
1. CITY OF GLOUCESTER OFFICIAL PLAN AMENDMENT 31 - REQUEST BY

URBANDALE CORPORATION FOR COMMERCIAL USE AT THE NORTHEAST QUADRANT OF

RIVER ROAD AND ARMSTRONG ROAD IN THE SOUTH URBAN CENTRE

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

That Council approve Gloucester Official Plan Amendment 31 and request the
Regional Clerk to issue the ‘Notice of Decision’ attached as Annex A.

DOCUMENTATION

1. Planning and Development Approvals Commissioner’s report dated 16 May 2000 is
immediately attached (Item deferred from Planning and Environment Committee
meeting of 23 May 2000).

2. Submissions from N. Sala, Sala Developments, and R. Baragar, Honey Gables
Community Association immediately follow the report.

3. An Extract of Draft Minute, 27 June 2000, immediately follows and includes a record of
the vote.
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REGION OF OTTAWA-CARLETON REPORT
RÉGION D’OTTAWA-CARLETON RAPPORT

Our File/N/Réf. 14-99.0034
Your File/V/Réf.

DATE 16 May, 2000

TO/DEST. Co-ordinator Planning and Environment Committee

FROM/EXP. Planning and Development Approvals Commissioner

SUBJECT/OBJET CITY OF GLOUCESTER OFFICIAL PLAN AMENDMENT 31 -
REQUEST BY URBANDALE CORPORATION FOR
COMMERCIAL USE AT THE NORTHEAST QUADRANT OF
RIVER ROAD AND ARMSTRONG ROAD IN THE SOUTH
URBAN CENTRE

DEPARTMENTAL RECOMMENDATION

That the Planning and Environment Committee recommend that Council approve Gloucester
Official Plan Amendment 31 and request the Regional Clerk to issue the ‘Notice of Decision’
attached as Annex A.

INTRODUCTION

Urbandale Corporation has applied to the City of Gloucester to redesignate 4.4 ha of land at the
northeast quadrant of Armstrong Road and River Road from “Residential” to “Commercial” to enable
the development of new commercial retail site facilities.   The City of Gloucester adopted Local Official
Plan Amendment 31 (LOPA 31) on 28 March 2000.

The Regional delegation by-law requires that all disputed local Official Plan amendments be brought
before the Planning and Environment Committee for consideration.  A disputed application requires
‘Approval’ or ‘Refusal’ by Regional Council.  LOPA 31 is being disputed by a number of parties and
the issues/concerns raised are discussed in the report.  The correspondence from the parties opposed to
LOPA 31 is attached as Annex C.

Regional staff are recommending that the proposed amendment be approved.
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THE AMENDMENT

LOPA 31 is a site specific amendment to change the designation of part of lot 20 Broken Front
Concession (Rideau Front) from “Residential” to “Commercial”.  The site comprises approximately 4.4
ha (10.9 ha) which will yield approximately 9,300 sq. m. (100,100 sq. ft.) of commercial space.

LOCATION

BACKGROUND

In 1992, Gloucester Council adopted Local Official Plan Amendment No. 3 (LOPA 3) for the South
Urban Centre (SUC).  As supporting documentation for LOPA 3, the City and the major land owners
(Urbandale Corporation and Richcraft South Growth Inc.) contributed to an overall concept plan for
the community.  This concept plan has formed the basis of development in the Gloucester portion of the
SUC.

To date, all development proposals in the SUC have been following the principles established in LOPA
3 and the concept plan.  The concept plan shows the subject area as residential with a small highway
commercial area (0.28 ha) at the northeast intersection of River Road and Armstrong Road.
Gloucester’s Official Plan provides for limited highway commercial uses in “Residential” designations
without a need for an amendment.  Highway commercial uses are intended to be low density uses which
serve the travelling public, for example automotive users or tourist accommodations.  The applicant
wishes to significantly increase the amount and type of commercial uses permitted at this intersection and
has asked to be designated for neighbourhood commercial uses; for example retail, restaurant, etc.
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The approved concept plan identifies a small highway commercial site in this area.  Urbandale has
indicated that they see a limited market demand for small scattered development sites and therefore
would like to consolidate all the proposed highway commercial areas into a large expanded commercial
site at Armstrong and River Roads.

The approved Concept Plan identifies a Neighbourhood Commercial site at the south west quadrant of
Spratt Road and Armstrong Road which is in proximity to the subject site.  The applicant’s retail market
analysis indicates potential for additional commercial lands in the Gloucester SUC and Leitrim trade
area.  Gloucester is proposing, in LOPA 31, to expand the subject site at Armstrong and River Road
for commercial development and retain the previously designated commercial areas.

The Gloucester passed zoning By-law 222-557 of 2000 to establish the expanded commercial uses on
the property.  The By-law has been appealed to the Ontario Municipal Board.

LOPA 31 conforms to the Regional Official Plan.

DISCUSSION

LOPA 31 is being contested by Nick Sala in Trust who owns property on Spratt Road that is
designated Neighbourhood Commercial in the Gloucester Official Plan.  The Honey Gables Community
Association, Anita Mellow, representing her mother, Mrs Olga Volk and Alina Main have also indicated
that they oppose LOPA 31.  Mr Sala and the Honey Gables Community Association have appealed the
zoning by-law to establish the community commercial zoning on the property.  The reasons for the
appeal to the zoning by-law are as follows:

1.  CONFLICT WITH THE OFFICIAL PLAN AND CONCEPT PLAN
The Council of the City of Gloucester erred in permitting a rezoning which is in conflict with the City
Official Plan (OPA 3) and the Concept Plan adopted by the City of Gloucester in 1992.  The Council
of the City of Gloucester erred in permitting the creation of a new neighbourhood commercial facility at
River Road which will have a direct impact on the viability of planned commercial facilities at the Spratt
Road site and the core area (town centre).

Staff Response
The City of Gloucester has concluded that the conversion of 4.4 ha of land to allow for Community
Commercial uses at this location, does not jeopardize the longer term objectives for the Neighbourhood
Commercial site or “Town Centre” lands as expressed in LOPA 3 to the City’s Official Plan .
Gloucester wishes to permit the commercial designation in this location to meet the long term
commercial demands of this growing community, provide necessary competition, and offer a wide
variety of commercial uses to sustain a healthy community.  Gloucester anticipates that both this site and
the other commercial sites within the community can be developed once the appropriate services are in
place.

2.  RIVER ROAD
The Council of the City of Gloucester erred in failing to acknowledge a major shortcoming of the River
Road site for which there are no widenings proposed and which has preferred parkway status.



4

Staff Response
The applicant has submitted a traffic impact study in support of the application.  The report done by
Dillon Consulting concludes that the additional traffic along River Road will be approximately 20 to 30
vehicles per hour per direction.  This represents an increase of forecasted traffic volumes along River
road of approximately 5% in 2008.  The report indicates that the traffic volumes in 2008 will still be
within acceptable levels.  The issue of access to the site from River Road (which is a Regional Road)
will be addressed at the site plan stage.  All access to a Regional Road must meet Regional standards
for safe traffic movements.

3.  WATERFRONT LOCATION
The Council of the City of Gloucester erred failing to consider that the proposed commercial
development was not compatible with waterfront parkland in close proximity with it.

Staff Response
The site is adjacent to Waterfront Open Space (on the opposite side of River Road) and is located
along a scenic Route designated in the Regional Official Plan.  The issue of aesthetics will be addressed
when the site plan for the site is submitted for review and approval.  Urbandale has indicated that they
will be providing landscaping to ensure that the site create a favourable impression along the Scenic
Route.  They have prepared a preliminary conceptual site plan which shows the River Road portion of
the site will have landscaping to limit the impact of the development on River Road and to complement
the park on the opposite side of River road.

4.  IMPACT ON THE ADJACENT COMMUNITY
The Council of the City of Gloucester erred in failing to take into account the significant impact on the
adjacent residential community and the evidence that the community was not in favour of the amendment
to community commercial at this site since there already was a commercial site identified in the LOPA 3
and the Concept Plan.

Staff Response
The City of Gloucester has concluded that based on the market study completed for Urbandale there is
potential for more commercial development than provided in LOPA 3 or the Concept Plan.  The City
has concluded that the redesignation of the site from “Residential to “Commercial” is necessary to meet
the long term commercial demands of this growing community.

In addition to the points raised in the zoning appeal Anita Mellow has raised the following concerns with
LOPA 31:

A.  IS COMMERCIAL COMMUNITY ZONING APPROPRIATE GIVEN THE SCENIC ROUTE
AND HERITAGE DESIGNATION?
The upcoming Strandherd and Armstrong Road bridge plan across the Rideau River and the
intersection of River Road lend itself to tourist oriented services versus the proposed mall to service
community needs.  Caution must be exercised due to the sensitivity of the Armstrong and River Road
intersection as to the appropriate and allowable uses.



5

Staff Response
River Road is designated as a scenic route in the Regional Official Plan.  The intent of the Scenic Route
designation is not to limit the use of land but to ensure that when development applications are reviewed
the issue of aesthetics is addressed.  As noted in point 3 above, Urbandale intends to have landscaping
to limit the impact of the development on River Road and to complement the park on the opposite side
of River road.  The issue of aesthetics will be addressed when the site plan for the development is
reviewed.

B.   WHAT IS THE LONG TERM VIABILITY OF THIS PROPOSED COMMERCIAL SITE?
Once the bridge is built the site will be land locked due to the proximity to the Armstrong Road and
River Road intersection which will limit the ability to install median breaks to gain access to the site..
The Region has anticipated that median breaks will be dangerous or not advantageous.  The long term
commercial viability at this intersection is questioned.

Staff Response
The Region has indicated to Urbandale that it is not prepared to incorporate a median break on
Armstrong Road into the design of Armstrong Road but the issue of whether or not a median break will
be permitted, for any commercial site, will be considered at the time of site plan approval.  The land will
not be land locked in that it is anticipated that there will be a median break on Armstrong Road to allow
all turning movements.  If and when a median is installed on River Road (after the traffic light at River
Road and Armstrong road are installed) access may be restricted to a right in right out turning
movement.  Again this will be assessed during the site plan process.

CONSULTATION

The City of Gloucester held a public meeting as required under the Planning Act for LOPA 31.  All
those who requested to be kept informed have been notified of this meeting.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

Staff may be required to attend an Ontario Municipal Board Hearing if the LOPA 31 is appealed.

Approved by
N. Tunnacliffe, MCIP, RPP
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ANNEX A
(to be completed after Council decision)

Date: 15 June, 2000 Applicable Planning Act: Bill 20
Regional File: 14-99-0034
Contact:  Myles Mahon

Ms Michele Giroux
City Clerk
City of Gloucester
1595 Telesat Court
Gloucester,  ON  K1G 3V5

Dear Ms Giroux

Re: Amendment No. 31
Local Official Plan Amendment
City of Gloucester

In accordance with Section 17(35) of the Planning Act, you are hereby notified of the Regional
Council’s decision to approve, under authority assigned to Regional Council by the Ministry of
Municipal Affairs and Housing, Amendment 31 to the Official Plan of the City of Gloucester.

PURPOSE OF THE AMENDMENT

The purpose of Amendment to change the designation of part of Lot 20 Broken Front Concession
(Rideau Front), at the corner of Armstrong and River Road, from “Residential” to “Commercial”.  The
site comprises approximately 4.4 ha (10.9 ha) which will yield approximately 9,300 sq. m. (100,100 sq.
ft.) of commercial space.

INFORMATION

Information on Amendment 31 can be obtained from the Regional Planning and Development
Approvals Dept. at the above-noted address (attention: “Myles Mahon” at 560-6058, extn. 1592) or
the City of Gloucester Community Development Dept. at 1595 Telesat Court, Gloucester, Ontario
K1G 3V5 (attention: Grant Lindsay 748-4254).

NOTICE OF APPEAL

Pursuant to Section 17(36) of the Planning Act, any person or public body may, not later than 4:30 p.m.
on 5 July 2000, appeal the decision by filing a notice of appeal to Amendment 31 with the Regional
Planning and Development Approvals Department  Such appeal must identify, in writing, which
section(s) is/are being appealed and the reasons for doing so.  All appeals must also be accompanied by
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a certified cheque in the amount of $125.00 (to the Minister of Finance, Province of Ontario) to cover
the Ontario Municipal Board’s prescribed fee.

If no notice of appeal is received before or on 5 July, 2000, the decision of Regional Council is final and
Amendment 31 will come into effect on 6 July, 2000.

Please note that only individuals, corporations or public bodies may appeal a decision of the approval
authority to the Ontario Municipal Board.  A notice of appeal may not be made by an unincorporated
association or group.  However, a notice of appeal may be made in the name of an individual who is a
member of the association or group on its behalf.

RELATED PLANNING APPLICATIONS

The lands to which Amendment 31 applies are also the subject of a rezoning, By-law 222-557 of 2000.

Dated 15 June 2000.

Sincerely

L. Paterson, MCIP, RPP
Director

c.c.: Local Municipal Planning Department
Paul Van Steen, Urbandale Corporation
Nick Sala, Saldev
Jim Caldwell, Honey Gables Community Association
Alina Main
Anita Mellow

























































































Extract of Draft Minute
Planning and Environment Committee
27 June 2000

CITY OF GLOUCESTER OFFICIAL PLAN AMENDMENT 31 -
REQUEST BY URBANDALE CORPORATION FOR COMMERCIAL
USE AT THE NORTHEAST QUADRANT OF RIVER ROAD AND
ARMSTRONG ROAD IN THE SOUTH URBAN CENTRE                       
- Deferred from Planning and Environment Committee meeting of

23 May 2000
- Planning and Development Approvals Commissioner’s report

dated 16 May 2000

Nick Tunnacliffe, Commissioner, Planning and Development Approvals Department, introduced
Myles Mahon, Planner, Development Approvals Division, Planning and Development
Approvals Department, who provided the Committee with a brief overview of the staff report.

Committee then heard from the following public delegations:

David Dwoskin, Radnoff Pearl; solicitor for Sala Developments, indicated his client had four
specific objections to Local Official Plan Amendment 31.  Firstly, he referred to the original
concept plan adopted in 1992 (LOPA 3) (to which Urbandale was a major contributor) and
noted much time and money went into that plan.  All of the development that has come since
1992, has followed the concept plan.  He felt there were no reasons to justify not following the
concept plan and suggested if there was going to be a system that respects planning, it should be
used.

Mr. Dwoskin then addressed his second objection.  He referred to a City of Gloucester
Planning Department staff report dated 7 December 1999 and noted it provided the history of
the concept plan, examined the retail market analysis (submitted by the applicant, Urbandale)
and recommended the application and zoning not be approved.  Mr. Dwoskin advised in the
report staff offered the opinion that Urbandale’s request to locate a 10 hectare commercial site
at River Road had implications on all the previously approved infrastructure.  As well, it would
impact the viability of the Spratt Road commercial site as they felt the first commercial site
would become the short term focal point of the SUC.  Further, the staff report pointed out the
market analysis had not clearly demonstrated the River Road site was a superior location to the
Spratt Road site and in fact, noted the study acknowledged major shortcomings of the River
Road site with respect to a preferred parkway status for River Road.  Mr. Dwoskin opined that
nothing had changed between December 1999 and the present, to warrant approval of this
application.  He said although the applicant was now only seeking to approve half of
development, he offered the opinion that if this were approved, the applicant would then seek to
approve to develop the other half of the parcel.
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With respect to his third point, Mr. Dwoskin noted Sala Developments has proprietary interests
in this matter as it has property at the Armstrong/Spratt intersection - the Town Centre lands.
This area was designated as Neighbourhood Commercial in September 1992.  The speaker
noted if the applicant’s amendment is accepted, it will affect the viability and value of that
commercial site and in his opinion, it would totally sterilize that commercial site, as the first site
will be the only focus for the foreseeable future and no market analysis can honestly say
otherwise.

Speaking to his fourth and final point, Mr. Dwoskin noted the concept plan deliberately places
all commercial sites away from River Road, the Rideau River and the planned park system.  He
questioned why the City and Region would even consider introducing the traffic, noise, air
pollution, visual pollution, light pollution and all of the incompatible commercial activity to this
neighbourhood on River Road.  Mr. Dwoskin offered that River Road would be unable to
accommodate all of the additional traffic without being widened.

In conclusion, Mr. Dwoskin stated that what was being proposed was simply bad planning.  He
said clearly it is not desirable or appropriate development of the site and does not maintain the
general intent and purpose of the Official Plan as amended.

Chair Hunter noted one of the things the Planning and Environment Committee must do is
ensure that Local Official Plan Amendments respect the Regional Official Plan.  He asked the
delegation if he had any arguments that would suggest that there is anything in this application
that offends the Regional Official Plan.  Mr. Dwoskin said the General Urban area is a fairly
general designation and includes what is being sought here, however, hat does not make it good
planning.

Chair Hunter stated at the present time, the two tier local planning leaves responsibility for the
details to the local municipality, as long as they do not offend the Regional Official Plan.  Mr.
Dwoskin offered there is no compelling reason why the local official plan ought to be amended.
There should be an onus on the developer to convince the Region on a balance of probability,
that this is good planning and it needs to be done.

Councillor Legendre noted in the second half of the background discussion on page 3 of the
Agenda, there is a small paragraph that says “the approved concept plan identifies small
highway commercial site in this area.  Urbandale has indicated they see limited market demand
for small scattered development sites and therefore would like to consolidate all of the proposed
highway commercial areas into a large expanded commercial site at Armstrong and River
Roads.”  He said he took this to mean there were commercial sites scattered along River Road,
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however, he said he is hearing today it is along Armstrong Road that those scattered sites were
located.

Mr. Mahon advised that presently in the Gloucester concept plan for the south urban
community, there is a small highway commercial site at this location.  This is an expansion of the
highway commercial to a larger site which would allow a larger shopping facility.

Councillor Legendre said in light of the future bridge crossing at this point, this site would not be
terribly good for residential purposes.  Mr. Mahon noted the small highway commercial
designation conforms to the residential designation in the Gloucester Official Plan but to increase
the size of it to the commercial facilities that are being proposed, an Official Plan Amendment is
needed.

Councillor Legendre then had further questions with respect to the consolidation referred to in
the staff report.  He asked where the other sites are that are being consolidated to this particular
site.  Mr. Mahon advised that the rationale for this statement came from the City of Gloucester.
He said he was not sure if there were any other sites being deleted.  Mr. Tunnacliffe suggested
the City of Gloucester representative present could speak to this.

Nick Sala provided Committee with a written submission and noted it included an excerpt from
the City of Gloucester Planning report referred to by Mr. Dwoskin.  He noted this report
referred to an Option 2, which was partial approval of the requests, limiting development to the
north parcel, which is what Urbandale is presently applying for.  The report indicated seven
shortcomings in approving it, including: it would delay the town centre; River Road would see
increased traffic flow; it would be incompatible with waterfront parkland; a potential delay in the
Spratt-Limebank extension exists if the north portion is approved; and, the viability of the
Spratt/Armstrong Roads commercial development.

Mr. Sala stated the present residential community cannot handle two commercial sites and the
market analysis clearly indicated the shortcomings of approving this development.  He noted a
transit station, high school and high density institutional buildings are all planned around the
Spratt Road site as per the Official Plan adopted in 1992.  Approval of the River Road site
would slow the commercial development of the Spratt Road and result in untimely use of the
infrastructure planned around the Spratt Road site.  The speaker said that nothing had changed
since the December 1999 report.

As a voice for local residents, Mr. Sala advised he undertook two petitions in the River Ridge
and the Honey Gables communities, which were attached to his submission.  In the River Ridge
petition, of the 146 residents he was able to survey, 122 of them (84%) preferred to have the



Extract of Draft Minute
Planning and Environment Committee
27 June 2000

shopping centre at Spratt and Armstrong Road and they opposed the rezoning of the lands at
River Road and Armstrong Road from residential to commercial.  The Honey Gables petition
was signed by over 40 residents who clearly indicated they also objected to Urbandale’s
request and only four of the residents would not sign the petition (90% objected).

In concluding his presentation, Mr. Sala stated he felt it important to consider what the local
residents want.  He said nothing had been presented to them to indicate anything but objection
by local residents to these changes.  He said he understood that amendments to official plans
were typically implemented if there was an advantage or a significant change that required an
amendment; there has nothing been shown to this effect and in fact, everything has been shown
to the contrary.

Chair Hunter noted the River Ridge petition stated “there are definite disadvantages in rezoning
the lands at River Road and Armstrong Road from residential to commercial”.  He said it was
his understanding the concept plan identified a small highway commercial site in this area.
Therefore it would be a matter of changing from Highway Commercial to Neighbourhood
Commercial rather than residential to commercial.  Mr. Sala stated he believed that a portion of
it was highway commercial, but there was also some  residential.

Peter Burns, on behalf of Urbandale Corporation, indicated his support for the staff
recommendation.  He noted in 1991, the planning for this area was undertaken by John
Bousefield and Associates, Toronto and mostly paid for by the landowners, not the City of
Gloucester.  He noted the Bousefield firm supports this amendment in view of changing
shopping habits and the increased population for this area, compared to 1991.

Mr. Burns noted it is the contention of Sala Developments that the commercial designation on
Spratt Road south of Armstrong should be developed instead.  These lands are owned
approximately 1/3 by Sala and 2/3 by Urbandale and he said Urbandale is not abandoning the
Spratt Road site but consider it to be premature at this time.  He pointed out it is south of the
present residential development, it has no frontage on Armstrong Road and there are no
services south of Armstrong Road.  The cost of extending services would be about $800,000
and would serve no other immediate use.

The speaker advised there are currently about 650 homes in Riverside South and the lack of
commercial facilities such as shopping, services and health facilities are of concern to residents.
There was a door to door poll conducted by the Riverside South Community Association
(which does not include the Honey Gables Association), and this produced a majority vote in
favour of proceeding with the proposed plaza.  This was reported at the Gloucester Public
meeting by the president of that community association.
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With respect to the traffic increase on River Road, Mr. Burns stated there is a requirement by
the Region that the entrance to Riverside South from River Road be closed when 1,200 homes
have been constructed, then the Riverside South residents  will access the commercial site by
means of internal roads to Armstrong Road, turn right and enter the plaza.   He advised a study
by Dillon Consulting for this site only, which updates study referred to in the staff report, shows
additional traffic along River Road of approximately 10 to 25 vehicles per hour, an increase of
3%.

Mr. Burns noted one of the criticisms voiced is that the plaza should not be located across from
parkland.  He pointed out, to enhance the development of Riverside South, Richcraft and
Urbandale dedicated for park purposes, valuable river front lands on the west side of River
Road and is negotiating with Harvest House at the corner.  On completion, Richcraft and
Urbandale will have facilitated open space from Armstrong Road for a distance northerly of
about 750 meters.  He felt it was rather ironic that their efforts in creating this greenspace, were
now being used against them in opposing the plaza.  It is Urbandale’s contention that a
development of an architecturally controlled plaza with extensive landscaping along the street
frontage, built by the developers of all the lands, will provide a more interesting approach to
Riverside South than a continuous sound wall along the frontages of both River Road and
Armstrong Road, which would be the case if it were housing.

Councillor Legendre referring to comments made by a previous delegation, asked Mr. Burns to
comment on what has changed since the December 1999 report from Gloucester staff.  Mr.
Burns noted Urbandale’s original application, based on the recommendations of the commercial
consultant, looked at both corners (i.e. the south side of Armstrong as well as the north) along
River Road (the south side being of roughly equal size to the north side).  He explained it did not
make sense to look at the south side of River Road so early, when there is currently nothing
there.  Urbandale changed its application with no reference to the south side, which then
produced the new look by Gloucester and their current recommendation, following a thorough
public consultation process.

Councillor Legendre asked the delegation to comment on the phrase in the report with respect
to the consolidation of all proposed highway commercial.  He questioned where the other areas
currently are that will disappear.

Mr. Burns stated he had originally referred to the consolidation of this corner with the highway
commercial and the plaza and this perhaps caused confusion.  There are no other commercial
sites that are being withdrawn.  Since the 1992 study, the Region approved increased
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population for this area and the commercial consultant is of the opinion that this development,
plus everything that is already in the Official Plan, is needed.

Councillor Beamish stated it was his belief the first speaker was questioning what had changed
since the concept plan was done in 1992.  The Councillor pointed out that when the concept
plan was approved in 1992, no alignment was chosen at that time for a bridge crossing.
Because of that, there was no alignment for the intersection of Armstrong and River Roads,
which was redeveloped and constructed last summer.  There was no opportunity to do
commercial development at that intersection at that time or for it to even be identified as
commercial development.

Councillor van den Ham noted Mr. Burns had indicated there are currently 650 homes in
Riverside South.  He questioned if the area on the map shown as residential and backing onto
Armstrong Road, was built yet.  Mr. Burns advised the homes were not yet built.  He noted
Urbandale started at the north on the boundary between Urbandale’s lands and Richcrafts, and
were working south towards Armstrong Road along River Road.

Councillor van den Ham stated he asked the question because he wanted to put the petition into
perspective as it relates the residential development there now.

Carlo Chiarelli indicated he was speaking on behalf of Franco and Yolanda Berardini.  Mr.
Chiarelli conveyed Mr. and Mrs. Berardini’s objection to the application, noting it was based on
two reasons.  First, they are very concerned about the anticipated increase in traffic in the area
and especially on River Road.  It was their understanding the City of Gloucester wanted to
avoid such a situation.  Mr. Chiarelli advised Mr. and Mrs. Berardini also had concerns about
the aesthetic impact this development would have.  They feel the commercial development
would not be compatible with the waterfront parkland and would change the nature of River
Road, which was intended to be a scenic parkway.

Robert Baragar, speaking on behalf of the Honey Gables Community Association.  A copy of
Mr. Baragar’s presentation is held on file with the Regional Clerk.  Mr. Baragar indicated his
group had three concerns: the commercialization of River Road; traffic concerns; and, why this
amendment would not be postponed, pending the results of the study to assess the traffic
demands of the South Urban Community as well as Manotick, expected to be completed next
April.

Mr. Baragar then expanded on the Community Association’s concerns.  With respect to the
commercialization of River Road, he noted the southern part of the Region is not overly
endowed with beauty, save and except for Rideau River corridor.  He felt the preservation of
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the heritage river and scenic drive would have a higher priority than development.  He noted the
original designation of Highway Commercial would have allowed a gas station whereas, what is
being proposed is 125,000 sq. feet of commercial space, which he compared to commercial
developments at Bank Street and Hunt Club Road.  Mr. Baragar felt that aesthetic techniques
such as berms and bushes would not be sufficient to screen the development.  Further, he felt
the amendment was not driven by any great necessity, that would warrant such a risk to the
natural environment.

With respect to the Association’s traffic concerns, Mr. Baragar noted the Regional Official Plan
envisages River Road as a two lane scenic drive.  He said currently there are times during the
day when River Road is at capacity and he felt that proposed commercial development at
Armstrong and River Roads would almost certainly bring pressure on the municipality to
upgrade River Road to a four lane route.  Mr. Baragar discounted the traffic impact study
submitted by Urbandale, noting it was difficult to have confidence in the prediction that this
major commercial complex will have negligible effect on River Road traffic.

Mr. Baragar went on to note there is currently a traffic study being conducted to assess the
traffic demands of the South Urban Community and Manotick.  He advised the purpose of the
study was to identify the principal routes serving both the South Urban Community and
Manotick area, with a view to widening the primary roadways.  In light of this, Mr. Baragar
opined any decision on the location of a major commercial centre at Armstrong and River
Roads in advance of the completion of this study, would be premature.

Councillor Beamish questioned if the Association’s concerns were more with through-traffic
(e.g. from Osgoode and Manotick) or from traffic generated from within new community.  Mr.
Baragar said he did not think the study made this distinction.  The fact the study estimates most
of the traffic comes from the east, means they expect most of the traffic to come from within the
community or from homeward-bound traffic that by-pass the community and come around to
Armstrong Road and up to the shopping plaza.  He said it does not seem realistic that people
will do this, rather it is more likely people would use River Road.

Councillor Beamish suggested this commercial development would reduce traffic in front of the
Honey Gables development, which is currently a problem.  Mr. Baragar disagreed, saying he
felt it would increase traffic.  He said the shortest route from Ottawa, south to Honey Gables,
would be along River Road and further, it would be the most likely route for anyone going to the
shopping centre.

Grant Lindsay, Planner Director, City of Gloucester.  Referencing concerns raised by
delegations with respect to what had changed from the time the City’s report was done
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December 1999 and the report done in March 2000, Mr. Lindsay said it was really due in part
to the public participation, as requested by the ward councillor.  The second reason was that the
application itself significantly changed, as the original submission was an application for
commercial development on both sides of Armstrong Road, immediately east of River Road.

Mr. Lindsay noted when City staff reviewed the original submission, it was determined that this
extent of commercial development was deemed premature, particularly the lands south of
Armstrong Road.  There was not a consistent servicing strategy and no clear delineation of
subdivision development south of Armstrong Road.  The applicant was informed of this and in
conjunction with the concerns raised at the 7 December meeting, chose to then modify their
application.

The speaker went on to address what has changed since Official Plan Amendment 3 was done
in 1992.  He said the most significant change was the Regional Official Plan completed in 1997,
which increased the number of dwelling units available to the Gloucester portion of the South
Urban Community (SUC).  It went from approximately 11,000 dwelling units to 14,500
dwelling units as a potential for development in the SUC.  This inspired the major land owners
to go back and reevaluate some of the conclusions they had made and agreed to 1992/1993 as
it related to commercial development.  As well, Mr. Lindsay offered that commercial
development and the patterns for development have changed over last ten years, moving in the
direction of larger commercial envelopes.  These were some of the reasons why Gloucester
supported the amended application.

With respect to concerns expressed regarding public consultation, Mr. Lindsay advised there
were three public meetings held.  Two were to meet the requirements of the Planning Act and
one was an informal public information meeting conducted and hosted by the ward councillor
for the area, Councillor Barrett.  He noted at the meeting attended by 75 to 100 people, there
was considerable support for this proposal.

Addressing the issue of traffic implications on River Road, Mr. Lindsay stated Gloucester staff
had similar concerns when they looked at this proposal, however, they were satisfied  these
concerns were being adequately addressed in the traffic study.  He noted they were reserving
final judgment until the site plan is submitted.  With regard to the aesthetics, the speaker agreed
River Road was not intended to be a major arterial to service the SUC.  He said in the original
study, Spratt Road would be built and developed and extended through to Limebank Road and
Limebank Road would then be widened to accommodate the major north/south traffic flow.
Mr. Lindsay pointed out that when the threshold of 1,200 building permits issued, the access
onto River Road will be closed.
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With leave of the Committee, Mr. Sala addressed a point raised by Mr. Lindsay, with respect
to the two reports, one from December 7, 1999 and the other from March 2000. He said
several speakers had indicated the major difference between the reports was that Urbandale
had revised their application to include only the north portion.  Mr. Sala pointed out in the
December 7, 1999 report there was an Option B, which was consideration of approving only
the north portion.

Chair Hunter asked if Mr. Sala was saying that both options were presented and rejected.  Mr.
Sala confirmed this, noting there was no approval for this second option at that time.

Councillor Legendre asked that Mr. Lindsay respond to the point raised by Mr. Sala.  Mr.
Lindsay replied that he had instructed his staff to provide alternatives to the Gloucester Planning
Committee for their consideration with respect to how to deal with this amendment.  They
provided three options: one being full approval, one being full rejection and the third option was
consideration of just the north piece and whether or not it should be approved.  With the
information they had in December 1999, the conclusion was that it was not appropriate at that
time to approve the amendment because basic requirements were missing (e.g. the traffic study,
the marketing analysis, etc.).  In addition, the City did not have a clear indication from the public
as to what they would prefer for that area.  For this reason, the ward councillor requested
deferral of the item.  Mr. Lindsay noted once the additional information was reviewed, the staff
recommendation changed to support approval of the north piece.

Referring to the document provided by Mr. Sala, Councillor Legendre noted the Gloucester
staff report from December 1999, lists the possible impacts of Option B.  He asked Mr.
Lindsay to address the components that he had not addressed in his presentation.   With respect
to a delayed Town Centre, Mr. Lindsay said Gloucester had to be convinced there was enough
market potential for all and this information was received after the December 1999 meeting.
The second impact was that the Spratt site would be redesignated from Commercial and Mr.
Lindsay explained that one of the options was that if the commercial component was going to be
located on the Armstrong/ River Road location, consideration of removing the commercial
designation at the Spratt Road site.  The conclusion Gloucester came to was that it was not
necessary as both will be viable in the future.

Having heard from all public delegations, the matter returned to Committee.

Councillor Beamish advised he would be supporting the staff recommendation.  He said there
was nothing compelling to suggest it should not be supported and in fact, he felt the subtext read
that one landowner was going to be disadvantaged from his plans of developing at a future time.
The Councillor noted the site is going to be a major intersection at some point in the future with
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the bridge crossing that will take place as an extension of Armstrong Road across to Strandherd
on the Nepean side of the River and it is a logical site for commercial development.  He said he
could not see any reason why it should not be approved.  Councillor Beamish pointed out the
zoning for the area is already going to be before the Ontario Municipal Board and it is likely that
whatever decision the Region makes, the whole matter will be before the OMB in event, so it
would be best if it could all be dealt with at the same time.

Councillor van den Ham indicated he too would be supporting the staff report.  He said he
really did not see any violation of the ROP in this.  He agreed with Councillor Beamish’s
viewpoint that the objection was based on competition.  The Councillor said he was unsure as
to how much government should be involved in determining who should build what commercial
site and perhaps it is best left to the market place to decide.  Councillor van den Ham stated he
felt Gloucester had done its job in determining that there is market potential for both sites and he
said he would support the staff recommendation on that basis.

Chair Hunter thanked the delegations for making representations on both sides of the issue and
stated both were worthy positions.  He said unfortunately it is clear the matter will be fought out
at the OMB.

The Chair stated he could not see that this Amendment offended the Regional Official Plan in
any respect (e.g. not in land use, traffic, etc.).  He noted the proposed development is not of a
size to be a destination market area, but rather a local service market area and it would be an
enhancement to the community overall.  He said he could find nothing to rule the Gloucester
decision out of order and would therefore be supporting the staff recommendation.

The committee then considered the staff recommendation.

That the Planning and Environment Committee recommend that Council approve
Gloucester Official Plan Amendment 31 and request the Regional Clerk to issue the
‘Notice of Decision’ attached as Annex A.

CARRIED


