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 toissuethe‘Notice of Decision’ attached as Annex A.

DOCUMENTATION

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

2. Submissons from N. Sda, Sada Deveopments, 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.




REGION OF OTTAWA-CARLETON REPORT
REGION D'OTTAWA-CARLETON RAPPORT

Our File/N/R€E. 14-99.0034

Your Fle/VIR.

DATE 16 May, 2000

TO/DEST. Co-ordinator Planning and Environment Committee

FROM/EXP. Planning and Development Approvas 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

Urbandae 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 “Residentid” to “Commercid” to enable
the development of new commercid retall Ste facilities.  The City of Gloucester adopted Locd Officid
Plan Amendment 31 (L OPA 31) on 28 March 2000.

The Regiond ddegation by-law requires that al disputed loca Officid Plan amendments be brought
before the Planning and Environment Committee for congderation. A disputed application requires
‘Approvd’ or ‘Refusd’ by Regiond 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 isattached as Annex C.

Regiond staff are recommending that the proposed amendment be gpproved.



THE AMENDMENT

LOPA 31 is a dte specific amendment to change the designation of part of lot 20 Broken Front
Concession (Rideau Front) from “Resdentid” to “Commercid”. The Site comprises gpproximately 4.4
ha (10.9 ha) which will yield gpproximately 9,300 sg. m. (100,100 3. ft.) of commercid space.

LOCATION

BACKGROUND

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

To date, dl development proposas in the SUC have been following the principles established in LOPA
3 and the concept plan. The concept plan shows the subject area as resdentia with a smal highway
commercial area (0.28 ha) a the northeast intersection of River Road and Armstrong Road.
Glouceser’s Officid Plan provides for limited hignway commercid uses in “Resdentid” designations
without a need for an amendment. Highway commercid uses are intended to be low densty useswhich
serve the traveling public, for example automotive users or tourist accommodations. The gpplicant
wishes to sgnificantly increase the amount and type of commercid uses permitted at this intersection and
has asked to be designated for neighbourhood commercid uses, for example retall, restaurant, etc.



The approved concept plan identifies a smdl highway commercid Ste in this aea.  Urbandae has
indicated that they see a limited market demand for small scattered development Sites and therefore
would like to consolidate dl the proposed highway commercid areas into alarge expanded commercia
dtea Armstrong and River Roads.

The gpproved Concept Plan identifies a Neighbourhood Commercid dte a the south west quadrant of
Spratt Road and Armstrong Road which isin proximity to the subject Site. The gpplicant’s retail market
andysis indicates potentid for additiond commercid 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 commercid development and retain the previoudy designated commercid aress.

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

LOPA 31 conformsto the Regiond Officid Plan.
DISCUSSION

LOPA 31 is being contested by Nick Sda in Trust who owns property on Spratt Road that is
designated Neighbourhood Commercid in the Gloucester Officid Plan. The Honey Gables Community
Association, Anita Mdlow, representing her mother, Mrs Olga Volk and AlinaMain have dso indicated
that they oppose LOPA 31. Mr Sdaand the Honey Gables Community Association have gppeded the
zoning by-law to establish the community commercid zoning on the property. The reasons for the
apped to the zoning by-law are asfollows.

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
Officia 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 commercid facility a
River Road which will have a direct impact on the viahility of planned commercid facilities a the Spratt
Road site and the core area (town centre).

Staff Response
The City of Gloucester has concluded that the converson of 4.4 ha of land to dlow for Community

Commercid uses at this location, does not jeopardize the longer term objectives for the Neighbourhood
Commercia dte or “Town Centré’ lands as expressed in LOPA 3 to the City’s Officid Plan .
Gloucester wishes to permit the commercid desgnation in this location to meet the long term
commercid demands of this growing community, provide necessary comptition, and offer a wide
variety of commercid usesto sustain a hedthy community. Gloucester anticipates that both this Ste and
the other commercid stes within the community can be developed once the gppropriate services are in
place.

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




Staff Response
The gpplicant has submitted a traffic impact study in support of the gpplication. The report done by

Dillon Consulting concludes that the additiond traffic dong River Road will be gpproximately 20 to 30
vehicles per hour per direction. This represents an increase of forecasted traffic volumes dong River
road of approximately 5% in 2008. The report indicates tha the traffic volumes in 2008 will ill be
within acceptable levels. The issue of access to the Ste from River Road (which is a Regiond Road)
will be addressed at the Ste plan stage. All access to a Regional Road must meet Regiona standards
for sefe traffic movements.

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

Saff Response
The dte is adjacent to Waterfront Open Space (on the opposite side of River Road) and is located

aong a scenic Route designated in the Regiona Officid Plan. The issue of aesthetics will be addressed
when the ste plan for the Site is submitted for review and gpproval. Urbandae has indicated that they
will be providing landscaping to ensure that the Ste creste a favourable impresson dong the Scenic
Route. They have prepared a preliminary conceptua site plan which shows the River Road portion of
the ste 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 sgnificant impact on the
adjacent resdentid community and the evidence that the community was not in favour of the amendment
to community commercid & this Ste snce there dready was a commercid Ste 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 Urbandde 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 “Resdentid to “Commercid” is necessary to meet
the long term commercid demands of this growing community.

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

A. ISCOMMERCIAL 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 sengtivity of the Armstrong and River Road
intersection as to the gppropriate and allowable uses.




Staff Response
River Road is designated as a scenic route in the Regiona Officid Plan. The intent of the Scenic Route

designation is not to limit the use of land but to ensure that when development gpplications are reviewed
the issue of aesthetics is addressed. As noted in point 3 above, Urbandae 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 ste plan for the development is
reviewed.

B. WHAT ISTHE 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 ingtal median bresks to gain access to the ste.
The Region has anticipated that median breaks will be dangerous or not advantageous. The long term
commercid viability at thisintersection is questioned.

Saff 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 commercid site, will be consdered at the time of Site plan approva. The land will
not be land locked in that it is anticipated that there will be a median bresk on Armstrong Road to alow
al turning movements. If and when a median is inddled on River Road (after the traffic light at River
Road and Armstrong road are indalled) access may be redtricted to a right in right out turning
movement. Again thiswill be assessed during the Ste 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 Municipa Board Hearing if the LOPA 31 is gppedled.

Approved by
N. Tunnacliffe, MCIP, RPP



ANNEX A
(to be completed after Council decision)

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

Ms Michde 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 Regiond
Council’s decison to agpprove, under authority assigned to Regiond Council by the Ministry of
Municipd Affars and Housing, Amendment 31 to the Officia 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), & the corner of Armatrong and River Road, from “Resdentid” to “Commercid”. The
Site comprises approximately 4.4 ha (10.9 ha) which will yidd approximately 9,300 sg. m. (100,100 0.
ft.) of commercid space.

INFORMATION

Information on Amendment 31 can be obtained from the Regiond Planning and Development
Approvas 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, gpped the decison by filing a notice of apped to Amendment 31 with the Regiond
Panning and Development Approvas Depatment Such goped mugt identify, in writing, which
section(s) isare being appeded and the reasons for doing so. All gppeals must also be accompanied by



a certified cheque in the amount of $125.00 (to the Minister of Finance, Province of Ontario) to cover
the Ontario Municipa Board's prescribed fee.

If no notice of appedl is received before or on 5 July, 2000, the decison of Regiond Council isfind and
Amendment 31 will comeinto effect on 6 July, 2000.

Please note that only individuas, corporations or public bodies may apped a decision of the approva
authority to the Ontario Municipa Board. A notice of apped may not be made by an unincorporated
association or group. However, a notice of gppeadl may be made in the name of an individud who is a
member of the association or group on its behalf.

RELATED PLANNING APPLICATIONS
The lands to which Amendment 31 gpplies are dso the subject of arezoning, By-law 222-557 of 2000.
Dated 15 June 2000.

Sincerey

L. Paterson, MCIP, RPP
Director

c.c.. Locd Municipd Planning Department
Paul Van Steen, Urbandde Corporation
Nick Saa, Saldev
Jm Cddwell, Honey Gables Community Association
AlinaMan
AnitaMéelow



ANNEX B

AMENDMENT NO. 31

CITY OF GLOUCESTER
OFFICTIAL PLAN

(March 2000 )

Adopted: March 28, 2000
Approved:

File No. DP-146-38

TIFIED A TRUE COPY
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AMENDMENT NUMBER 31

TO THE OFFICIAL PLAN FOR THE
CITY OF GLOUCESTER

‘he attached explanatory text constituting Amendment Number 31 to the Official Plan of the City
f Gloucester, was recormmended to the Council of the City of Gloucester by the City of
floucester Planning Advisory Committee under the provisions of Section 17 and Section 21 of
‘he Planning Act, on the 21" day of March, 2000,

| k/ . \}L/W A~

hairman, Secretary,
lanning Advisory Committee Pianning Advisory Commitiee

his Amendment Number 31 was adopted by the Council of The Corporation of the City of
loucester by By-law Number 56 of 2000 in accordance with Sections 17 and 21 of The Planning
ct, R.8.0. 1990 on the 28% day of March, 2000,

/4’)%4&&//? é : Q«:A

lichéle Gtrou Claudette Cain
ity Clerk - Mayor

b e ensison - ISR



THE CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF GLOUCESTER

BY-LAW NUMBER 356 OF 2000

Entitled, "A By-law to approve Amendment Number 31 to the Official Plan for the
Jity of Gloucester Official Plan”.

The Council of the Corporation of the City of Gloucester hereby enacts as follows:

1. Amendment Number 31 to the City of Gloucester Official Plan consisting
f the attached explanatory text and Schedule "A" ig hereby adopted.

2. The City Clerk is hereby authorized and directed to make application to the
tegional Municipality of Ottawa-Carleton for approval of Amendment Number 31 to the City of
jloucester Official Plan,

3. This By-law shall come ir:o force and take effect on the day of passing.

PASSED AND GIVEN under the Hands of the Mayor and City Clerk and the Seal
f the Corporation of the City of Gloucester this 28" day of March, 2000.

Claudette Cain
Mayor

hereby certify that the above is a true copy of By-law Number 56 of 2000 as enacted by the

>ouncil of the City of Gloucester on the 28 day of March, 2000.
@6}//5&6 2

Michéle Glroux
City Clerk “




STATEMENT OF NOTICE REQUIREMENTS
FOR OFFICIAL PLAN AMENDMENT NO. 31
OF THE CITY OF GLOUCESTER

We, Heather Anderson, the Secretary of the Planning Advisory Committee and, Michele Giroux,
the City Clerk of the Corporation of the City of Gloucester, certify that:

1, Notice of the public meeting pursuant to Section 17 of The Planning Act, R.S.0. 1990 has
been given in the manner and containing the information prescribed:

i) to every owner of land within 120 metres of the area to which the proposed
Official Plan Amendment applies,

as shown on the last revised assessment rol] of the municipality, at the address
shown on the roll, and to all other required persons and agencies as per
Regulations 198/96.

i1) posting of notice of meeting in a location that is clearly visible and legible from a
public highway or other place to which the public has access.

2. A public meeting in respect of the proposed Official Plan Amendment was held on March
21, 2000, at the City of Gloucester Council Chambers, 1595 Telesat Court, P.O. Box
8333, Gloucester, Ontario K1G 3V5.

Dated at Gloucester, Ontario, this 22°¢ day of March, 2000,

L s o V//%'/wfﬂg’

Heather Anderson Michéle Giroug

Secretary City Clerk L)

Planning Advisory Committee The Corporation of the
Ciry of Gloucester

S0 100 otr I -l LT 4
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AMENDMENT NO. 31 TO THE
OFFICIAL PLAN OF THE
CITY OF GLOUCESTER
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AMENDMENT NUMBER 31 TO THE OFFICIAL PLAN FOR
THE CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF GLOUCESTER

STATEMENT OF COMPONENTS

PART A - THE PREAMBLE does not constitute part of this amendment.

PART B - THE AMENDMENT consisting of the attached explanatory text and
map (designated Schedule "A"} constitutc Amendment Number 31 to the Official

Plan for the City of Gloucester.
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PART A - THE PREAMBLE

PURPOSE

The purpose of this amendment is to redesignate a parcel of land in the Gloucester portion of the South
Jrban Community (SUC) from “Residential” to “Commercial”.

LOCATION

[he Jand affected by this amendment is located in the northeast quadrant of the intersections of River
Xoad and Armstrong Road (new alignment). Part of Lot 20, Broken Front Concession (Rideau Front).

BASIS

[he proposal to redesignate the subject lands from Residential’ to 'Commercial' has been requested by
he applicant 1o enable the development of a new commercial retail site. The applicant has requested
edesignation of & site at the northeast quadrant of Armstrong and River Roads. The proposed land area
s approximately 4.4 ha. (10.9 ac.), which will yield approximately 9,300 sq.m. (100,100 sq.ft.) of
rommercial space.
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PART B - THE AMENDMENT

1.0 INTRODUCTORY STATEMENT

All of this portion of the document entitled Part B - The Amendment, and attached map(s) designated
Schedule ‘A’ constitutes Amendment Number 31 to the Official Plan for the City of Gloucester.

20  DETAILS OF THE AMENDMENT

The Official Plan is amended as follows:

Schedule A-5 of the City’s Official Plan will be modified, there are no textual changes
proposed.

i.0 IMPLEMENTATION

“his Amendment shall be implemented by the powers conferred upon the City of Gloucester by The
anning Act, The Municipal Act, The Township of Gloucester Act, 1973, or any other statutes which
nay apply.

0 INTERPRETATION

'he provisions of Section 11.2 4 of the Official Plan of the City of Gloucester, shall apply.
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LOT 20
ARMSTRONG
LOT 21
CON BF R.F.
CITY OF GLOUCESTER -4
Lands to be Redesignated Official Plan ;@?
from “Residential’ Amendment No. 31 ﬁlou»;!ster

to “Commercial"

Terres dont la

désignation "résidentiel* doit
étre remplacée par la
désignation "commerclal*

Schedule A

Plan of Land Use
{MODIFIES OPA# 3)

Excerpt from Schedule __A-5
Official Plan of the City of Gloucester

Date : _mancH. 2000

Scale : 1:5.000
PREPARED BY: COMMUNITY DEVELOFMENT DEPARTHENT




Marcn 24, 2000

Honey Gable Davelopmant Association:
& Honey Gable

) Gloucestar, Ontarig

‘ K1V 1HS

City 0f Gloucester
Mayor’s Office ' 1y
1595 Telesal Court R I
Gloucester, Ontanc LR .
K3iG 3v5s o L

By Fax: 748-4364 IR
R CRRTY

Lo

Anention: Ms.-&laudene Cain, Mavor

Dear Ms. Cainn’

Re: prpcscd'ﬁezoning of Resigenlial Lands to Commerdai ir tha South Urban Com'muhﬁy

As president of the-Honey Gable Development Associalion, i ) writing lo inform you that the
vas| majerity of the Honey Gable Community is very rouch opposed to the rezoning of
resicential lands to commercial at River Road/Armstrong Road. . -

In addition, it is my opinion that it is not right for the planning committae to-teac;mmencl- ,
commercial rezoning for the area north of Armstrong Road withaut having @ public meeting 10
address what wiit heppen for the area south of Armstrong Road. ' :

| trust that the votes of the Money Gable Development Assoclation wil not ¢o unnaticed.

Yours teuly,

e 'ﬁ

Jarmes Caldwel
pressdent. Honey Gable Development Assacialon

¢.c. City of Gloucester tir. R.- Denis {748-3314)
- Mr. M. Deny (748-4314)

Mr. R. Bloass (748-4314)

Mr. K. Vowles [748-4314}

Ms. P. Cark (748-4314)

hi-. G, Barreht {748.4214)
Ms. Sandra Candow (74B-4352)

e T
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ANNEX C



saldew

wp of Companies

November 29, 1995

Cily of Gloucester :

Development & Flanning Depariment

1595 Telesat Court

Gloucesler, Ontario K3G avs

Attention:Rene Denis, Chaiman of Pianning Committee

Dezar Rene Denis:

-bécominir Feality in the foresccuble future or cver beco

art.

- v

a7 L residents, Urhandule Corps proposed amendment will o

people's sofety and standard of life.

institutional and industrinl lands throughout he arca,

AN

cerem. RS

Sala Deesiepimats
PO Box 16039
CAlawa, (nyisnio
R2C 3sy

-+ Letter of Objection

te -

.
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Re: Application by Urbandale Corp. 1o emend the City of Gloucester's Offlcial Plan and

oo TRe. OMein] Community Plan for fixe South Urty Development Community has been upproved -
- ¥roouneil and been in effect sinee 1997, This requesied zoning change from Residential to Commey 1.
‘@t the River Rd/ Armastrong intersection by Urbancile Co
residénis punt, and contradists the direction sei forth by counci? s jis Planners over the past 10
Yéafs E stablishing a commercial centre of this or #ny Inagnitudc on the SW comer of the South
i Comnwer i mpct on &y chunce for the Activiry Nod
on ming the commercial focal point Diverti:
“#E: 0o Patterns away from River Rd has always been the goal for the City Plarmers and current
rever cnulch these plans.

1p. Is strictly defiant to what the locy]

An Bpproximate 3 million dallars of taxpayers money has alrzady boen speat on studies, planning .-
... - DYCESSRIng for the Official Community Pign sct forth in 1992, By allowing such drastic ionendmer ¢ ..
- 510 E openg the door for muck s¢cand puessing and brespengible pse of 1Sxpayer money

The designaled Open Space directly (o the NW of this proposad amendment is most cerlainly goin .

to Become the first Parkland for the jnitisl phases, Allowing o commercinl zoning it tlose proximi' -

to Parkland is not sensible; the Citr of Gloucester must strive 1o accommodate its residents with th-
. most enjovable and safcst settings for its Parkland, Allowing his amendiment compromises the

Sala Developments has developed propertics iy the Qity of Nepean, und w= arc currently working
very closely with the Qity Of Cumberland on a subdivision plan consisiing of 205 mixed residentia
lots. Accommoduting the needs of 1he community has atways boen it the lorefroms of any
development we proceed with. We have baen iriolved with the planning of the South Urban
Commusnity from the very beginning und we hold o vericly of desigoated resideniial, commareial,

On (he 16™ day of September 1992, conneil atthe Cily of Glovcester estshtished and epproved the
Neighborhood Commcrvial to ke Tocoted 8t Lhe Armstrong/Spratt Road intarscelion, And is infendec'
1o socommadute a range of retall and plfize wics 6 serve the initial phases of development within tt-
wesierly portion of the commuriry. Ve feel there is ro Iegitinune reasan for the City of Glousester
devi a't;:vfrpm. the crrrert commere;a] zasings, and ke no exception espeaially for



Saldew

Group of Companies

November 29, 1999
Poage 2

the preposierous amendment requested by the Urbandale Corp.
doing whal is best for South Urban Community and the City of

am

Sincerely,

Ve intend on being very sctivein the oo -1
Gloucesior taxrayers.
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5935 Telesat Coun

P.O. Box/C 1. 8313
Gloucester, Ontarie K1G 3V5
Tol: (613) 748-4103

Fax: (613) 748-4147

Department/ Dépariement: Corporaie Services
Division: Legislalive Scrvices

File/ Dossicr: DP127-99-28
Your File/ Votre Dossier:
Subject/ Objet: Appeal(s) 1o Zoning By-law

April 26, 2000

Mr. P. Van Steen, Vice-President
Urbandale Corporation

2193 Arch Street

Ottawa ON K1G 2H5

Dear Mr. Van Steen:

Re: Rezoning ByJaw No. 222-557 of 2000
NE quacirant of River Road and Armstrong Road

On March 28, 2000, Council passed By-law No, 222-557 of 2000. Copies of this by-law -
circulated as required by pre-paid first class mail on April 4th, 2000 and the tast date for 1! -
abjections was the 25" day of April, 2000. Two (2) letters of objection have been receiv- -
lodge appeals on behalf of Nick Sala in trust and the Honey Gables Development Associ.

No ietters of support have been received.

The next step in the process is to ask Council fo confirm their approval of the By-law -~ -
upcoming Council meeting. The O.M.B. application will then be sent to the Ontario Mun 1

Board for a hearing date.

If you have any questions concerning the above, please contact our Community Devefop- A
Department at 748-4167.

i Ay

%M/M : : l‘j' biay ¢ Zoug

Yours fruly,

Michéle GiroGh, \5 g

City Clerk. \R.
‘%'Emmy

/mg o

c.C.: Dave Darch, Deputy City Manager, Community Deveiopment.

Mary Jo Woollam, Regional Clerk, Regional Municipality of Ottawa-Carleton



RADNOFF
PEARL
SLOVER
SWEDKO
DWOSKIN
LLP

Barristers
Solicitors
Notaries

FleNo. P-3262

April 17, 2000
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YIA REGISTERKD MAIL

Michele Giroux, City Clerk
Corporation of the City of Gloucester

1595 Telesat Court

P.O. Box 8333

Gloucester, Ontario

K1G 3Vs

Dear Sir:

ick Sala, in

st - Notice of -Law 222-557 of 2000

Please be advised we have been retained by Nick Sala in trust to appeal to the Ontario
Municipal Board in respect of By-Law No. 222-557 of 2000 passed by Gloucester on March 28,

2000,

We enclose our cheque payable to the Minister of Finance in the amount of $125.00
together with our Notice of Appeal.

Thank you for your atteition to this matter.

DYD/vh

KENNETH RADNOFF Q.C., B.COMM., LLB.
HERBERT W. PEARL B.OOMM., LL.3.

NORMAN 5. SLOVER B.Sc., LL.B,

NORMAN SWEDEKC B.COMM., LL B,
DAVLD Y, DWOSKIN B.ENG.. M.CF., LLB.

PETER GENZEL M.A., LL.B.
RONALD SYEIN B A, LL.L.. LL.B.

A. GAETAN BUITIGIEG B.A. (HON.), LL.B.
BEVERLEY A. JOHNSTON B.A., LL.B.
MARNI D. MUNSTERMAN B.S.5c. (Mon), LL.B.



ONTARIQ MUNICIPAL BOARD

IN THE MATTER OF Section 34(19) of the Ontario
Planming Act, R.S.0. 1990, c. P-13 and amendments
thereto,

AND IN THE MATTER OF an appeal from the

decision of the Corporation of the City of Gloucester

in passing By-Law Number 222-557 of 2000 re-zoning the
subject lands from “HR"-Holding Residential to

“HCe (E14)" - Holding Community Commercial.

BETWEEN.:

NICK SALA IN TRUST
Appella
and
URBANDALE CORPORATION and
THE CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF GLOUCESTER
Responden':

NOTICE OF APPEAL
TAKE NOTICE that the Appsllant appeals to the Ontario Municipal Board from the decisicr
of the Corporatlon of the City of Gloucester dated March 28, 2000 passing By-Law No. 222-557 -
2000 wander Soction 34 of the Planning Act, and requests that the said decision be reversod, the B
law repealed and the request by Urbandale Corporation fora zoning amendment to property locat: - ’

on the northeast quadrant of River Road and Armstrong Road in the City of Gloucester be refuse”’



LTI (v

THE GROUNDS FOR THE APPEAL ARE:

The coundil of the Corporation of the City of Gloucester (“council”) erred in permitting a -
zoning which is conflict with the City Official Plan (OPA # 3) and the Concept Plan adopi:-i

by the City of Gloucester in 1992,

Counci! erred in permitting the creation of a new neighbourhood commercial facility at Riv:
Road which will have a direct impact on the viability of planned commercial facilities at ti«

Spratt Road site und the core area (town centre).

Coungcil erred in failing to acknowledge a major shortcoming of the River Road site for whi: !
there are no widenings proposed and which has a preferred parkway status.

Council erred failing to consider that the proposed commercial development was nv -

compatible with waterfront parkland in close proximity to it.

Council erred in failing to take into account the significant impact on the adjacent residenti
community and the evidence that the community was not in favour of the zoning amendmer!
to commercial at this stte since there already was a commercial site identified in the origin:

Master Plan and the Official Plan Amendment.



6. Repeating the By-Law will maimiain the viability and integrity of the commercial core .
maintain the River Road as a “secondary” road for traffic purposes and will leave the sui -

site with greater compatibility with the adjacent Milleninm Park west of River Road.

7. The amendment is neither desirable for the appropriate development or use of the land .-+
Joes not maintain the generad intent and purpose of the Official Plan, the Official **'»

Amendment No. 3 andtheAppmved Concept Plan,
DATED at Ottawa this 13* day of April, 2000,

RADNOFF, PEARL, SLOVER, SWEDKQ, DWOSKIN, 1! ©*
Barristers and Solicitars

3™ floor-100 Gloucester Sireet

Ottawa, Ontario

K2P OA4

tel: (613) 594-8844
fax: (613) 594-9092

DAVID DWOSKIN

TO: Secretary of the Ontario Municipal Board

TO:  The Clerk of the Municipality of (loucester
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IN THE MATTER OF Section 34(19) of the Ontario UL -5 L
Planning Act, R.5.0. 1990, ¢. P-13 and amendments
thereto,

AND IN THE MATTER OF an appeal fram the

decision of the Corporation of the City of Gloucester

in passing By-Law Number 222-557 of 2000 rezoning )
subjecting lands from “HR-holding residential” to

"HCC (E14) - holding commercial community”.

BETWEEN:

BONEY GABLES DEVELOFPMENT ASSCCIATIMN

Appelian -
and
URBANDALE CORPORATION and
THE CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF GLOUCESTER
Respondent -

NOTICE OF APPEAL
TAKE NOTICE that the Appellants hereby appeal to the Ontario Municipal Board from th-
decision of.the Cerporation of the City of Gloucester dated March 28, 2000 passing By-Law N¢
222-357 of 2000 under Section 34 of the Planning Act, and request that the said decision be reverse
and the request by Urbandale Corporation for a zoning amendment to property located on th-

northeast quandrant of River Road and Arnstrong Raad in the City of Glodcester be refused.

e s JLT R
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THE GROUNDS FOR THE APPEAL ARE:

The counsel of the Corporation of the City of Gloucester (“counsel”) erved in permittin - -

rezoning which is conflict with Official Plan Amendment No. 3 and the Concept Plan adoy <

by the City of Gloucester in 1992,

Counsel erred in failing to acknowledge & major shortcoming of the River Road site for wh:

there are no widenings praposed and has 4 preferred parkway stams,

Counsel erred failing consider that the proposed conmmercial development was not compatit .-

with waterfront parkland in close proximity to it

Counset erted in permitting the creation of a new neighbourhood commergial facility at Riv.
Road which wiil have a direct impact on the viability of planned commercial facilitics at th-

Spratt Road site and the core area (town centre).

Counsel erred in fading to take into account the significant impact on the adjacent residentis
community and the evidence that the conununity was not in favour of the zoning amendme!
.lo cominercial at this site since there already was a commercial site identified in the ¢riging

“Master Plan and the Official Plan amendment and Concept Plen at the Spratt Razd site.
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8. Appealing the By-Law will maintain the viability and integrity of the commercial core grea,
maintain the River Road as 4 “secondary” road for traffic purposes and will lcave the subjeul

site with greater compatibility with the adjacent Miiienium Park west of River Road,

7. The ameadment is neither desirable for the appropriate development or use of the land ar
does not maintain the general intent and purpose of the Official Plan, the Official Pl

Amendment No. 3 and the Approved Concept Plan.

" DATED at Ottawa this 14 day of Apnil, 2000.

BONFY GABLES DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATION
6 Honey Gables D.

(nmceétem, Ontarioc

Kiv 1H5

e Cald ident
TO:  Secretary of the Ontario Municipal Board

TQ:  The Clerk of the Municipality of Gloucester



OLGA VOLK - FAX TRANSMISSION

March 27, 2000

Mayor Claudette Cain

City of Gloucester

1595 Telesat Court,

Gloucester, ON K1G 3V5

Phone : 748-4115 FAX : 748-4354

SUBJECT : COUNCIL MEETING AGENDA ITEM 12 A~ MARCH 23, 2000
EILE# DP146-38, 2-99-28-SU MARCH 1, 2000 - APPLICATION TO AMEND THE CITY OF GLOUCESTER

OF ARMSTRONG ROAD(NEW ALIGNMENT) AND RIVER ROAD KNOWN AS PHASE UB2 IN THE
SOUTH URBAN COMMUNITY, (CONTACT: SANDRA CANDOW, PLANNER, EXT. 4171)

Dear Your Worship,

I have been an “Owner in Common™ with Mrs. Kustec and Mr. Jurinic since 1980 for
the property listed on tthityp]znaleORiverRoad (222 actes). 1 would like to make
this NEW INFORMATION AVAILABLE because it was not considered as part of the
submissions made at the Planning Advisory Committce meeting of March 21, 2000 for the
aforementioned application. T have forwarded this information to the appropriate persons
at the City of Gloucester for council approval decisions at the Council Meeting of March
28, 2000 (see cc list).

I continue to not be in support of dmchangemzoning&omlH(wacomerchluse
(HCc) or the amendment to the official plan as listed in the information package file no. Z-
99.28-SU for the following new and undiscussed reasons:

Looking ahead when the bridge is in place

1. The upcoming Strandherd and Armstrong Road bridge plans have incorporated mnto
its design the compatibility of the Hetitage designation of the Rideau River and the
Scenic designation of River Road (sec attached Environment Study Report — Rideau
River Bridge-RMOC Nov 1997). The Regional Offical Plan 6.9 part 3 -
Development adjacent to Scenic Routes states that  When reviewing development
proposals adjacent to Scenic Routes: ¢} comment on the design compatibility of
adjacent developments and the protection of views to features and roadside
vegetaton along and beyond the right-of-way”. The bridge design itself must
conform to be an integral visual feature. This raises the following concerns :

e IS COMMERCIAL COMMUNITY zoning APPROPRIATE GIVEN
SCENIC ROUTE and HERITAGE DESIGNATION?

The elevation of the River and Armstrong Roads intersection relative the bridge
is higher than the bridge giving it a bird's eye view to the surrounding area — the
bridge, the tiver and the proposed commercial development, It would be
expected that the scope any development at the Armstrong and River Road
1451 GOTH AVENUE » GLOUCESTER, ON* K1T 1LE3
PHONE: 613 521.3209 « FAX: 613 820-0748
+ EMAIL: MELLOW@COMPMORE.NET

AT, AT - -



-2- MARCH 27, 2000

tntersection would lend itself to tourist oriented services versus Utrbandale’s
proposed mall with dental, dry cleaning and etc. services that service immediate
community needs NOT the needs of the hentage or scenic designation.
Immediate community services should continue to be serviced at Armstrong
and Spratt Roads whete they are currently zoned and planned for development
and not here. Caution must be exercised due to the sensitivity of the
Armstrong and River Road intersection as to its appropriate or allowable uses.
Regional staft has assured me that this new concern is worthwhile reviewing and
will considering it as part of their approval process.

2 Armstrong Road will become a 6-lane arterial road with speeds of 80km/h in the
not so distant future. In March 1997, Urbandale corresponded with the RMOC
with the following concerns (see attached correspondence) :

“4. The River and Armstrong intersection appears to be fully urbanized wnth
medians and curbs. We would request that flexibility for median breaks”

And the Region replied :

“4. Median Break on Armstrong Road: We are not prepared to incorporatc a
median break on Armstrong Road in the design at this tine. The issue of whether
or not 2 median break will be permitted, for any commercial site, will be considered
at the time of site plan approval”. This raises the following concern :

» WHAT IS THE LONG TERM VIABILITY OF THIS PROPOSED
COMMERCIAL SITE?

Although median breaks may be site plan specific if they are required for the success
of the long-term use of the land then it is a planning issue. In the immediate term
while the intersection is at its infancy, transportation issues are less complex
although consideration of the opposite right-of-way from 4410 River Road still
rexquites mitigation and must certainly be addressed. Once the bridge is built, the site
will be Jand-locked due to its proximity to the Armstrong and River Road sighalized
intersecion. The Region has already anticipated that median breaks will be
dangerous or tiot advantageous and has therefore already made their intentions
dear. Even if the developer proposes access only at River Road it will detract from
the River Road parkway and in the long term be too close to the Armstrong and
River Road intersection once again making it impractical and dangerous. I question
the long-term viability of Commetcial Community zoning at this intersection. Once
again why re-zone when there is a site already at Spratt and Armstrong Roads that
will meet the immediate and long tertm needs and requicements.

In closing, I would like to add that I am not opposed in general to Commercial
development, however, this application I feel is not appropriate. In addition, T would also
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request that future correspondence on this subject be also directed to my home address
since 1 do not reside at #4410 Rivet Road. It s as follows:

Mrs. Olga VOLK
1451 Goth Ave, Gloucester, ON. KIT 1E3
Phone : 613 521-3209

And to my daughter who has helped prepare and present this information and acts
as my spokesperson @

Mrs, Anita Mellow
3013 Waiter Street, Ottaws, ON. K2B 8C3
FAX : 613 820-0748 Phone : 613 820-4571 email : mellow@compruotenet

Should you have any questions regarding this submission my daughter, Anita Mellow
(820-4571) or 1 would be happy to answer them

Sincerely,

o

Mes. Olga VOLK
Gz

Michele Giroux, City Cleck, City of Gloucester FAX T48-41

Councillor R. Denis, Chaie of Planning Advisory Cominittes City of Gloucsrtor FAX 748-0314
Councillor G. Barrett, City of Gloucasmes FAX T48-4314

Councillor K. Vawdes, City of Gloucester FAX 7484314

Coupcilloc P, Clark, City of Gloucester FAX 7464314

Councillor M. Denny. City of Gloucester FAX 7484314

Councillor R. Bloess, City of Glouczater FAX 7484314

Sandm Candow, Pl , Community Development Dept, City of Gloucestrr FAX 748-4352
Myles Mahon, Phnner Development Appeowsls Div, RMOC FAXS50-5006

Steve Lyon, Project Mantager, Palicy aod Infoutrocture Planning Div RMOC FAX 560-6005

Attachments: 9 pages az follows:

Regronal Ofheml Plan section BF — seere pouter {p, ¥7-5%)

RMOC Ridesy River Badge Environmennl Sudy Report Addendum New 1997
Section 43 Heatage and Culbure Ridecas Waterway (p.27)
Section 4.4 Bridge Assthetics and vicwscepe conndembons {p.2%)
Annex C - Agency wnd Puhlic peview wble of contents
Anrex C vem C12 Utbandale Corp oo 6 March 1997
Annex C- itern C13 RMOC response ta Urbendale Cotp, 7 Apall 1997
Annex B- horizontal mup of proposed Anmatrang and River Rd.

—— T
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March 14, 26 .

Alina Main
4623 Sprati Road
Gloucester, Ontario

Chty of Gleucogtor
1895 Tealesat Courl

. Gloucester, Ornlaric
K3G 3V5

By Fax: 7484352

(RS TP Y

T.opr.

i S pARTYERT

Atmnrion: M6, Sendra Candow JEVELOPHIE

As 2 rasident of the Sauth Urban Gommunity, | am writing 10 go on racord as agdamantly
opposing the Application submitted by Lirbakdale to rezone certain 1ands in the Sauth Urban
Commisnity from residential 1o commarcial. Thia would cleady change the City of Giaucestsr's
Omciau:jf’lan that has been in effect since 1992 atler milllons of tax payars dollars were spent o
the studies.

There rs deally no advantage, uther than scif gain for Urbandale, 1o rezang e said lands and
as 8 matter of fact, thers sre clsar disadvantagas 1o the rezoning applicaton submitted by
rbandale.

Yours truly,

Hbena, Ver:

Alina Main
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ADVERSE IMPACTS IF URBANDALE’S PROPOSED AMENDMENTS/REZONING OF
LANDS FROM RESIDENTIAL TO COMMERCIAL AT RIVER RDJ/ARMSTRONG RD. ARE -
IMPLEMENTED, THUS SIGNIFICANTLY CHANGING THE OFFICIAL PLAN ADOPTED IN
1992

1. The report to the Planning Advisory Committee dated December 7, 1999, clearly
indicated on page 549 (attached) that Option “B” (ie. Approval of the North portion)
would delay the Town Centre.

2. River Road would see increased traffic flow and it was to remain a secondary road due
to its incapability to handle larger volumes of traffic.

3. A commercial area in the North portion is clearly incompatible with the waterfront
parkiand, as identified in the December 7, 1999, report referenced above.

4. The December 7, 1999, report also indicates that a potential delay in the Spratt to
Limebaik extension exists if the North portion is approved.

5, It affects the viability of Spratt/Armstrong Roads commercial devetopment and the
commercial core area identified in the Official Plan adopted in 1992.

6. The Market Analysis, referred to in the above noted report, does not clearly demonstrate
that the River Road sites are superior locations to the Spratt Road site; in fact the study
acknowledges the major shortcoming of the River Road sites with respect to a preferred
parkway status for River Road itself. In addition, no widenings are proposed to
accommodate the increased volumes on River Road and as such traffic jams will result.

7. A transit station, high schoot. high density buildings, and institutional buildings are all
planned around the Spratt Road site, as per the Official Plan adopted in 1992. Approval
of the River Road sites would thus slow the commercial development of the Spratt Road
site and result in untimely use of the remaining infrastructure planned around the Spratt
Road site.

Millions of tax payers dallars were spent in developing the Official Plan adopted in 1992, With
so many shortcomings of approving the North portion of the River Road sites, why is it even
being considered ?

Our River Ridge South petition (attached). found that of the 146 residents surveyed, 122 of
them (84%) prefer to have the shopping centre located at Spratt and Armstrong, and they
furthermore oppose the rezoning of the lands at River Road and Armstrong Road from
residential to commercial.

Our Honey Gables petition (attached), signed by over forty (40) residents clearly indicates that
they also object to Urbandale’s request. Only four (4) of the residents would not sign the
petition. In summary, over 90% objected.

in general, amendments to official plans are typically implemented if advantages exist in doing
so. There are clearly no advantages in amending the official pian in this case. In fact, there are
definite disadvantages, as outlined above.



' Official Plan and Zorﬁ.ng By-lzv.; Amendments - Urbandale Corporation - River & Armstrong Roads

Staff believes that creating new neighbourhood commercial facilities at River Road has a direct implicat
on the viability of the Spratt Road site and the Core Area (Town Centre). Precisely because there are
existing commercial facilities in the "Trade Area”, the first commercial site (wherever it is located) \
become the short term focal point of the SUC.

The Market Analysis has not clearly demonstrated that the River Road sites are superior locations to
Sp%tt Road site: in fact, the study acknowledges the major shortcoming of the River Road sites with resg
to Apreferred parkway status for River Road itself. There are no widenings proposed to accommoc
increased volumes of traffic.

Planning Committee has various options when reviewing these applications. Staff can put forward three
options:

OPTION 1 - Refusal of commercial requests
OPTION 2 - Partial approval of the requests; potentially limited to just the north parcel
OPTION 3 - Approval of the requests

The impacts of each are highlighted below:

IMPACTS
OPTION B - Partal

OPTION A - Refusal OPTION C - Approval

- Concept Plan evolves as
approved

- maintains the viability and
integrity of the commercial
Core area

- maintains River Road as a

"secondary" road for traffic
purposes

- greater compatibility with
adjacent Millennium Park west
of River Road

- delayed Town Centre

- Spratt site to be redesignated
from Commercial

- increased traffic on River Rd

- incompatible with waterfront
parkland

- viability of Spratt site in
question

- potential delay in Spratt to
Limebank extension

- greater impact on adjacent
residential community

- focus shifts Core Area away
from Town Centre

- reduces residential viability i
neighbourhood 2

- Limebank 1n/s traffic spine
further delayed

- long-term road pattern altere

- Spratt site to be redesignated
from commercial to residenti

- increased traffic volume on
River Road

- irmpact on two adjacent
residential areas (north) soutl
of Armstrong Road



May 1, 2000

Sala Developments
P Q. Box 16039
Oftawa, Ontario
K2C 389

To Whom It May Concern:

Re: Survey of River Ridge South Residents With Respect To The Application by
Urbandg}e Corp. to amend the City of Gloucester‘s_ Official Plan‘

In response to the statements made by Susan Farley at the Planning Advisory Committee
meeting of March 21, 2000, with respect to conducting a survey of the River Ridge South
Community residents (not substantiated by a petition with signatures of the residents), Nick Sala
of Saia Developments recently conducted a proper survey of the residents within the same
community (River Ridge South).

The purpose of the survey was to establish what the community truly prefers. Our attached
survey; with signatures of the residents, found that of the 146 residents surveyed, 122 of them
(84%) prefer to have the shopping centre locatad at Spratt and Armstrong, and they furthermore
oppose the rezoning of the lands at River Road and Armstrong Road from residential to
commercial. This resuits, of this broad representative survey, indicate that a large majority of
the residents of the River Ridge South Community would like to have the shopping centre
located at Spratt and Armstrong and are opposed to rezoning the lands at River Road and
Armstrong Road from residential to commercial

These findings completely contradict those indicated by Susan Farley at the above noted
meeting in which she suggested that over 50% of the residents favoured the new site and the
remaining residents either had no preference or wanted matters left as originally shown in the
City of Gloucester's Official Ptan.

In light of the present factual findings, substantiated by the attached survey conducted by Sala
Developments, we urge that this matter be closely reviewed and the committee’s decision, to
rezone the lands at River Road and Armstrong Road from residential to commercial, be
averturned.

Yours truly,
SALA DEVELOPMENTS

-
-

Nick Sala
President

Enct.



FROM: RESIDENTS OF THE NEW SOUTH URBAN COMMUNITY (RIVER RIDGE)

TO: WHOM IT MAY CONCERN

As a resident of the new South Urban Community (River Ridge) in the City of Gloucester, | am
signing this petition to demonstrate that | prefer to have the shopping centre located at Spratt
Road and Armstrong Road rather than River Road and Armstrong Road. | am also of the
opinion that there are definite disadvantages in rezoning the fands at River Road and Armstrong
Road from residential to commercial, and | am therefore opposed to the rezoning.

Yours truly,
NAME / SIGNATURE ADDRESS
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March 24, 2000

Sala Developments
P.O. Box 16039
Ottawa, Ontario
K2C 389

Clty of Gloucester
Mayor's Office
1595 Telesat Court
Gloucester, Ontario
K3G 3V5

By Fax: 748-4354

Attentlon: Ms. Claudette Cain, Mayor

Dear Ms. Cain:

Re: Application by Urbandale Corp. to amend the City of Gloucester's Official Plan

As you are likely aware, Sala Developments was present at the Official Public Meeting Held on
March 21, 2000 at The City of Gloucester. The items of interest to Sala Developments
pertained to the South Urban Community and Urbandale's application to amend the City of
Gloucester's Official Plan.

We would like to reiterate that our comments/position, expressed at the meeting and in our
Letters of Objection dated November 29, 1999, and March 16, 2000, remains unchanged and
we remain emphatically opposed to the proposed amendments to the City of
Gloucester’'s Official Plan in which Urbandale is proposing to have lands at River Road and
Armstrong Road rezoned to commercial from their present residential zoning. We have
attached a list of adverse impacts that will occur if Urbandale’s proposal is implemented. Our
comments essentially echo the report to the Planning Advisory Committee dated December 7,
1999, which for no apparent reason was significantly altered in the latest report.

It is important to note that the statements that Susan Farley made, at the above noted meeting,
with respect to conducting a survey of nearby residents, were not substantiated by a petition
with signatures of the residents and therefore should not be considered factual. In addition, the
survey Susan Farley conducted basically asked if the nearby residents wanted a shopping
centre sooner rather than later since she admittedly misied them by suggesting that the lands
proposed by Urbandale (River Road and Armstrong Road) would be ready sooner than Spratt
and Armstrong which is totally untrue.



Yours truly,
SALA DEVELOPMENTS

L

Nick Sala
President

c.c. City of Gloucester

Mr. R. Danis
Mr. M. Denny
Mr. R. Bloess
Mr. K. Vowles
Ms. P. Clark

Mr. G. Barrett

(748-4314)
(748-4314)
(748-4314)
(748-4314)
(748-4314)
(748-4314)

Ms. Sandra Candow (748-4352)



March 17, 2000
City of Gloucester
1596 Telesat Court
Gloucester, Ontario
K3G 3V5

By Fax: 748-4352

Attention: Ms. Sandra Candow

Dear Ms. Candow:

Re: Application by Urbandale Corp. to amend the City of Gloucester's Cfficia Plar

As a resident of the Honey Gables Development Assn., I am Signing this Petition
to go on record as adamantly opposing the Application submitted by Urbandale to
rezone certain lands near the corner of River Road and Armstrong Road in the
South Urban Community from residential to commercial. This would clearly change
the City of Gloucester's Official Plan that has been in effect since 1992 after
approximately $3,000,000,00 of tax payers dollars were spent on the studies.

There is clearly no advantage, other than self gain for Urbandale, to rezone
the said lands and, as a matter of fact, there are clear disadvantages to the
rezoning application submitted by Urbandale.

Yours truly,
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HONEY GABLES SUBMISSION TO REGIONAL COUNCIL REGARDING
AMENDMENT 31 TO CITY OF GLOUCESTER OFFICIAL PLAN

General Statement

Our concerns about Amendment 31 to the Gloucester official plan to enlarge and redesignate as
Neighbourhood Commercial the small (0.28 ha) Highway Commercial zone at the NE corner of
Armstrong-River Road intersection were addressed and rationalized by regional planning staff and
rejected. Their recommendation is that the amendment proceed.

We would like to respond to these assessments which seem to us to be more reflective of
the developers position than of an objective consideration of the points that were raised by
ourselves and other interveners. The most important of these concerns from our point of view are
the following:

1. The Commercialization of River Road.

The southern part of the Ottawa region is not overly endowed with natural beauty with the
exception of the Rideau River corridor which includes a heritage river and a lovely scenic drive,
River Road, wisely designated as such in the Regional Plan of 1992. Given this context we do
expect that preservation of the scenic designation should have priority along this route over
commercial development except for minor motor-related properties such as gasoline stations. The
amendment proposes a commercial establishment of an entirely different class; a development of
125 000 sq. ft. of commercial space. Moreover, the marketing study upon which this amendment
is based recommends a similar-sized commercial property be established on the opposite corner of
Armstrong and River Road. (We can be sure that this will be part of some future proposed
amendment and having already lost our innocence in regard to commercialization of River Road,
would be difficult to resist.) These are not small developments. An analogous situation would be
that at the corner of Bank Street and Hunt Club Road where South Gate of 100 000 sq. ft.of
commercial space opposes Town Gate of 85 000 sq. ft.on the other side of Bank Street. In no
respect could this urban conglomeration qualify Hunt Club road as a “scenic drive”. Nor could
River Road survive as a scenic drive if this type of development proceeds.

Planning staff have discounted the impact of the proposed developments on the scenic
quality of River Road with the statement “...the intent of the scenic drive designation is not to
limit the use of land but to ensure that when development applications are reviewed the issue of
asthetics are addressed.” By asthetics are meant such window dressing techniques as berms and
bushes which, even if adequately maintained and many are not, are mostly a pathetic screening
that fools no one. South Gate, which is “screened” from Bank Street by just such a devise is an
example of the inadequacy of such props. We have a responsibility to protect what natural beauty
we have been fortunate enough to inherit and must consider very seriously proposals that are
anathema to its preservation. The amendment proposed is not driven by any great necessity and
hardly warrents the risk to our natural environment that it represents. The justification by City of
Gloucester staff that “redesignation of the site residential to commercial is necessary to meet long
term commercial demands of this growing community” ignores the availability of the yet
undeveloped commercial sites, Spratt Road and Town Core” which can surely be modified in time
to meet these demands when and if they appear.



2. Traffic Concerns

The Regional Plan envisages River Road as a 2-lane route as befits its designation of
scenic drive. With the new South Urban developments its capacity is even now strained at certain
times of the day, particularly rush hours. Accordingly, the opening of a shopping complex at
Armstrong and River Road can not help but aggravate the traffic situation, possibly to the point of
intolerance, and will almost certainly bring pressure on the municipality to upgrade it to a 4-lane
route.

Planning staff rely upon a traffic impact study submitted by Urbandale to discount our
concerns about the effect of the shopping complexes on traffic volumes. According to this study,
increase of traffic volumes on River Road attributable to the Rideau-Armstrong commercial node
will be only 5% by 2008 (20 -30 vehicles’hour/direction). The study is arcane and rather difficult
to analyze in detail but does not seem to address the problem of the impact of such a traffic node,
with its complex turning and shopping centre access arrangements, on the back-up and through
flow patterns of traffic on River Road. Judging from similar traffic nodes elsewhere, the effect is
probably not negligible. The study also considers that only 30% of the shopping complex traffic
will be from River Road; the rest will be from Armstrong Road. This seems hardly credible given
that Armstrong Road would be the most direct route for homeward-bound traffic from the city in
the afternoon. Ifindeed, the bulk of predicted traffic for this shopping centre is from Armstrong
Road, why the Spratt Road location, which is a kilometre to the east on Armstrong Road, would
not be the preferred location for commercial development. However, in view of our own personal
experience of traffic volumes increases on River Road related to the South Urban Community, it
is difficult to have confidence in the prediction that this major commercial complex will have
negligible effect on River Road traffic.

3. Relation to Road -Widening Assessment Study

A study, currently in progress, to assess the traffic demands of the South Urban
Community and Manotick must be of considerable relevance to the question of location of
commercial centres to serve the South Urban Community. Since the purpose of the study is to
identify the principal routes serving both the South Urban Community and Manotick area, with a
view to widening the primary roadways, any decision on the location of a major commercial
centre at Armstrong and River Road seems premature. The study is not to be completed until
spring of 2001. It would seem to us that it would be prudent, therefore, to postpone any final
decision on the River Road commercial centre until this study is available.

Concluding Statement.

The River Road has been designated in Regional Plans as a scenic drive. To date it is free
of major commercial establishments which, in itself, is a gift that we probably owe more to lack
of opportunity than to wise development strategies. However, the Regional Plan of 1992 does
recognize its value in this respect and ties it to a designation that we assume was meant to be
protective. Amendment 31 is the first assault on that protective status and is a test of the public
will to retain the Rideau River corridor in something of a natural state. A major shopping complex
such as is envisaged in Amendment 31 is entirely inconsistent with the objective of retaining River
Road as a scenic drive. No amount of contrived screening, such as berms and shrubbery, is going
to mitigate the commercial presence, which is anything but an enhancement in this setting.
Moreover, there is no real necessity for a shopping centre in this locality. Even if additional



capacity is eventually necessary to serve the growing community, surely there will be time to
redesign the other commercial centres to accommodate the demand. Even the location of this
development, at the extreme western limit of the community, is hardly convenient, especially if the
bulk of incoming customer traffic is expected to originate from the east as identified in the traffic
study. We recommend that the request for Amendment 31 be denied on the grounds that it serves
little purpose that can not be achieved by the other commercial centres identified in the Concept
Plan, and that it is entirely inappropriate to the designation of River Road as a scenic drive.



Extract of Draft Minute
Panning 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
- Flanning and Development Approvas Commissioner’s report

dated 16 May 2000

Nick Tunnadliffe, Commissioner, Planning and Development Approvas Department, introduced
Myles Mahon, Planner, Development Approvds Divison, Planing and Development
Approvas 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 Sdla Developments, indicated his client had four
gpecific objections to Loca Officid Plan Amendment 31.  Firdtly, he referred to the origind
concept plan adopted in 1992 (LOPA 3) (to which Urbandale was a mgor 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 judtify 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 retall market andysis (submitted by the gpplicant, Urbandale)
and recommended the application and zoning not be approved. Mr. Dwoskin advised in the
report staff offered the opinion that Urbandal€'s request to locate a 10 hectare commercid site
a River Road had implications on dl the previoudy approved infrastructure. As well, it would
impact the viability of the Spratt Road commercia dte as they fdt the firda commercid Ste
would become the short term focal point of the SUC. Further, the staff report pointed out the
market analysis had not clearly demondtrated the River Road Site was a superior location to the
Spratt Road ste and in fact, noted the study acknowledged mgor shortcomings of the River
Road site with respect to a preferred parkway status for River Road. Mr. Dwaoskin opined that
nothing had changed between December 1999 and the present, to warrant gpprova of this
goplication. He sad dthough the agpplicant was now only seeking to gpprove hdf of
development, he offered the opinion that if this were gpproved, the applicant would then seek to
approve to develop the other hdf of the parcel.



Extract of Draft Minute
Panning and Environment Committee
27 June 2000

With respect to his third point, Mr. Dwoskin noted Sda 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 Commerciad in September 1992. The speaker
noted if the goplicant’s amendment is accepted, it will affect the viability and vadue of that
commercid gte and in his opinion, it would totdly gterilize that commercid dte, as the fird dte
will be the only focus for the foreseeable future and no market andyss can honestly say
otherwise.

Speaking to his fourth and find point, Mr. Dwoskin noted the concept plan deliberately places
al commercid stes away from River Road, the Rideau River and the planned park syssem. He
questioned why the City and Region would even congder introducing the treffic, noise, ar
pollution, visud pollution, light pollution and dl of the incompeatible commercid activity to this
neighbourhood on River Road. Mr. Dwoskin offered that River Road would be unable to
accommodate al of the additiona traffic without being widened.

In conclusion, Mr. Dwaskin stated that what was being proposed was smply bad planning. He
sad clearly it is not desrable or gppropriate development of the Site and does not maintain the
generd intent and purpose of the Officid Plan as amended.

Chair Hunter noted one of the things the Planning and Environment Committee must do is
ensure that Locd Officid Plan Amendments respect the Regiond Officid Plan. He asked the
delegation if he had any arguments that would suggest that there is anything in this gpplication
that offends the Regiona Officid Plan. Mr. Dwoskin said the Genera Urban area is a fairly
generd 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 responsihility for the
detalls to the loca municipdity, as long as they do not offend the Regiond Officid Plan. Mr.
Dwaoskin offered there is no compelling reason why the locd officid plan ought to be amended.
There should be an onus on the developer to convince the Region on a balance of probability,
that thisis good planning and it needs to be done.

Councillor Legendre noted in the second haf of the background discusson on page 3 of the
Agenda, there is a samdl paragraph that says “the approved concept plan identifies small
highway commercid stein thisarea. Urbandde has indicated they see limited market demand
for small scattered development sites and therefore would like to consolidate dl of the proposed
highway commercid aress into a large expanded commercid dte a Armsrong and River
Roads.” He said he took this to mean there were commercia Sites scattered dong River Road,



Extract of Draft Minute
Panning and Environment Committee
27 June 2000

however, he said he is hearing today it is dong Armstrong Road that those scattered Sites were
located.

Mr. Mahon advised that presently in the Gloucester concept plan for the south urban
community, there isa smdl highway commercid Ste a thislocation. Thisis an expanson of the
highway commercid to alarger ste which would dlow alarger shopping facility.

Councillor Legendre said in light of the future bridge crossing & this point, this site would not be
terribly good for resdentia purposes. Mr. Mahon noted the smdl highway commercia
designation conforms to the residentia designation in the Gloucester Officid Plan but to increase
the sze of it to the commercid facilities that are being proposed, an Officid 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
dte. Mr. Mahon advised that the rationae 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 spesk to this.

Nick Saa 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 partia gpprova of the requests, limiting development to the
north parce, which is what Urbandde is presently gpplying 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 potentia delay in the
Spratt-Limebank extenson exigts if the north portion is gpproved; and, the viability of the
Spratt/Armstrong Roads commercid devel opment.

Mr. Sda gtated the present resdential community cannot handle two commercid Stes and the
market analysis clearly indicated the shortcomings of approving this development. He noted a
trangt dation, high school and high dendty ingtitutional buildings are dl planned around the
Spratt Road ste as per the Official Plan adopted in 1992. Approval of the River Road ste
would dow the commercid 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 avoice for locd resdents, Mr. Sda advised he undertook two petitions in the River Ridge
and the Honey Gables communities, which were atached to his submisson. In the River Ridge
petition, of the 146 residents he was able to survey, 122 of them (84%) preferred to have the
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shopping centre a Spratt and Armstrong Road and they opposed the rezoning of the lands at
River Road and Armstrong Road from residential to commercia. The Honey Gables petition
was sgned by over 40 resdents who clearly indicated they aso objected to Urbandale's
request and only four of the residents would not sgn the petition (90% objected).

In concluding his presentation, Mr. Sda sated he fdt it important to consder what the loca
resdents want. He said nothing had been presented to them to indicate anything but objection
by loca resdents to these changes. He said he understood that amendments to officid plans
were typicadly implemented if there was an advantage or a sgnificant 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 a River Road and Armstrong Road from residential to commercid”. He sad it was
his underganding the concept plan identified a smdl highway commercid Ste in this aea
Therefore it would be a matter of changing from Highway Commercid to Neighbourhood
Commercid rather than resdentia to commercid. Mr. Sala stated he believed that a portion of
it was highway commercid, but there was also some resdentid.

Peter Burns, on behdf of Urbandde Corporation, indicated his support for the dtaff
recommendation. He noted in 1991, the planning for this area was undertaken by John
Bousefidd 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 commercia designation on
Spratt Road south of Armstrong should be developed ingtead. These lands are owned
approximately 1/3 by Sdla and 2/3 by Urbandale and he said Urbandae is not abandoning the
Spratt Road Ste but consder it to be premature at this time. He pointed out it is south of the
present resdential 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 $300,000
and would serve no other immediate use.

The speaker advised there are currently about 650 homes in Riverside South and the lack of
commercid facilities such as shopping, services and hedth facilities are of concern to residents.
There was a door to door poll conducted by the Riversde South Community Association
(which does not include the Honey Gables Association), and this produced a mgority vote in
favour of proceeding with the proposed plaza. This was reported a the Gloucester Public
meeting by the president of that community association.



Extract of Draft Minute
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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 Riversde South from River Road be closed when 1,200 homes
have been condructed, then the Riversde South residents will access the commercid Ste by
means of interna roads to Armstrong Road, turn right and enter the plaza.  He advised a study
by Dillon Consulting for this ste only, which updates sudy referred to in the staff report, shows
additiond traffic dong River Road of gpproximately 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 Riversde South, Richcraft and
Urbandae dedicated for park purposes, vauable river front lands on the west side of River
Road and is negotiating with Harvest House a the corner.  On completion, Richcraft and
Urbandale will have facilitated open space from Armstrong Road for a distance northerly of
about 750 meters. He fdt it was rather ironic that their efforts in creating this greenspace, were
now being used againg them in opposng the plaza. It is Urbandd€'s contention that a
development of an architecturaly controlled plaza with extensve landscaping aong the Street
frontage, built by the developers of dl the lands, will provide a more interesting gpproach to
Riverdde South than a continuous sound wal dong 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. Burnsto
comment on what has changed since the December 1999 report from Gloucester staff. Mr.
Burns noted Urbanda€ s origina application, based on the recommendations of the commercid
consultant, looked at both corners (i.e. the south side of Armstrong as well as the north) along
River Road (the south sde being of roughly equa size to the north Sde). He explained it did not
make sense to look at the south Sde of River Road so early, when there is currently nothing
there. Urbandde 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 al proposed highway commercid. He questioned where the other areas
currently are that will disappeer.

Mr. Burns stated he had origindly referred to the consolidation of this corner with the highway
commercid and the plaza and this perhaps caused confuson. There are no other commercid
dtes that are being withdrawn. Since the 1992 sudy, the Region agpproved increased
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population for this area and the commercia consultant is of the opinion that this development,
plus everything that is dready in the Officid Plan, is needed.

Councillor Beamish gtated it was his belief the first speaker was questioning what had changed
snce the concept plan was done in 1992. The Councillor pointed out that when the concept
plan was gpproved in 1992, no dignment was chosen at that time for a bridge crossng.
Because of that, there was no dignment for the intersection of Armstrong and River Roads,
which was redeveloped and congtructed last summer. There was no opportunity to do
commercid development at that intersection at that time or for it to even be identified as
commercid development.

Councillor van den Ham noted Mr. Burns had indicated there are currently 650 homes in
Riversde South. He questioned if the area on the map shown as resdentiad and backing onto
Armgrong Road, was built yet. Mr. Burns advised the homes were not yet built. He noted
Urbandale started at the north on the boundary between Urbanda€' s lands and Richerafts, and
were working south towards Armstrong Road aong River Road.

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

Carlo Chiarelli indicated he was speaking on behdf of Franco and Yolanda Berardini. Mr.
Chiardli conveyed Mr. and Mrs. Berardini’ s objection to the gpplication, noting it was based on
two reasons. Firdt, they are very concerned about the anticipated increase in traffic in the area
and especidly on River Road. It was their understanding the City of Gloucester wanted to
avoid such a gtuation. Mr. Chiardli advised Mr. and Mrs. Berardini aso had concerns about
the aesthetic impact this development would have. They fed the commercid 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 behdf of the Honey Gables Community Association A copy of
Mr. Baragar’'s presentation is held on file with the Regiond Clerk. Mr. Baragar indicated his
group had three concerns. the commercidization 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
commercidization 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



Extract of Draft Minute
Panning and Environment Committee
27 June 2000

the heritage river and scenic drive would have a higher priority than development. He noted the
origind designation of Highway Commercid would have alowed a gas sation whereas, what is
being proposed is 125,000 sg. feet of commercid space, which he compared to commercia
developments a 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
natura environment.

With respect to the Association’ s traffic concerns, Mr. Baragar noted the Regiond Officid Plan
envisages River Road as a two lane scenic drive. He said currently there are times during the
day when River Road is a cgpacity and he fet that proposed commercid development at
Armgrong and River Roads would dmost certainly bring pressure on the municipdity to
upgrade River Road to a four lane route. Mr. Baragar discounted the traffic impact study
submitted by Urbandde, noting it was difficult to have confidence in the prediction that this
magor commercid 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
dudy was to identify the principa 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 decison on the location of a mgor commercid centre a& Armsrong 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 Manatick) 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 mogt 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 redistic that people
will do this, rather it is more likely people would use River Road.

Councillor Beamish suggested this commercid development would reduce traffic in front of the
Honey Gables development, which is currently a problem. Mr. Baragar disagreed, saying he
fet it would increase traffic. He said the shortest route from Ottawa, south to Honey Gables,
would be dong 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 redly due in part
to the public participation, as requested by the ward councillor. The second reason was that the
goplication itsdf ggnificantly changed, as the origind submisson was an gpplication for
commercid development on both sides of Armstrong Road, immediately east of River Road.

Mr. Lindsay noted when City staff reviewed the origind submission, it was determined thet this
extent of commercia development was deemed premature, particularly the lands south of
Armgrong Road. There was not a consstent servicing srategy and no clear ddineation of
subdivison development south of Armsirong Road. The gpplicant was informed of thisand in
conjunction with the concerns raised at the 7 December meeting, chose to then modify their
goplication.

The spesker went on to address what has changed since Officid Plan Amendment 3 was done
in 1992. He said the most sgnificant change was the Regiona Officid 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
dwedling units as a potential for development in the SUC. This ingpired the mgor land owners
to go back and reevauate some of the conclusions they had made and agreed to 1992/1993 as
it rdated to commercid development. As wdl, Mr. Lindsay offered that commercid
development and the patterns for development have changed over last ten years, moving in the
direction of larger commercid 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 informa 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 congderable support for this proposal.

Addressing the issue of traffic implications on River Road, Mr. Lindsay stated Gloucester staff
had smilar 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
fina judgment until the Ste plan is submitted. With regard to the aesthetics, the spesker agreed
River Road was not intended to be amgjor arteria to service the SUC. He sad in the origina
study, Spratt Road would be built and devel oped and extended through to Limebank Road and
Limebank Road would then be widened to accommodate the mgor 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. Sdla 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 mgor difference between the reports was that Urbandale
had revised their application to include only the north portion. Mr. Sda 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 rgjected. Mr.
Sda 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. Sda  Mr.
Lindsay replied that he had indructed his saff to provide aternatives to the Gloucester Planning
Committee for their condderation with respect to how to ded with this anendment. They
provided three options: one being full approval, one being full rgjection and the third option was
congderation of just the north piece and whether or not it should be approved. With the
information they had in December 1999, the concluson was that it was not appropriate at that
time to approve the amendment because basc requirements were missing (e.g. the traffic study,
the marketing analys's, 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
deferrd of the item. Mr. Lindsay noted once the additiond information was reviewed, the staff
recommendation changed to support approval of the north piece.

Referring to the document provided by Mr. Sdla, Councillor Legendre noted the Gloucester
saff 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 adelayed Town Centre, Mr. Lindsay said Gloucester had to be convinced there was enough
market potentid for adl and this information was received after the December 1999 mesting.
The second impact was that the Spratt site would be redesignated from Commercid and Mr.
Lindsay explained that one of the options was thet if the commercial component was going to be
located on the Armstrong/ River Road location, condderation of removing the commercia
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 dl 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 reed
that one landowner was going to be disadvantaged from his plans of developing at a future time.
The Councillor noted the Ste is going to be a mgor intersection a some point in the future with
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the bridge crossing that will take place as an extenson of Armstrong Road across to Strandherd
on the Nepean sde of the River and it isalogica Ste for commerciad development. He said he
could not see any reason why it should not be gpproved. Councillor Beamish pointed out the
zoning for the areais dready going to be before the Ontario Municipa Board and it islikely that
whatever decison the Region makes, the whole matter will be before the OMB in event, so it
would be best if it could al be dedlt with a the sametime,

Councillor van den Ham indicated he too would be supporting the staff report. He said he
redly 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 commercia
dte 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 potentia for both Stesand 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
gated both were worthy postions. He sad unfortunately it is clear the matter will be fought out
a the OMB.

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

The committee then consdered 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



