, including | independent process from the Central Area Zoning details
Zoning apartment setbacks and parking | Zoning Review. The proposed zoning details | recommended.
amendments requirements for the Central Area uses some of the

-Council should not consider
the proposed Central Area
Zoning in advance of the OMB
hearing on these appeals

provisions established under the Zoning By-
law, 1998. Any changes that may result from
the appeal process, such as the residential
yard provisions for multiple unit devel opment
or parking requirements for residential uses,
will apply to the Central Area. Consequently,
there is no need to wait for the resolution of
the appeal s before proceeding with the
proposed zoning for the Central Area.
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SUBMISSIONS | ZONING PARTICULARS DISCUSSION RECOMMENDATIONS
DETAILS

Canril Trangition -how will the Transition | -it is recommended that the Amend the zoning details

Corporation Provisions Provisions work in the transition provisions for the Central | with respect to Sections

Central Area?

Areareflect those now applied to
the Zoning By-law, 1998, with the
effective date starting as of the
Central Areazoning coming into

force

618-620 of the Zoning
By-law, 1998, to
incorporate transition
provisions to apply to the
Central Areazoning
which mirror those
currently applicable to the
rest of the City, with the
timelines to apply from
the date of the Central
Area zoning amendment
coming into force
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Document 2

CENTRAL AREA ZONING REVIEW

HIGHLIGHTS OF THE PROPOSED ZONESAND SUBZONES

A - Proposed New Zones and Related Subzones

ZONES & PREVIOUS | AREA AFFECTED DESCRIPTION

RELATED ZONING

SUBZONES

CB - C2 Downtown Core Area, | A high density, high profile

Central and Rideau Street office and retail commercial

Business zone with retail and service

District commercial uses required at

Commercial grade but no parking required

Zone for these retail and service
commercia uses

CB1 Subzone | C2 Rideau/Congress Does not require retail and

Centre service commercial uses at

grade with direct accessto a
public street to reflect existing
development and requires
parking for such uses

CP - G Parliament Hill, the Allows Legidative Assembly

Par liamentar Supreme Court and the | buildings and office uses as

y Precinct Nationa Library and well aslimited service

Commercial Archives commercia uses

Zone

CP1 Subzone | C2 South side of Permits retail and service

Weéllington Street

commercial uses at grade and
removes 10% gross floor area
limitation asthe areais
located on the south side of
Wellington Street, within the
Core Area




CP2 Subzone | RO Northern portion of Adds cultural and
LeBreton Flats entertainment uses, permits
retail and service commercial
uses a grade and removes
10% gross floor area
limitation asthe areais
located within the designated
Cultura/office Area of
LeBreton Flats; defines area
specific zone regulations as
the area is surrounded by open
Space
CM - BWM By Ward Market Area | A general commercia zone
By Ward with emphasis on pedestrian-
Market oriented uses at grade and
Commercial limitations on the size of uses
Zone at grade to maintain an
interesting and varied
streetscape
CM1 Subzone | CAH By Ward Building and | Limits commercia usesto
Garage retail food store and the
retailing of arts and craft
CM2 Subzone | HR-3 South side of St- Limits commercia usesto art-
Patrick Street related activities and to the
ground floor and basement
R7 - R7 and RO Parts of Lowertown, A high dengity, high profile
Residential / Upper Town and residential zone with limited
Service LeBreton Flats commercia uses
Commercial
Zone
R7A Subzone | R7 Parts of Upper Town Allows a greater amount of

service commercial uses at
grade than the primary R7
zone as the areais located
along the transitway and in
proximity to significant non-
residential uses
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R7B Subzone | RO and R7

Parts of Lowertown

Prohibits lower intensity
residentia uses, expands the
range of commercial uses and
requires mixed residential/
commercia developments to
reflect the established
character of these areas

R7C Subzone | RO

Parts of Lowertown

Encourages high intensity
residential uses by prohibiting
lower intengity residentia
uses, adds officeas a
permitted use and requires
mixed residential/commercial
developments

R7D Subzone | RO and G

Parts of LeBreton FHats

Encourages high intensity
residential uses by prohibiting
lower intensity residential uses
and some service commercial
uses; adds entertainment uses
and defines area-specific zone
regulations

B - Proposed New Subzones

SUBZONES | PREVIOUS | AREA AFFECTED DESCRIPTION
ZONING
R6K Subzone | RO and G Parts of LeBreton Flats | Implements the residential
area policies as set out under
OPA #27
R6L Subzone | HR-4 Parts of Lowertown High rise residentia zone with

service commercia uses
permitted at garde

R6M Subzone | R7

South side of Besserer
Street in Sandy Hill
West

High rise residentia zone with
office use limited to ground
floor or basement and to an
FSI of 1.5 to minimize impact
of commercia useson
abutting residential area
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CN9 Subzone | ROandCl | Along Booth Streetin | Implements the “main street”
LeBreton Flats commercia policies affecting
Booth Street as set out under
OPA #27
CG14 Subzone | R7, RO and | Parts of Upper Town Allows office uses to reflect
CAH existing uses or to maintain
intent of existing zoning
CG15 Subzone | RO Area along the north Implements the related
side of Wellington and | policies of OPA #27 by
Albert Streetsin allowing mixed residential and
LeBreton Flats commercia uses, primarily
office uses, and limiting the
location and size of the retail
and service commercia uses
L1F Subzone |ROand G Part of LeBreton Flats | To accommodate a municipal
park in LeBreton Flats as set
out under OPA #27
L1G Subzone |G Part of LeBreton Flats | To accommodate a central
open space areain LeBreton
Flats as set out under OPA
#27
L4B Subzone | GandP Areas along Sussex Allows restaurant and retail
Drive and the Rideau uses in museums to reflect
Cana existing and proposed uses
EWS5 Subzone | Gand P Areas aong the Ottawa | Permits museum, parking lot
River and Rideau Canal | and recreational and athletic
facility in order to
accommodate existing uses
EW6 Subzone | P Corresponds to the To accommodate existing
Thompson-Perkins Mill | restaurant use and allow
property (The Mill additional retail uses

Restaurant)
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Document 3
CENTRAL AREA ZONING REVIEW
PUBLIC CONSULTATION PROCESS

No. || DATE FORM OF CONTACT CONTACT PHASE TOPIC / AREA

1996

1 April 23 PEDC meeting Project Initiation Terms of reference/ work
program

2 June 24 Councillors briefing Public Consultation

3 August 22 Central Area Advisory Start-up meeting

Group meeting (C.A.A.G.)

4 September 17 C.A.A.G. meeting Issue I dentification Workshop Planning meeting

5 September 14, 21 Newspaper Ad / Flyers Workshop Sessions

6 September 24 Public Workshop Session Theme Area workshops

1997

7 36390 C.A.A.G. Meeting Zoning Strategies Open House Session/ Public
Consultation

8 October Tabloid General Distribution

9 October Displays Various locationsin Central
Area

1998

10 36214 Public Workshop Zoning Strategies Workshop Session

11 October/ November Technica Circulation Draft Zoning Circulated to Community
Associations, Business
Groups, Major Land
Holders for comment

1999

12 36166 Meseting with Central Area Draft Zoning Zoning Issues

Community Associations

13 36171 PEDC Meeting Information Report on Draft
Zoning and Public
Consultation Process

14 January 25 to 27 Flyer Distributed to all property
owners and tenantsin
Central Area

15 36207 Public Open House Open House Session

16 36332 PEDC Meeting Public Meseting

17 36340 City Council Meeting Consideration of PEDC
recommendations
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No. DATE FORM OF CONTACT CONTACT PHASE TOPIC / AREA

18 October City Council Meeting Zoning By-law Amendment Approval of amending by-
law

19 October Newspaper advertisement Public Notice of Council
approval of amending by-
law / appeal period

20 November 1999 to Appeas Mediation Review of appedls;

February 2000 meetings with appellants

2000

21 March PEDC Meeting Zoning By-law Amendment Public Meeting: Report on
appeals to amending by-law

22 April City Council Meeting Consideration of PEDC
recommendations: report on
appeals

23 To be determined Newspaper advertisement Public Notice of Council
approval of amendments
resulting from appeals
resolution process/ appesl
period

24 To be determined OMB Hearing Public Hearing
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Record of Proceedings

Planning and Economic Development Committee - June 22, 1999

Ref #. ACS1999-PW-PL N-0059

Proposed New Zoning for the Central Area

Parties Who Appeared
Janelronside

J.E. Ironside Consulting Ltd.

2055 Prince of Wales Drive, K2E 7A4. Tdl.. 727-4457.
Ms. Ironside spoke on behalf of Arnon Corporation, provider of management services and
owners of 12 siteswithin the Central Area. She elaborated on her letter dated March 18, 1999
addressed to the Director of Planning.

Robert B. Edmonds

Action Sandy Hill

190 Charlotte Street, KIN 8K9. Tel.: 291-9211.
Mr. Edmonds advised the Committee that Action Sandy Hill has been part of the public
consultation process. On behalf of Action Sandy Hill, he expressed appreciation for being
consulted. Action Sandy Hill supportsthe thrust of the new central area zoning and the idea of
four distinct zones - the Central Business District zone; the Parliamentary Precinct zone; the By
Ward Market zone; and the Central Area Residential zone. He elaborated on the letter dated
October 29, 1997 from Jon C. Legg, President of Action Sandy Hill.

LoisK. Smith

Box 23144, Carlingwood Postal Outlet, Ottawa, K2A 4E2.
Dr. Smith listed some technicalities to the Committee. She advised that she will detail these
technicalities and submit them to the Committee at a later date. She addressed the following
issues: parking and loading; bed and breakfast; wedding chapel; place of worship for meetingin
small groupsinresidential homes; roof top garden/miniature garden. Sheagreedtoincludethese
suggestions in writing for the Committee.

Amy Kempster

Federation of Citizens' Associations of Ottawa-Carleton,

118 Clearview Avenue, K1Y 2L2. Tel.: 722-6039.
Ms. Kempster addressed the Committee on a letter dated June 22, 1999 from Linda Hoad,
President of the Federation of Citizens' Associations of Ottawa-Carleton (FCA). She advised
that the FCA is not happy with the parking requirements and how they will implement the
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policies of the Ottawa and Regional Official Plans. The FCA understands that there is a study
being undertaken and feels that it is premature to comment on the proposed zoning until they
know what the parking requirements and policieswill be. On apersona basis, shefeelsthat the
central areaisin need of a few green oasis and pocket parks to make it more attractive for
people, who come downtown. She suggested that some of the parking lots could be created into
some pocket parks.

Ted Fobert & David Pollard

FoTenn Consultants Inc. & Public Works

representing Parliamentary Precinct Directorate, PWGSC

297 Sunnyside Avenue. Tdl.: 730-5709.
Mr. Pollard and Mr. Fobert were present on behalf of Public Works. They have worked
extensively with City Staff over the last couple of years on the efforts relating to the Federal
properties in the core area, which was a challenging exercise; and they support the efforts of
Staff and thework done on thismatter. They support the motionsbrought forward by Staff with
respect to the Public Works properties in the core area and they hope that Members of the
Committee will support the motions. They suggested a friendly amendment to Motion 2.d) in
order to clarify the uses that are listed apply to the CP1 Zone and not the CP Zone.

Larry Spencer, Spencer & Co.

Nationa Capital Commission

46 Hopewell Avenue, K1S 2Y8. Tel.: 730-2360.
Likethe previous speakers, the National Capital Commission aso worked extensively with City
Staff over thelast month. Mr. Spencer submitted and explained to the Committee two motions
with respect to LeBreton Flats.

DennisCarr

Centretown Citizens Ottawa Corporation (CCOC)

P.O. Box 2787, Station D, K1P 5W8. Tel.: 236-2408, Ext. 229.
Mr. Carr advised that CCOC has been involved in commenting on the appeals to the Ontario
Municipa Board on the Zoning By-law of 1998. He expressed concern that the By-law isgoing
ahead without those appeal s being heard at the OMB because they feel that they will impact on
the Central Area By-law. He elaborated on the CCOC President’s |etter dated June 18, 1999,
addressing the following issues: - Residential Parking Requirements; - Apartment Building
Setbacks; and - R7 Subzones.

Written Submissions by Parties
The Committee received the following material:
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Letter dated March 18, 1999 addressed to the Director of Planning, re. Review of Draft
Central AreaZoning By-law asit Pertainsto Landsfor which Arnon Corporation Provides
Management Services from Jane Ironside, J.E. Ironside Consulting Limited, 2055 Prince
of Wales Drive, Nepean, K2E 7A4.

Letter dated October 29, 1997 addressed to Jean-Guy Bisson, Planner, Central Area
Zoning Review, Planning Branch, re. Central Area Zoning Review - Proposed Strategies
from Jon C. Legg, President, Action Sandy Hill.

L etter dated June 22, 1999 addressed to the Executive Assistant, Planning and Economic
Development Committee from Nigel T. Brereton, MCIP, RPP, Senior Project Manager,
Development Approvals Division, Region of Ottawa-Carleton.

Letter dated June 22, 1999 submitted by Amy Kempster from Linda Hoad, President of
the Federation of Citizens' Associationsof Ottawa-Carleton, P.O. Box 55038, 240 Sparks
Street, Ottawa, Ontario, K1P 1A1.

Submissions from Larry Spencer on behalf of the National Capital Commission.

Letter dated June 18, 1999 submitted by Dennis Carr addressed to Jean-Guy Bisson,
Planner, Department of Urban Planning and Public Works from Nancy Campbell,
President, Centretown Citizens Ottawa Corporation, P.O. Box 2787, Station D, Ottawa,
Ontario. K1P5Ws8.

Letter dated June 21, 1999 addressed to Chair and Members of Planning and Economic
Development Committee from David Gladstone, 118 Frank Street #2, Ottawa, Ontario.
K2P 0X2.

Finding of Fact and Recommendation by Committee

The Committee considered the oral and written submissions presented and, on the basis of the
report by the Department of Urban Planning and Public Works, the Committee approved the
following motions and tabled thisitem until the meeting of July 27, 1999:.

1.

That all references to sections 6 to 43 where they appear in Document #1 and related to
the proposed zoning details be renumbered to Section 7 to 44 in order to reflect the
applicable sections of Document #4.

The following amendments to the “Details of Amendments to the Zoning By-law, 1998
Required to Establishthe New Zoning for the Central Area’ dated May 17, 1999, resulting
from further discussions with Public Works and Government Services Canada related to
the zoning affecting some of their lands:

a) That the phrase “which includes an archive’ be added to the use “library” listed
under zoning detail 20(2)(ad);
b) That zoning detail 22(7) as revised be further revised as follows:

(7) Inthe CP zone,
@ parking for any building or use may locate on any lot situated within this
zone; and
(b) required parking may be located in a front yard or side yard abutting a
street.



d)

f)

9)

h)

62

That the following uses be added to zoning detail 23(1) related to the CP1
subzone:

- computer/data centre

- instructional facility

- |aboratory

- medical facility

- production studio

- public hal

- research and development centre

- retirement home

That the following uses be added to the CP1 Subzone and subject to the
provisions of zoning detail 23(2):

- cinema

- community centre

- community health and socia servcies centre
- catering establishment

- night club

- repair shop

- fast food restaurant

- retail food store

- small batch brewery

That zoning detail 23(2)(b) be deleted and replaced by the following phrase:
(b) uses|ocated within 3 metresfrom Sparks Street must have aseparate and
direct pedestrian access onto the public street.

That zoning detail 23(4) be deleted.

That all landslocated aong the Ottawa River which are zoned G, G-x[5], Pand
M4(1.0) under By-law Number Z-2K and are now proposed to be zoned EW5
and EW[40], and the lands|ocated at the south west corner of Wellington Street
and Bay Street which are zoned P under By-law Number Z-2K and are now
proposed to be zoned L 3, be rezoned as follows:

That three new exceptions be created, one of which will permit the usesallowed
under the G and G-x[5] zones on lands zoned G and G-x[5], one which will
permit the uses allowed under the P zone on lands zoned P and one which would
permit the uses alowed under the M4(1.0) zone on lands zoned M4(1.0); and
That an “h” holding symbol be applied to the affected lands, the exceptions
specifying that the holding symbol may only be removed upon completion of the
secondary planning process and approval of the recommended zoning.

Create a new exception that would also alow “instructional facility” asa
permitted use on the property known as the De La Salle Academy on Susex
Drive.
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i) That the heritage overlay affecting the Parliamentary Precinct and shown on
Neghbourhood Monitoring Area map 13-3 be deleted.

The following amendment to the “Details of Amendments to the Zoning By-law, 1998

Required to Establish the New Zoning for the Central Area’ dated May 17, 1999, is

intended to maintain the same parking rate as set out under By-law Number Z-2K:

a) That zoning detail 9(3)iii dealing with parking for cinemabe amended by deleting
the phrase “ 1 for every 8 fixed seats, whichever is greater”.

The following amendment to the “Details of Amendments to the Zoning By-law, 1998
Required to Establish the New Zoning for the Central Area’ dated May 17, 1999, is
intended to correct a misreference in the subject provision:

a) That thereferenceto “Zoning Detail 7" under zoning detail 20(9) be deleted and
replaced by the phrase “Zoning Detail 8".

The following amendments to the “Details of Amendments to the Zoning By-law, 1998
Required to Establish the New Zoning for the Central Area” dated May 17, 1999, results
from further discussions with the National Capital Commission and is intended to reflect
the Ontario Municipal Board' s decision related to the appeal to Official Plan Amendment
No. 27 dealing with LeBreton Flats:

a) That Schedule 91, forming part of Document #4, be replaced by the attached
Schedule 91.

b) That zoning detail 4 be revised by adding the words *and Schedule 91" after the
words “ Schedule 1.”

C) That zoning detail 24(6)vi be replaced by the following regulation: “as shown by
the suffix “H” on Neighbourhood Monitoring Area maps 13-1 and 13-2 and as
shown on Schedules 91 and 92.”

d) That Table 32(10) be replaced by the following Table 32(10) and that all the

provisions dealing with yard setbacks under Exception [44] be deleted:

Table (10) - Regulations for the R7D Subzone
[ I

ZONING MECHANISM REGULATION
i | Minimum lot area 0
ii | Minimum lot width 0

iii | Required front yard setbacks and corner side | - for that portion of a building or structure less
yard setbacks abutting Preston Street than 4 storeys or 14 metresin height: 0.5
extended metres

- for that portion of abuilding or structure
equal to or greater than 4 storeys or equal to or
greater than 14 metresin height: 3.5 metres
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iv | Required front yard setbacks and corner side | - for that portion of abuilding or structure less
yard setbacks abutting Booth Street than 4 storeys or 14 metresin height: 0.5
metres

- for that portion of abuilding or structure
equal to or greater than 4 storeys or equal to or
greater than 14 metresin height: 2.5 metres

v | Required front yard setbacks and corner side | - for that portion of abuilding or structure less
yard setbacks abutting any other street than 4 storeys or 14 metresin height: 0.5
metres

- for that portion of abuilding or structure
equal to or greater than 4 storeys or equal to or
greater than 14 metresin height: 3.0 metres

vi | Minimum rear yard and interior side yard - for that portion of a building or structure less
where those yards abut an L2B subzone than 4 storeys or 14 metresin height: 0.5
metres

- for that portion of abuilding or structure
equal to or greater than 4 storeys or equal to or
greater than 14 metresin height: 3.0 metres

vii | Minimum setbacks for all other yardsthana | O
front yard and a corner side yard, or rear
yard and interior side yard abutting an L2B
subzone

viii | Minimum building height - for abuilding fronting on Preston Street
extended: 3 storeysor at least 11 metresin
height

- for abuilding fronting on Booth Street: 4
storeys or at least 14 metres in height

- for abuilding fronting on any other street: 3
storeys or at least 11 metresin height

ix | Maximum floor space index Not applicable

X | Minimum landscaped area 0, except that where ayard is provided and not
used for required driveways, aisles, parking or
loading spaces, the whole yard must be
landscaped area

€) That Exception 44 be amended by adding reference to the L2B subzone after the
L1F zone under the third provision.

f) That Table 36(4) be replaced by the following Table 36(4) and that all the
provisions dealing with yard setbacks in Exception [46] be deleted:

Table (4) - Regulations for the R6K Subzone

| I
ZONING MECHANISM REGULATION

i | Minimum lot area 0
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i | Minimum lot width 0
iii | Required front yard setbacks and corner side | - for that portion of abuilding or structure less
yard setbacks abutting “LeBreton Boulevard” | than 79.9 metres above sealevel in height: 0.5
metres
- for that portion of abuilding or structure
equal to or greater than 79.9 metres above sea
level in height: 3.5 metres
iv | Required front yard setbacks and corner side | 3.0 metres
yard setbacks abutting Albert Street and
Wellington Street, east of Booth Street
v | Required front yard setbacks and corner side | - for that portion of abuilding or structure less
yard setbacks abutting Preston Street than 4 storeys or 14 metresin height: 0.5
extended metres
- for that portion of abuilding or structure
equal to or greater than 4 storeys or equal to or
greater than 14 metresin height: 3.5 metres
vi | Required front yard setbacks and corner side | - for that portion of abuilding or structure less
yard setbacks abutting any other street than 4 storeys or 14 metresin height: 0.5
metres
- for that portion of abuilding or structure
equal to or greater than 4 storeys or equal to or
greater than 14 metresin height: 3.0 metres
vii | Minimum setbacks for yards other than a 0
front yard and a corner side yard
viii | Minimum building height - for abuilding fronting on “LeBreton
Boulevard”: 6 storeys or at least 20 metresin
height
- for abuilding fronting on any other street: 3
storeys or at least 11 metresin height
ix | Minimum landscaped area 0, except that where ayard is provided and not
used for required driveways, aisles, parking or
loading spaces, the whole yard must be
landscaped area
0) That Table 37(4) be replaced by the following Table 37(4):

Table (4) - Regulations for the CN9 Subzone

ZONING MECHANISM REGULATION
Minimum lot area 0
Minimum lot width 0
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Required front yard setbacks and corner side
yard setbacks

a) For buildings or structures abutting Booth
Street:

- for that portion of abuilding or structure
less than or equal to 4 storeys or less than or
equal to 14 metresin height: 0.5 metres

- for that portion of abuilding or structure
greater than 4 storeys or greater than 14
metres in height: 2.5 metres
b) For buildings or structures abutting
“LeBreton Boulevard”:

- for that portion of abuilding or structure
less than or equal to 79.9 metres above sea
level: 0.5 metres

- for that portion of abuilding or structure
greater than 79.9 metres above sealevel: 3.5
metres

Minimum rear yard setbacks

- where a building or structure abuts Booth
Street and is less than 4 storeys or 14 metres
in height: 0.5 metres

- where a building or structure abuts Booth
Street and is equal to or greater than 4 storeys
or 14 metresin height: 3.0 metres

- where a building or structure abuts
“LeBreton Boulevard” and is less than 6
storeys or 20 metresin height: 0.5 metres

- where a building or structure abuts
“LeBreton Boulevard” and is equal to or
greater than 6 storeys or 20 metresin height:
3.5 metres

Minimum setbacks for all other yards

0

Minimum building height

- for abuilding fronting on Booth Street: 4
storeys and at least 14 metresin height

- for abuilding fronting on both Booth Street
and “LeBreton Boulevard”: 6 storeys and at
least 20 metresin height

Maximum floor space index

Not applicable

Minimum landscaped area

0, except that where ayard is provided and not
used for required driveways, aisles, parking or
loading spaces, the whole yard must be
landscaped area

h) That Table 39(8) be replaced by the following Table 39(8) and the provision
dealing with yard setbacks in Exception [45] be deleted:

Table (8) - Regulations for the CG15 Subzone

ZONING MECHANISM REGULATION
Minimum lot area 0
Minimum lot width 0
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Required front yard setbacks and corner side
yard setbacks abutting Wellington Street and
Albert Street

3 metres

Required front yard setbacks and corner side
yard setbacks abutting Preston Street
extended

- for that portion of a building or structure less
than 4 storeys or 14 metresin height: 0.5
metres

- for that portion of abuilding or structure
equal to or greater than 4 storeys or equal to or
greater than 14 metres in height: 3.5 metres

Required front yard setbacks and corner side
yard setbacks abuting Booth Street

- for that portion of a building or structure less
than or equal to 4 storeys or less than or equal
to 14 metresin height: 0.5 metres

- for that portion of abuilding or structure
greater than 4 storeys or greater than 14
metres in height: 2.5 metres

Required front yard setbacks and corner side
yard setbacks abutting any other street

- for that portion of a building or structure less
than 4 storeys or less than 14 metresin height:
0.5 metres

- for that portion of abuilding or structure
equal to or greater than 4 storeys or equal to or
greater than 14 metres in height: 3.0 metres

Minimum side and rear yard setbacks

0

Minimum building height

- for abuilding or structure fronting on Bocth
Street: 4 storeys or at least 14 metresin height
- in all other cases: 3 storeys or at least 11
metres in height

Maximum floor space index

Not applicable

Minimum landscaped area

0, except that where ayard is provided and not
used for required driveways, aisles, parking or
loading spaces, the whole yard must be
landscaped area

i) That zoning details32(7), 36(5) and 39(5) berevised by adding thewords“the finished’
beforetheword “ grade” whereit appears and by adding the words “ at the property line
abutting a public street or a public right-of-way.” after the word “grade’.

i) That zoning detail 39(10) be deleted.

k) That Exceptions 45 and 47 be revised by adding the following provisions:

- an outdoor patio may abut an L1 or L2 zone or subzone;

- an outdoor patio may locate within 30 metres from the boundary of an L1 and
L2B zone
- storage must be compl etely enclosed within abuilding and, if the storageis not
accommodated within the principal building, the building or structure within
which the storage is accommodated must be located in an interior yard or arear
yard but shall not be located in ayard abutting an L1 or L2B zone.

[) That zoning detail 42 be amended by adding the following new provision:
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3 In the L4B subzone,
@ an outdoor patio is permitted if operated as part of arestaurant;
(b) an outdoor patio may locate in a yard abutting an EW zone or
subzone; and
(c) an outdoor patio may locate within 30 metres from the boundary
of an EW zone or subzone.

m) That Neighbourhood Monitoring Areamap 13-1 beamended so that all of Albert
Island be included in the EW[40] zone.

6. That, under the Subject: Schedule Reference- L 1F Leisure & Open Space Zone, LeBreton
Flats, Central AreaZoning Review Section #: Zoning Maps: Neighbourhood Monitoring
Area 13, Sub Area 1; National Capital Commission Comments: -Reference is made to
Schedule 93 in the L1F Leisure and Open Space district on Zoning Map 1. -Schedule 93
no longer exists, referenceto Schedule 93 on Zoning Map 1 bedeleted. (Recommendation
from the National Capital Commission.

7. That no further notice be provided pursuant to section 34(17) of the Planning Act.

The Committee received and referred the following recommendation from the National Capital
Commission to staff for comments:

That, under the Subject: Neighbourhood Linear Commercial Zone (CN9 Subzone) LeBreton
Flats;, Central Area Zoning Review Section #: 37; National Capital Commission Comments: -
Officiad Plan Amendment #27 (LeBreton Flats) contemplates that the Booth Street commercial
corridor will function much like atraditional mainstreet shopping and entertainment district for
the residents and business of LeBreton Flats, -Specificaly, the approved Offcial Plan
amendment states: -“City Council shall permit abroad range of usesincluding residentid, retail,
office, office, entertainment, cultural, institutional and recreational uses within mixed use areas
abutting arterial roads...” (e.g., Booth Street commercial corridor). -Unfortunately, the
proposed zoning CN9 provisions do not reflect the uses permitted by the Officia Plan
Amendment; the following be added to the permitted useslisted in Section 37(2), Document 4:
-bar; -cinema; -hotel; -night club; and -theatre.

o Hsadows

July 6, 1999 (3:19p)

Executive Assistant

Planning and Economic Devel opment Committee
AML:aml
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File Number 1033-98

March 18, 1999

Mr. John Moser

Director of Planning
Department of Urban Planning
and Public Works

City of Ottawa

111 Sussex Drive

Ottawa, ON KIN 5Al

Re:  Review of Draft Central Area Zoning By-law as it Pertains to Lands for which
Arnon Corporation Provides Management Services

Dear Mr. Moser

1 am writing on behalf of Arnon Corporation, provider of management services for several
properties within the Central Area of the City of Ottawa.

I have reviewed the Draft Central Area By-law as it pertains to a number of properties in which
Arnon has an interest, and prepared a report which was discussed with representatives of Arnon
Corporation. There are a number of issues in the new Draft By-law which are of concern, many
of which apply to more than one site.

Described below are the specific properties which have been reviewed, and proposed changes
required to make the by-law acceptable to Arnon.

1, 161 Bank Street
Existing Zoning C2-x(8.0)[61] Proposed Zoning  CB F(8.0) SCH.23

The property at 161 Bank Street is occupied by an office building and some surface
parking. Based on our review of the proposed zoning we would like to sce the following
amendments to the proposed zoning'

Tel: (613) 727-4457 Fax: [613) 225-4736
E-Mall jo/| @storm.cs
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a. Add list of previously penmitted industrial uses - the uses are generally ‘clean’ and
although involve some manufacturing, can easily be accommodated in typical
downtown office floor space.

b. Add apartment building as a permitted use thereby allowing a building which
i3100% residential.

c. Delate Sections 19(3), 19(5), 19(6) - many of the uses listed in Section 19(3) are
incompatible with a high class office building, and office tenants find such uses
undesirable in the same building. The requirement for such-uses on the ground
floor should be optional, not mandatory.

d. Delete Section 19(11), as the site has existing surface parking.

€. Add 161 Bank Street to the adjacent lands zoned CB [2] F(8.0), which will permit
the surface parking area.

2. 171 Slater Street
Existing Zoning C2-x(8.0)[60] Proposed Zoning  CB F(8.0) SCH.22

The property at 171 Slater Street is occupied by an office building Based on our review
of the proposed zoning we would like to see the following amendments to the proposed
zoning:

8. Add list of previously permitted industrial uses - the uses are generally *clean’ and
although involve some manufacturing, can easily be accommodated in typical
downtown office floor space

b. Add apartment building as a permitted use thereby allowing a building which
15100% residential,

c. Delete Sections 19(3), 19(5), 19(6) - many of the uses listed in Section 19(3) are
incompatible with a high class office building, and office tenants find such uses
undesirable in the same building. The requirement for such uses on the ground
floor should be optional, not mandatory.
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3. Slater/Laurier Parking Facility
Existing Zoning C2-x(8.0){10] Proposed Zoning  CB [2]F(8.0) SCH.24

The Slater/Laurier property is occupied by a parking structure and surface parking area
Based on our review of the proposed zoning we would like to see the following
amendments to the proposed zoning.

a. Add list of previously permitted industrial uses - the uses are generally ‘clean’ and
although involve some manufacturing, can easily be accommodated in typical
downtown office floor space.

b Add apartment building as a permitted use thereby allowing a building which
is100% residential.

C. Delete Sections 19(3), 16(5), 19(6) - many of the uses listed in Section 19(3) are
incompatible with a high class office building, and office tenants find such uses
undesirable in the same building. The requirement for such uses on the ground
floor should be optional, not mandatory.

1, 60, 66 Queen Street
Existing Zoning C2-x(8.0)[67] Proposed Zoning CB F(8.0) SCH.37

The propertics at 60 and 66 Queen Street are occupied by office buildings and some
surface parking. Based on our review of the proposed zoning we would like to see the
following amendments to the proposed zoning.

a. Add list of previously permitted industrial uses - the uses are generally ‘clean’ and
although involve some manufacturing, can easily be accommodated in typical
downtown office floor space

b. Add apartment building as a permitted use thereby allowing a building which
is100% residential.

c. Delete Sections 19(3), 19(5), 19(6) - many of the uses listed in Section 19(3) are
incompatible with a high class office building, and office tenants find such uses
undesirable in the same building, The requirement for such uses on the ground
floor should be optional, not mandatory.
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d. Delete Section 19(11), as the site has existing surface parking and place the site in
the Exception[2] zone, which will permit the surface parking area.

€. Add an exception which will exempt the existing building at 66 Queen from
providing parking in the event that it is subject to a change in use.

62 Sparks Street
Existing Zoning C2-x(8.0)[37] Proposed Zoning  CB F(2.0) SCH.34

The property at 62 Sparks Street is occupied by an office building and some surface
parking. Based on our review of the proposed zoning we would like to see the following
amendments to the proposed zoning:

a. Add list of previously permitted industrial uses - the uses are generally ‘clean’ and
although involve some manufacturing, can easily be accommodated in typical
downtown office floor space.

b. Add apartment buiiding as a permitted use thereby allowing a building which
15100% residential.

c. Delete Sections 19(3), 19(8), 19(6) - many of the uses listed in Section 19(3) are
incompatible with a high class office building, and office tenants find such uses
undesirable in the same building. The requirement for such uses on the ground
floor should be optional, not mandatory.

d. Delete Section 19(11), as the site has existing surface parking, and place the site in
the Exception[2] zone, which will permit surface parking.

56 Sparks Street
Existing Zoning C2-x(8.0)[36] Proposed Zoning  CB F(8.0) SCH.34

The property at 56 Sparks Street is occupied by an office building. Based on our review of
the proposed zoning we would like to see the following amendments to the proposed
zoning:

a Add list of previously permitted industrial uses - the uses are generally ‘clean’ and

although involve some manufacturing, can easily be accommodated in typical
downtown office floor space.
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b. Add apartment building as a permitted use thereby allowing a building which
is100% residential.

C Delete Sections 19(3), 19(5), 19(6) - many of the uses listed in Section 19(3) are
incompatible with a high class office building, and office tenants find such uses
undesirable in the same building. The requirement for such uses on the ground
floor should be optional, not mandatory

d Add an exception which will exempt the existing building at 56 Sparks Street from
providing parking in the event that it 1s subject to a change in use.

7. Besserer Street - south side Waller to Cumberland
Existing Zoning R7-x(4.0)]|33] Proposed Zoning R6M SCH.63

The property on the south side of Besserer Street, between Waller and Cumberlfand is
used as a parking lot.. Based on our review of the proposed zoning we would like to see
the following amendments to the proposed zoning:

a Add previously permitted commercial uses from Exception Zone [33] of By-law 2Z-
2K, in addition to commercial uses proposed in R6B Zone.

b. Add a surface parking area as a permitted use to recognize the existing use on site.
¢ Reinstate previously approved FSI of (4.0)
d Reduce Amenity Area Requirements
8. 130-140 George Street
Existing Zoning C2-x(8.0){73] Proposed Zoning CB F(8.0) SCH.80

The property at 130-140 George Street is occupied by an office building and some surface
parking. Based on our review of the proposed zoning we would like to see the following
amendments to the proposed zoning:

a. Add list of previously permitted industrial uses - the uses are generally ‘clean’ and
although involve some manufacturing, can easily be accommodated in typical
downtown office floor space.

b. Add apartment building as a permitted use thereby allowing a building which
i8100% residential.
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10.

<. Delete Sections 19(3), 19(5), 19(6) - many of the uses listed in Section 19(3) are
incompatible with a high class office building, and office tenants find such uses
undesirable in the same building. The requirement for such uses on the ground
flaor should be optional, not mandatory.

d. Delete Section 19(11), as the site has existing surface parking and place the site in
the Exception[2] zone, which will permit surface parking.

183-195 Rideau Strect
Existing Zoning C2-x(8.0)[92] Proposed Zoning  CB F(8.0) SCH.81

The property at 183-195 Rideau Street is occupied by an office building with retail uses at
grade. Based on our review of the proposed zoning we would like 10 see the following
amendments to the proposed zoning;

a. Add list of previously permitted industrial uses - the uses are generally “clean’ and
although involve some manufacturing, can easily be accommodated in typical
downtown office floor space.

b. Add apartment building as a permitted use thereby allowing a building which
i8100% residential.

c. Delete Sections 19(3), 19(5), 19(6) - many of the uses listed in Section 19(3) are
incompatible with a high class office building, and office tenants find such uses
undesirable in the same building  The requirement for such uses on the ground
floor should be optional, not mandatory.

25 Nicholas Street

Existing Zoning C2-x(8.0)[35] Proposed Zoning  CB1 F(8.0) SCH.,58
The property at 235 Nicholas Street is occupied by an office building. Based on our review
of the proposed zoning we would like to see the following amendments to the proposed
zoning:

a. Add list of previously permitted industrial uses - the uses are generally ‘clean’ and

although involve some manufacturing, can easily be accommodated in typical
downtown office floor space.
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b. Add apartment building as & permitted use thereby allowing a building which
is100% residential.

1. 47% Laurier Avenue West
Existing Zoning R7-x(5.0)[51] Proposed Zoning  R7B F(5.0) H(64)

The property at 475 Laurier Avenue West is used as an apartment building. It has
approximately 1000 sq ft of commercial office on the ground floor. Based on our review
of the proposed zoning we would like to see the following amendments to the proposed
zoning.

a. Add an office use of up to 1000 sq.ft. on the ground floor

12, Section 10

Section 10 in the draft by-law states that required parking provided in the Central Area
will be available to anyone for parking purposes and not only for the specific use it is
required for. The meaning of this is unclear. This provision should be at the discretion of
the owncr of the provided parking, and not mandatory as it now reads. We would
recommend that the word ‘wil/* be replaced with the word ‘may’.

If you require further clarification with respect to this matter, please do not hesitate to call me It
may be helpful to meet to discuss these concerns, as there is a common theme through the appeals
for the properties under Arnon’s ownership or management [ iook forward to hearing from you
in the near future with respect to the issues raised.

Yours truly,

E. Ironside, B. A, MCIP
Registered Professional Planner

o Gillie Vered, Arnon Development Corporation
Peter Vice, Vice & Hunter
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Action Sandy Hill

¢/o 190 Charlotte Street
Otitawa, Ontario K1N-BKS
October 29, 1897

Mr. Jean-Guy Bisson, Planner

Central Area Zoning Review

Planning Branch

Department of Planning, Economic Development and Housing  —
City Hall

111 Sussex Drive
Ottawa, Ontario -
K1N- 5A1

Dear Mr. Bisson,

tral oning Review - Propos trategies
(Your File LBT3105/0327.115)

Thank you for your letter of September 24, 1997, regarding the above-noted
subject, in which your asked for comments on the paper attached thereto (File No.
LBT3105/0327.135, Paper No. 3) from stakeholders, including the appropriate
community associations. In reply, | should like to state at the outset that Action Sandy Hill
(ASH) is favourably impressed with the general tenor of the paper in that it fully
recognizes the uniqueness of the Central Area in comparison with other components of
the Ottawa-Carleton Region. For example, you have usefully characterized the Central
Area as constituting four distinct regions - the Central Business District zone, the
Parliamentary Precinct zone, the By-Ward Market zone and the Central Area
Residential zone. '

This having been said, we do have some detailed comments, as the recognized
community association for Sandy Hill, on the porticn of the paper dealing with the Central
Area Residential zone. We trust that these comments, which are outlined in the attached
memorandum, will be of assistance to the City planners in formulating their final
recommendations. The thrust of this memorandum was unanimously endorsed by the
Board of Action Sandy Hill at its monthly meeting on October 27,1997

Yours sincerely,

Jon C. Legg

President, Action Sandy Hill

cc. Regional Councillor Madeleine Meilleur
City Councilior Stéphane Emard -Chabot
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ANNEX
Central Area Zoning Revi

ent the C | esidenti

Action Sandy Hill {ASH) has noted that the *Zoning Strategies” paper has
taken the thrust of the Region's Official Plan as the principie guiding the
recommendations regarding the Central Area Residential Zone. This means
that the continuing vibrancy of the downtown core (both commercial and
otherwise) is to be emphasized as well as the livability of the residential portion
of this district. Our particular comments on the draft paper arethus directed to
the attainability of these general objectives. In sum, these comments relate to
the heritage and other distinctive features of much of the Central Area, the
need to maintain the character of each individual neighbourhood and how
to reverse the trend towards the proliferation of vacant lots along the
commercial streets in the area.

it ts

Sandy Hill is a community which has pernaps more designated heritage
houses than the rest of Ottawa put together. This, in turn, is a reflection of its
historic nature as one of the oldest residential communities in the Nation's
Capital. This “heritage” feature also places a burden on those who are trying to
maintain these historic houses. On the other hand, the City to-date has not
imposed any zoning restrictions on the heritage areas of the community. This
provides some flexibility as to the uses of the houses in question, but it also
allows for some flagrant abuses of the character of the district.

In brief, Sandy Hill has a number of “special needs” housing units located in
this area whose numbers are kept to a barely-acceptable level by the existence
of distance-separate regulations pertinent to such establishments. ASH would
contend that similar distance-separation regulations should be put in place with
regard to rooming houses, which have, for some reason, been largely confined
to the Central Area. Our contention is based largely on the ground that many of
those seeking accommodation therein have been encouraged to do so by the
Region's Social Services Department and thus are in an analogous position,
from a jurisdictional responsibility viewpoint, as the cccupants of the "special
needs” houses. Additionally, where you have the combination of a heritage area

_(for which no special restrictions are in place) and the existence of several
rooming houses in one block, some of which are also the headquarters of drug
dealers, this can rapidly lead to the deterioration of the community in terms of
the value of the real estate and the safety and security of the single-family
houses in the vicinity. This result is contrary to the thrust of the Region’s Official
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Plan which emphasizes the need to maintain the livability of the residential
portions of the Central Area.

Another aspect, which has a bearing on the heritage character of the
downtown area, is the provision in the draft report (Section 3.2) which suggests
that the intent of the proposed Central Area Residential Zone is “to permit
predominantly residential uses, including bed and breakfast facilities, as well as
limited service commercial uses at grade such as convenience stores,
restaurants and personal service businesses”. We would agree that, in terms of
maintaining the heritage houses in Sandy Hill, the establishment of clean and
well-run bed-and-breakfast enterprises is one way of preserving these historic -
but large- premises. On the other hand, the existence of a number of
bed-and-breakfast establishments on one block alters the residential character
of a community (as has happened in Stratford, Ontario where whole streets have
been converted to bed-and-breakfast establishments) which leads not only to the
“commercialization” of residential neighbourhoods but may also have a dramatic
effect on the value of real estate in the immediate area. Similarly, the existence
of several “coin-wash” establishments within a small radius - not to mention the
implantation of body-piercing parlours and "adult” video stores on the
commercial streets serving the neighbourhood - is not a welcome development.
The solution o this predicament may be to require the City to canvass
community associations and the immediate neighbours concerning proposais to
establish new commercial enterprises in their residential service areas.

Maintaining the Character of Neighbourhoods

ASH fully supports the Region’s Official Plan to concentrate the future urban
expansion in the Ottawa-Carleton area within the Greenbelt rather than permit
uncontrolled expansion beyond the Greenbeit. ASH accordingly also accepts -
in principle - the concept of "intensification” of the population in the downtown
core. However, bearing in mind that many of the neighbourhoods in the Central
Area already have a distinctive character, it is important that the new zoning
provisions require any applications for permission to undertake “Infiif” projects in
the area to respect the existing character of the neighbourhood. This means, for
instance, that where single-family houses are the norm that that characteristic
be borne in mind in the City’s examination of any intensification proposals in
relation thereto. Specifically, the City should ensure that developers not be
permitted to circumvent existing zoning provisions - such as the requirement for
single-family houses- by buying several adjoining lots which would then, in
agagregate, constitute a plot of sufficient size to accommodate the construction of
an apartment building. In other words, the existing zoning regulation applicable
to one lot should not be permitted to be altered when the lot is combined with
cthers.
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Vacant Commercial Lots

As for the question of revitalizing the commercial vibrancy of the Central Area
(another objective of the Region’s Official Plan), one of the most prominent
obstacles to be overcome is the increasing prevalence of unplanned parking lots
which have proliferated on downtown streets. This is caused to.a large extent by
an inequity in the Ontario property tax system (a responsnb:hty recently
‘downloaded” to the Region and thus - at least theoretically - subject to local
correction) which unfairly rewards inactivity and punishes property
enhancement. Specifically, while each $5,000 of physical imprevement to a
private dwelling will prompt a property tax increase (thus providing a disincentive
to such improvements), vacant lots that remain empty are taxed at a minimal
rate. Thus the owner of a vacant iot on, for example, the eastern half of Rideau
Street can comfortably afford to keep his lot vacant {(or, more likely, convert it
into a "temporary” parking lot and gain some revenue thereby) until he receives
a sufficiently attractive offer from a potential buyer. If land wers taxed more for
its potential value rather than its actual use (thus rewarding
improvement-minded householders) the owners of such vacant Central Area lots
might have a greater incentive to find possible developers and thus
coincidentally enhance the attractiveness of the downtown commercial area.
One city which has instituted such a two-tier tax system - Pittsburgh in
Pennsylvania - is virtually the only major municipality in the United States to
have registered a consistent increase in the value of its downtown building
permits over the past ten years.

Viewing this problem from a zoning perspective, the City might wish to
institute procedures under which each application for a zoning change in an
essentially commercial zone in the Central Area would be carefully examined to
see whether it included the possibility of converting a public/commercial site into
a “temporary” parking lot. If such a possibility appears inherent in the
application, the City should have no hesitation about questioning - or,
preferably, denying - the application.

Summary

In summary, ASH would like to propose the following concrete points for
consideration in terns of zoning for the Central Area:

a) the City should be vigilant, but flexible, in its efforts to ensure the
preservation of heritage areas in the downtown core;

b) further to (a) above, distance-separation regulations should be
promulgated for rooming houses similar to those already in effect for
“special needs” housing;
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c) community associations and the immediate neighbours of the
properties concerned should be consulted about applications to open
commercial outlets or bed-and-breakfast establishments;

d) one measure to preserve the character of existing neighbourhoods
would be to ensure that the existing zoning applicable 1o one lot should
not be allowed to be circumvented by the accumulation of several

adjoining lots; and

e) applications for zoning changes in essentially commercial porticns of
the downtown core should be carefully examined to ensure that they
preclude the amendment of public/commercial zoning to those that
include the establishment of “temporary” parking lots as possible uses.
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Planning and Development Approvals Department
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Date: 22 June 1999
File: (25) 09-97-0208

Ms Anne-Marie Leung, A M.C.T.

Executive Assistant

Planning and Economic Development Committee
City of Ottawa

111 Sussex Drive

Ottawa, Ontario

KIN 5A1

Dear Ms Leung

Re: Proposed New Zoning for the Central Area
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We have reviewed the staff report on the above, except that we do not have a copy of Document

4, the "Zoning Details".

Because of a scheduling conflict, I will unfortunately not be able to attend at 1:30 p.m. on 22

June 1999, but ask that this letter be distributed to the Committee.

There are two items we want to emphasize from our previous letters on this issue (1 March 1999

and 19 November 1998):

1) We agree with the principle stated on page 16 of the staff report that parking provisions for
uses in the Central Area should not be greater than the rates set out under Zoning By-law
1998 for the areas outside the Central Area, or equivalent to the current rates set out under

Section 16(E) of By-law Number Z-2K, whichever is the lesser.

However, it appears that this principle was not always followed with regard to certain leisure

and recreational uses as set out in table 8(3) of the proposed by-law.

The table attached to this letter "Comparison of Ottawa Central Area Parking Requirements",
shows in shaded where the "Proposed Requirement" is greater than the "Current Requirement

(By-law Z-2K)". We recommended that the Z-2K requirements be the ones adopted.
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2) As the Thomson-Perkins Mill is in a Waterway Corridor designation in the City's Official
Plan, and a Waterfront Open Space designation in the Regional Official Plan, we are
concerned that no restrictions are placed on building height or size in the eventuality that it
was ever destroyed . We note that it is not protected through any heritage designation. We
recommend that site specific regulations be established to limit a building to the height and
area of the present building.

Yours truly

A=

Nigel T. Brereton, MCIP, RPP
Senior Project Manager
Development Approvals Division

NTB/kc

Attach

f\work\zoning\09970208ntb.doc
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Federation of Citizens’ Associations of Ottawa-Carleton
FCA « FAC

Fédération des associations civiques d’Ottawa-Carleton

Box 55038, 240 Sparks Street
Ottawa, Ontario KI1P 1A1

June 22, 1999

Chair Elisabeth Arnold and Committee Members
Planning and Tconomic Development Commilice
City of Ottawa

111 Sussex Drive

Ottawa, Ontario

By fax

RE: Proposed New Zoning for the Central Area

Dear Councillors,

The Federation ol Citizens® Associations has been involved in the review of the Central
Area Zoning By-Law. However, we are unable to take a position with regard to the report
you are discussing today.

Our major concerns are with the parking requirements and how they will implement the
policies of the Ottawa and Regional Official Plans. Since the parking requirements are still
under study, we feel that it would be premature to comment on the proposed zoning.

We look forward to providing our comments once we have a complete By-Law to review.
Yours sincercly,

Linda Hoad
President
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CENTRAL AREA
ZONING REVIEW
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COMMENTS
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Neighbourhood Linear Commercial Zone
(CN9 Subzone) LeBreton Flats

37

— Official Plan Amendment #27 (LeBreton Fiats) contemplates that the Booth
Street commercial corridor will function much like a traditional mainstreet
shopping and entertainment district for the residents and businesses of
LeBreton Flats

— Specifically, the approved Official Plan Amendment states:

—  "City Council shall permit a broad range of uses including residential, retail,
office, entertainment, cultural, institutional and recreational uses within
mixed use areas abutting arterial roads ... " (e.g., Booth Street commercial
corridor)

— Unfortunately, the proposed zening CN9 provisions do not reflect the uses
permitted by the Official Plan Amendment

Add the following to the permitted uses listed in Section 37(2), Document 4,
Planning and Economic Development Committee Report ACS1999-P\W-PLN-0059

- bar

— cinema

—  hotel

— nightclub
—  theatre
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SUBJECT Schedule Reference — L1F Leisure & Open Space
Zone, LeBreton Flats

CENTRAL AREA Zcning Maps:
ZONING REVIEW Neighbourhood Monitoring Area 13,
SECTION # Sub Area 1

— Reference is made to Schedule 93 in the L1F Leisure and Open Space districl
on Zoning Map 1

NATIONAL CAPITAL
CommISSION
COMMENTS

| — Schedule 93 no longer exists

Delete reference to Schedule 93 on Zoning Map 1
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Jean-Guy Bisson, Planner

Department of Urban Planning and Public Works
City of Ottawa

111 Sussex Drive

Ottawa, Ontario

K1N 5A1

Dear M. Bisson,
Re: Proposad Central Area Bylaw

Centretown Citizens Ottawa Corparation (CCOC) is a community-based, private
non-profit housing corporation. With 1250 units in 43 properties, CCOC is one of
Centretown’s largest residential landlords. CCOC has one building located in the
Central Area and several buildings in close proximity to the Central Area. We are
also attempting to develop new affordable housing without government assistance
and are considering sites located within this area. We have reviewed the Central
Area Bylaw and offer the following comments:

1. Residential Parking Requirements

While we are aware the city is currently undertaking a parking study, including
parking requirements near transit stations, it is our understanding this study will
not examine reduced parking requirements in the Central Area. Based on CCOC's
experience with tenant demand for parking in Centretown and Lowertown, the
current parking requirements in the 2oning Bylaw 1998 “Area X" are excessive.
We beiieve it is inappropriate to apply this parking standard to the Central Area,
which is characterized by a high density of uses and availability of public transit.
This parking requirement forces developers to provide expensive and unneeded
underground parking spaces and fails to respect City and Regional Official Plan
policies regarding reduced reliance on the automobile. We believe developers
should be allowed to provide parking spaces according to the demand of their
clientele. We recommend there be no residential parking requirement in the
Central Area.

Post-it™ Fax Note 7671E [D/E Jvme [t &
To Ell.{a&cn A’/no’d From 0 Corr

CO./D&QI“f // Co. CCO C
Foy (sner llors
Prone # ' = Fhone 2 page 1

Fax # Fax 8
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2. Apartment Setbacks

It should be noted that, although Zoning Bylaw 1998 has been adopted by City
Council, the apartment building setback provisions are nevertheless under appeal.
CCOC and others have appealed proposed side and rear yard setbacks for
apartments in RS and R6 areas as being excessiva (up to 7.5m/24.6 ft.). They are
much greater than rear and side yard setbacks in the previous bylaw Z2K.

To apply these setbacks 1o the City’'s most dense commercial/residential district is
clearly in opposition to Regional and Municipal Official Plans regarding an efficient
use of land, primarily for housing, to create a more compact form of development,
facilitating affordable housing and a choice of tenures and establishing regulations
which will enable rather than preciude infill, conversions and new development on
vacant lands. We racommend Planning staff revise the apartment building
setbacks to bettar reflact the high density character of the Cantral Area.

We thank you for your consideration of our concerns and recommendations.

Piease do not hesitate to contact out Development Coordinatar, Dennis Carr at
235-2408 ext. 229 if you have any questions regarding our comments.

Yours truly,

/Z—\”

Eren/cyzeampben

sident, CCOC
cc. E. Arnold, City of Ottawa Councillor, OT6

D, Holmes, RMOC Councillor, Somerset Ward
A. Cohen, Soloway Wright

page 2
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June 21st, 1999

Chair and Members
Planning and Economic
Development Committee
City of Ottawa

CENTRAL AREA ZONING

My major concemn with the zoning praposals to be considered by PEDC on June 22nd is that
they have not been linked by planning staff either to the letter or the spirit of the City's and the
RMOC's Official Plans. The staff report does not describe how the proposed zoning provisions will
add to the vitality of the Central Area nor how OP policies favouring walking, cycling, and transit
will be furthered.

A second core concern is that these proposals are being presented to you even though a number
of directly-related planning studies remain to be completed. These include the unresolved appeals
to Bylaw 93-98, the Central Area West Herilage Study, and a parking study being conducted for the
City by Delcan. As parking is a key issue for development in the Central Area, I submit that it is
clearly premature to put in place new zoning provisions before the City's parking study is
completed and the parking-related appeais of Bylaw 93-98 are resolved.

Given the clear direction provided in both the City and RMOC Official Plans to encourage
residential development in the Central Area, to protect heritage, and to re-establish a vibrant urban
community in LeBreton Flats, it is unacceptable that the proposed zoning requires parking for
residential uses in the Central Area, does not include heritage overlay recommendations, and
provides for a CG zone (without firm requirements for residential uses) between the residential
areas north of the aqueduct and the existing residential area south of Albert/Wellington.

Requiring on-site parking for residential uses on the Central Area is not consistent with its
history and present as a walking and transit-oriented mixed-use area and with the numerous OP
policies encouraging walking, cycling, and transit over car use (which were recently commendably
summarized in the City planner's testimony to the OMB in demonstrating the unsuitability of
parking lot in the Nicolas/Waller area). The absence of heritage overlay recommendations is not
consistent with OP policies; as you well know zoning bylaws must implement applicable OP
policies, based on planning stdies Finally, the proposed CG zone for an area north of the
LeBreton Flats aqueduct requires careful definition in order to ensure that it does not become a big-
box retail zone that would constitute a real barrier within the restored LeBreton Flats community.
Recall that the Official Plan Amendment for LeBreton Flats calls for this area to be “Mixed-Use”.
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A recent editorial in the Ottawa Citizen highlighted the costs of OMB appeals; in a létter
commenting on this editorial (enclosed) I noted the impartance of zoning proposals being based on
comprehensive planning studies, based on my experience with the Z020/ bylaw 93-98 process. The
staff comments on my concerns with the zoning proposal for the Central Area illustrate the problem
as they are not adequately rooted jn OP policies, and their tenor clearly indicates that I have not had
an opportunity to have a proper ‘give-and-take’ session with City planners.

Based on the above discussion, I request that you defer consideration of the proposed zoning for
the Central Area until the appeals of bylaw 93-98 (including one which 1 filed dealing with parking
requirements) are resolved, the ongoing parking and heritage studies are completed, and the zoning
proposals are explicitly linked to OP (both City and Region) policies.

If you decide to approve the zoning proposal before you, without waiting for the appeal process
and planning studies described above to be completed and thoroughly discussed with all
stakeholders, please note that I expect to appeal to the OMB the following:

- the incorporation of an on-site parking requirement for residential uses in Central Area
zones;

- the absence of & residential percentage requirement in the CG zone proposed for LeBreton
Flats; and

- the abserce of heritage overlay provisions for the Sparks and Bank Street areas.

My recommendation to you is to receive the Central Area Zoning Report and request staff to
return in late fall after the appeals of Bylaw 93-98 have been settled and the on-going parking and
heritage studies have been completed.

Yours Sincerely,

0] R

David Gladstone
118 Frank Street #2
Otiawa K2P 0X2

cc. D. Carr
L. Hoad
G. Sheskay
C. Robertson
Clesk, PEDC
J.G. Bisson



