APPEAL TO ONTARIO M UNICIPAL BOARD -
DECISONBY RURAL ALLIANCE SEVERANCE COMMITTEE - RA-144/2000 (EASTMAN)

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

That Council confirm the Planning and Development Approvals Department’s appeal of the
attached severance.

DOCUMENTATION

1 Planning and Development Approvas Commissioner’s report dated 25 Sept 2000 is
immediately attached.

2. An Extract of Draft Minute, 10 Oct 2000, immediately follows the report and includes a
record of the vote.

3. A copy of an agrid photograph of the subject lands, issued separately to al members of
Council under Clerk’s memorandum dated 18 Oct 2000.



67

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

Our File/N/R€E. 22-00-0006

Your Fle/VIR.

DATE 25 September 2000

TO/DEST. Co-ordinator, Planning & Environment Committee

FROM/EXP. Planning and Devel opment Approvas Commissioner

SUBJECT/OBJET APPEAL TO ONTARIO MUNICIPAL BOARD

DECISION BY RURAL ALLIANCE SEVERANCE COMMITTEE
- RA-144/2000 (EASTMAN)

DEPARTMENTAL RECOMMENDATION

That the Planning and Environment Committee recommend that Council confirm the Planning
and Development Approvals Department’s appeal of the attached sever ance.

LOCATION
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SUBJECT OF APPEAL

On 23 August, 2000 the Rurd Alliance Committee conditionaly approved application RA-144/2000.
The approval was for the creation of a 10 ha (25 ac.) lot to be severed from an overdl holding of 55
ha. (136 ac.). The proposed use for the land to be severed is forestry and accessory uses (including
resdentid).

The property is legaly described as Lot 9, Concesson 8 (Fitzroy), Township of West Carleton. The
land is designated “Agriculture Resource Area’ on Schedule A, “Organic Soils, Unstable Slopes and
Flood Plans’ on Schedule G to the Regiond Officid Plan. The lands are further designated
“Agriculture-High Priority” and “Hazard Lands-Ungable Sopes’ in the Township Offica Plan and
“Rurd-RU” in the Township Zoning By-law.

Under both the Regional and Locd Officid Plans uses such as forestry are permitted. Section 7.3 (d)
of the Regiond Officid Plan dates:

that Council shdl permit farm related severancesin Agriculturad Resource Areas

d) “for cregting a new holding intended to be used exclusvely as an agriculturd operation,
provided that the Sze of such holding and the remaining parent parcd are sufficiently large to
make them suitable for the types of operations’

An average size for a viable farm operation is gpproximately 36 ha (90 ac.) to 40 ha (100 ac.).
Although the Regiond Officid Plan is Slent on an gppropriate size, we rely upon the locd plan to set out
more detailed criteria. Section 6(1)()(ii) of the Township’'s Official Plan states that an appropriate Sze
for good agriculturd practices in the long term should be 36 ha or larger. Discusson with
representatives, of the Ministry of Agriculture Food and Rura Affairs indicated that they adso consider
sgmilar minimum lot areas to be viable in Ottawa-Carleton.

Forestry operations, like traditional farm operations, require subgtantidly large areas in order to be
economicaly viable. More importantly, forestry operations must take into account the business of good
forestry practices and sustainability when considering the viability of such ause. Comments addressing
these matters were prepared by the gpplicant’s consultants and submitted with the application (Annex
1) form to the Rurd Alliance Committee.

The gpplication does not conform to the officid plans as the area of the parcd is not of an appropriate
Szeto sugtain aviable forestry operation on a congtant bass. As such, gpproval of this consent creates
anon fam-related residentid |ot in an area designated for agricultural uses.

We note for the Committee' s information that evidence presented at the consent hearing indicated that
the recipient of the lands to be severed isin ownership of other lands on which he operates a forestry
use. If the recipient is to use the severed lands as a consolidation with lands dready in his ownership,
we have greater latitude to look upon this gpplication with favour. Should this be the case, an additiond
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resdential use is not required and the severed property would have to be rezoned to preclude
resdentia development.

Similar cases (farm consolidation) where land has been rezoned to restrict residentia uses can be found
in other municipdities in Ottawa-Carleton.

Therefore, if the applicant agreed to rezone the severed parcel to preclude residential devel opment uses,
gaff would recommend withdrawal of its gpped to the Ontario Municipa Board.

Should consolidation not be the intent of this application, we cannot support approva and recommend
that the Rurd Alliance Committee decison be gppeded to the Ontario Municipa Board as it does not
conform to the policy of the Regiond or Loca Officid Plans.

CONSULTATION

The public consultation process was not gpplicable for this report.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

This recommendation has no financid implications.

Approved by
N. Tunnacliffe, MCIP, RPP

Attachments;

Annex 1-Consent Application

Annex 2- RMOC Comments

Annex 3- Rurd Alliance Committee Decison
Annex 4- Notice of Appea to OMB
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BED USE OF THE LAND TO BE BEV ’
{1} Farm Related mmwmm { ) Wmmm {
{ ) Non-Farm Related Residential { ; Commaercial {1}
{1} Institutione . { Bush (14

Elaborate with particulars on any ftems (s) dasignated above:  For. A Mumper O0F Yeaks Ma. Secw KHAd
OpernTed A TFinewasd® BPusnimesi.  Loach ear He Awy A Patruen Qur, Process Awp
Seae. Hunrkeds Gr Coads 05 Fiaqwood. 7his BusH fer fr Heapiey Theer "wWirk €
A, Oak £ Mapee. Saserive Qornag e PRovidé A Sustaivases Sear€€ OF  FIgguoob.

w e Type of bulidings on the land to be severad o) Ewletiog
(b} Proposed {(new) ...... Q... PER .
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earest wownahip lof line or isndmark such as & bridge o ralteey
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rowd slowancs, 8 publlc aveled mm a M@mm rm fm‘m xww««
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e looation sl dist
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APPLICATION FEES (effective May 31, 1998)

=

mrate Cheguaes for the follow

y grrounts et be subenitied

tiont i In the Township of Rideau or Goulboum the fol ;
"Congervation Partners” - $250.00 + *G. Wilson Enterprises ina.” - $1,000.00

A cheque for "Conservation Partners” s generally not requirad If your application is not ores

%m%

Applications may be dropped off Bt your locsl Mun
Pictwnond, Ontario

anp
“Conservation Partners” - $150.00 + 0. Wilson Enterprises Inc.” - §1,(

lication ks in the Township of Oegoade or Weat Carleton the following cheques m

lication:

ty or the Rural Allence Severance Offios, 8048 Pecth Street,
220 - Phone: (B13) G38-3387

}

ng cheques must acoompany your application:




Freedom of Information and Privacy Act - Personal Information on this form is collected under the authority of Thi
PLANMING ACT aﬂiﬂﬁ will be used to process this application,

Name of Owners Solicitor (if any):

Adddress: Telephone Mo

Name of Aythorized Agent (if any);

i
e

Adddress: Telaphone Mo:

Please specify to whom all communication should be sent:

Lnwner . Aoent {} Solicitor {3
[
/

] AWW&% CATION IS TO BE SIGMED BY AN AGENT/SOLICITOR ON BEHALFE O THE OWNER, THE FOLLOWING

f’w HORIZATION MUST BE COMPLETED AS SET QUT IN SECTION §3(1) f&@v 2’%& PN M@;m AT,

Authorization of Owner for Agent to make the application.

L ... ...... amthe owner of the land that is subject of this application for a consent
andlauthorize . ... .. ... . ... .. ... . . . ... . Tomake this application on my behatf,
Date ... oo Signature of Cwner

IF THE OWNER IS A CORPORATION, THE APPLICATION SHALL BE SIGNED IMMEDIATELY BELOW BY AN
OFFICER EMPOWERED TO BIND THE CORPORATION.

Date ... ... . . Signature of Owner .., ..
{ I have u’m ﬂmmmmw m mwﬁ 2% sc%% gg,mg g’:wi maw

AFFIDAVIT OR SWORN DECLARATION
(This ﬁmz‘%m’mmum be completed in the presence of a Commissioner of Caths)

e

L S . . )
/)".%} 145 mﬂ% /ﬁ Wﬁ etihe . ) "f f’f *ﬁf”;&/’{/j ““““ e of . . (L4
irkeg Regiona). Mummm a’w ol i”“%mw&« Larleton so ﬁzmﬂ%y dec a‘fw that all above slaterments and the ﬁ%ﬁmﬁ“ﬁ%m&%ﬁm mﬁ@:m
n all of the exhibits transmitted herewith are true and | make this solemn declaration conscientiously believing it to be o .
and knowing that it is of the same mm% and effect as if made under mm
Declared before me at the . ;;m el
Municipality of Ottawa-Carleton this

m mm Regiona

w - WTWMW

mmmmm% mww mf mmm %z»;;gm%um m?f mwmf Ager it or m}&zmmﬁ”
/o Gwen Maureer Wiison, 3 Commi ssioner, etc.,

/ Regional Municipality of Ottawa- Carleton,

for the Rural Alliance Severance Committee.

Expires June 16, 2002,
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Severances for Forestry Use:

is received for a severance for forestry use the first questions asked
would be | Is this for forestry use to derive an income?
2 Is this for forestry purpose as defined by the Forestry Act, which includes

Wildlife, recreation, protection of soils and waterways, and forest products

When a request is

A Larestry Use 1o Derive an income:
-To denve an income from the forests there should be proof that the forestry
practice used is sustainable and good forestry practices are followed.
- The income from the forestry use should be a considerable amount of the
individual’s total income.

Keeping the above to points in mind the only way this can be achieved on smaller parcels
of land in Ontario is through specialization such as nurseries, christmas tree growing and
maple syrup production. In discussions with landowners who have parcels of land of 25
acres you get marginal returns in income through specialization.

Fuelwood production although specialized does not allow for harvesting on an annual
basis to derive such income and still follow the codes for good forestry practices In many
cases it is the young maple or oak, which should be left for future sawlogs that are
harvested before their time

The amount of income through harvesting a woodlot would depend on the individual
woodlots species composition, age and quality of material, Following good forestry
practices a hardwood woodlot would be harvested using the selection or shelterwood
system, which means every tree, should be marked before harvesting. In contrast poplar
should be patch clear-cut but this would yield a lower income.

ED FROM HARVESTING:

Using the examplé of a hardwood woadlot in the West Carleton expenience of MINR,
and Domtar has been the rotation of 20 years between harvesting if good forestry '
practices are followed. We also know that a good hardwood woodlot is averaging an

income of $400 /acre at present for landowners. This is up form $200/ac of a few years

&go. Therefore to supplement an income of $12,000 sustainably and practice sustainable
forestry you require: .

30ac x $400/ac = $12,000

30 ac x 20 (rotation age for harvesting) = 600 acs
B. Forestry Purposes.

Woodlots could be used for forestry purposes, which include recreation, wildlife,
and protection of unique species. In this case these lands are usually identified as
Significant Woodlands in a planning process. RMOC has done this in their Official Plan
and has labeled it Natural Environment Areas. It identifies what activities are compatible
within the Natural Environment Area In the case of forestry the individual must follow
good forest management practices which in hardwoods is using the appropriate
silviculture system and marking and regardless of size of the property the quality of that

BRI B S e
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woodlot must be maintained and all the related functions must be sustainable not just the
forests for revenue,
Recommendation:

This individual wants to severe 25 acres from a larger block for forestry
use. From the example I gave you unless it is a specific use such as Christmas Trees,
Maple Syrup Production, or a nursery there is no way 25 acres will sustain revenue on a
constant basis Fuelwood is not an option as it is a license to high grade and removes
young trees before their time and not practice good forest management practices which
the municipality should be promoting.

I would say no to this severance, as I do not feel good forest management can be
practiced on 25

5 ac sustainably unless there is specialty products as discussed

Those Consulted:

This issue was discussed with Eric Boysen, Private Land Coordinator MNR
Peterborough and Martin Streit, Domtar to confirm my findings and to give input.
Attached also is Domtar’s information on what landowners are presently receiving per
acre. West Carleton in commercial Hardwoods would be on the conservative side of the
scale.

JUN 15 B 1308 DARE A



Terrain Analysis & Mapping Services Ltd.

110 Westhunt Drive Phe (613) Ba6-2554
PO Bow 158 Fax (813 831-2730
Carp, ON KOA 110 Ermail ramegroup@dsympatioo. ca

June 20, 2000
To: Mr. ?”“;“V‘ Chadder,
Planning Department
Township of West Carleton
Kinburm, Ontario
KOA 2H0

PROPOSED SEVERANCE: LOT 8, CONG, 8, FITZROY

S AT AR

A
=

Terrain Analysis & Mapping Services Lid. ("TAMS") was retained by the
applicant to comment on the appropriateness of a 10.12 hectare severance
from a parcel totalling 65.16 heclare in ot 9, conc. 8, Fitzroy ward, West
Carleton Township.

Prior to this commentary, | had made a brief visit to the lands being addressed,
reviewed a “Memorandum from Mr. Chadder to the Council dated May 30,
2000 re direction for Lot Area Minimum - Forestry” and a note conceming
“Severance for forestry use authorized by Mr. Jim McCready (MNR)", reviewed
relevant parts of Provincial Policy Statements, the Official Plan for West
Carleton and the Official Plan of RMO-C, and discussed the forestry operation
plan with the applicant.

H. Comment

1. The apwﬁ’mﬁ’m certainly falls within provincial policy and govemning
{;m* jal plans in that the forestry operation mwmmﬁ mr z is a secondary use that
is mmmﬁ ible with adjacent “agricultural uses”. The RMO-C and West Carleton
Official Plans allow for forestry within areas designated for agriculture. it is
noteworthy  that this severance will create no conflict with agricultural
operations in the area as say small 0.4 to 2 heclares severences. In the latter
case an accessory residential use could be un-buffered from agricultural noise,
dust, ete. due to the smaliness of the parcel.

On the related matter of what would be an appropriate size for a secondary
u e such as mmmw (where an accessory f“mm{mm is allowed) in West

Carleton, the minimum size might be set at 5 to 8 hectare in order that the
accessory use might be buffered from agricultural operations,

2, Mr. McCready's analysis seems restricted to an analysis whereby (i)
w forestry operator maximizes immediate profit by harvesting young
hardwoods for firewood and (i) a 10 hectare parcel could not make a
considerable contribution to an operator's income whilst the operator was
giving due regard to wildlife, protection of w;;:@m es, etc. My understanding is
that the parcel has been logged of its commercial timber and that the proposed
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purchaser plans to integrate it into a forestry operation. This would thereby
contributing to the total viability of his operation, i.e., the operator requires such
acreage to contribute to a total sustainable acreage as outlined by Mr.
McCready. Any firewood taken from this parcel would only be part of the
operator's plan to sustain and develop commercial species and to assist in
protection of a habitat for wildlife, all “good forest management practices”.

Mr. McCready's requirement of 600 acres for a sustainable forestry operation
does not address severances, it simply addresses the total acreage to be
assembled by an operator for a successful sustainable forestry operation.

3. An accessory residence to the forestry operation would not interfere
with agricultural operations because of there being no bams, etc. in the vicinity.

4. A forestry use maintains the flexibility of clearing this land and putting it
into agricultural use in the future, albeit with some loss of diversified wildiife
habitat because of the clearing. Maintenance of this small woodiand, partly
within the Carp River Floodplain, contributes to the areas environmental
quality. The proposed forestry use and its adjacent related functions of wildlife
preservation can be implemented through the required by-law for an undersize
lot within an agricultural area.

The proposed severance will contribute to a sustainable forestry operation and
as such is jum“ﬁ’"m under the applicable plans. The forestry wm@m*mm on a
parcel of this size is compatible with and will not hinder surrounding agricultural
operations. The required by-law for the proposed severance can properly
restrict use of the property to forestry and accessory uses.

V.N. Rampton, Ph.D., Wiwg / M
Terrain Analysis & Mawmg “Services Ltd.
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ANNEX 2

Rmmw (% H{Mww Mw%a o

Hegion of Uﬂd&w% « mmim

¢ Vapprobation des

14 August, 2000

Gwen Wilson, Office Administrator
al Alliance Severance Office
349 Perth B

reet, Box 850
ichmond, Cntario
Diear Ms, Wilson

Re:  Consent Application
Hearing of August 2000

wed by the Planning and Development Approvals Department
er the following comments

The following consent has been revie
with input from our Environmental and Transportation i“r:m?.um&s,:, We o
for the Commu rallon:

e's conside

BA-14472000 Eastman
.ot 9, Concession 8§ (Fitzroy)
Townshin of West Carleton

osed severance is located in an are: ited “Agricultn mi Mmmw e f”m,;;a Organie
Soils, Unstable Slopes and Flood Plamn”. Hw local Hmmii Plan furt
“High Priority Agriculture and Hazard Lands™. The applicant proposes to sever a
for forestry and accessory uses/residential while retaining a 55 ha. (136 ac.) for

The proy

43

We have reviewed the sup
which have not been adeq

porting documents with this application and have a number of concerns
sately addressed.

%o use
= that

agree that the use proposed is compatible with nei

which is permitted in accordance with the ROP. However, e
is :‘-‘E will derive a sustainable income in support of a imwww use. As stated by Mr.

g ,*m: tter, the only way one could achieve a_marginal return on a 1( i ha. parcel of land

»g”:zwm%wm:zm uses such as nurseries, chris ee ¢ . Mr. M

“there is no way 10 ha. will sustain revenue on a constant basis” with the use

ady

proposed.

The ROP does not state a minimum size requirement for an agricultural
clearly recommends a minimum 36 ha. (89 ac.) parcel size. The zoning by
minimum 19 ha. (47 ac.) provision to recognize smaller holdings which have been cre

[ parcel. However the L

)te




J

The proposed lot is ]
short of the LOP recommendation. In addition, a recogni:
holding is inadequate to sustain the stated agricultural use

e

bR

stry use with a residential
The end result would

In summary, we can not support this application for a 10 ha. parce

component. The viability of the proposal is questionable as a farm parcel.

. s

Jeff Ostafichuk
Development Approvals



ANNEX 3

Severance Office
8049 Perth Street, Box 550
Richmond, Ontario

KOA 220
(613)838-3337 fax (613)838-3338
August 24th, 2000
2

fpect

Wf;:” wah Fastman
de Road

maimm Cintario
ko OA 2HO

Dear Applicant:

Her Aonplication for Beverance RA 144/00

Attached herewith please find a copy of the decision of the Rural Alliance Severance Committee on vour
application for severance. Should you wish to appeal against the decision or against any condition imposed.

notice of appeal. setting out written reasons, must be filed by September 13, 2000 with:

Ms, Gwen Wilson, Office Administrator
Rural Alhance Severance Committee
6049 Perth Street, Box W{

Richmond, Ontario  K(

The Ontario Municipal Board Act has set a fee of $125.00 for a primary appeal and $25.00 for each related
I3l

a
appeal. Chegues or Money Orders are to be made payable to the "Minister of Finance”,

Only individuals, corporations and public bodies may appeal decisions in respect of applications for consent to
the Ontario Municipal Board. A notice of appeal may not be filed by an unincorporated association or group.
E%w%«.‘wwmfam a notice of appeal may be filed in the name of an individual who 1s a member of the association or

««««

ou will be notified should an appeal be filed by any of the agencies or persons to whom a notice of the
decision has been sent.

[f additional information is required, please contact this office between the hours of 8:30 a.m. and 4:00 p.m.

k¢ amm sincerely

T e %v (o /

émxm Wilson
Office Administrator
Fural Alliance Severance Committes

Copy to: T. MacHardy, Twp. of West Carleton
J. Ostafichuk, RMOC Planning Dept.
P. MacMillan, MVCA



RURAL ALLIANCE SEVERANCE COMMITTEE DECISI

Application for Severance RA 144/00
Pursuant to Subsection 17 of Section 53 of the Planning Act, R.8.0. 1990, Chapter P.13, as amended, your

application for consent, to sever a 25 ac. parcel for forestry uses, as defined in Subsection 50(1), has been

granted by the Rural Alliance Severance Committee.

The following conditions must be wm@md with on or before August 24, 2001 failing which the ap ;m‘am for
consent shall be deemed to have been refused as set out in Subsection 53(41) of the Planning Act, R.5.0. 1990,
Chapter P.13. as amended.

Conditions Precedent:

of the Rural Alliance Commities on

That executed deeds transferring title be submitted, in triplicate, to the office

‘‘‘‘‘

or before the above mentioned 2001 date.

That 3 original copies of a reference plan, duly signed by the Registrar, be filed with the office of the Rural
%iﬂwm Committee when deeds are submitted for endorsement. The plan shall conform substantially to the sketch
filed with the severance application.

The applicant must provide cer on to the RMOC of the following:

a) that the well has been constructed in accordance with MOEE guideline “Water Wells and Ground Water
Supplies in Ontario”

b) that the quality of the water meets the MOEE “Ontario Drinking Water Objectives” and

¢) that there is suffieient quantity for the intended use.

The certification must be prepared by a Professional Engineer. (This condition applies to all vacant par

resulting from the severance application.)

NOTE: Should you not wish to proceed with the drilling of a well at this time, an Agreement with the RMOC

istered on title.

may be entered into and reg
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Legal Department Service du contentioux
T, (6137 $60-6008 Ext. 1215

Tel (613 S60-6025 Ext, 1113
Téléeopieur (6173) 5601383

Fax (613) 560-1383

File: 0.1.2 pending

Ms. Gwen Wilson

Rural Alliance Severance Office
6049 Perth Street, Box 550
Richmond, Ontario

oA 7

Diear Ms. Wilson:

Re: Ontario Municipal Board Appeal of Consent RA TOWNSHIP OF
WEST CARLETON
APPLICATION RA 144/00 (APPLICANT-EASTMAN)

The Regional Municipality of Ottawa-Carleton hereby appeals Consent RA 144/2000 of the Rural
Alliance Land Division Committee pursuant to the Planning Act, Section 53(19). The reasons for
this appeal are as follows:

1. The lands are legally described as Lot 9, Concession 8 (Fitzroy), Township of West Carleton.
The application request was for a 10 ha. (25 ac.) lot to be severed from an overall holding of
65 ha. (160 ac.) parcel. The proposed use for the lands to be severed is for the purpose of
forestry and accessory uses (including residential). The lands are designated “Agricultural
Resource Area, Organic Soils, Unstable Slopes and Flood Plain”.

2. Uses such as forestry are permitted within areas designated for agriculture. However,
creating a new holding intended to be used exclusively as an agricultural operation must be of
sufficient size to make them suitable for the type of operations proposed (Section 7.3 ROP).

3. Regional staff noted in their comments (attached) to the Rural Alliance Committee that

although the use proposed was permitted in the agricultural designation the area to be severed
was insufficient in size to support a use of this nature.

Such further and other grounds as counsel may advise and the Ontario Municipal Board

permut,

;}a




[

Enclosed please find a cheque in the amount of $125.00 payable to the Minister of Finance.

Yours truly,

}/’2 ﬂ ”“E RSN Cwnad

Alexia Taschereau
Solicitor

AT/lce

Attach.(1}



Extract of Draft Minute
Panning and Environment Committee
10 October 2000

APPEAL TO ONTARIO MUNICIPAL BOARD -

DECISION BY RURAL ALLIANCE SEVERANCE COMMITTEE -
RA-144/2000 (EASTMAN)

- Planning and Development Approvas Commissioner’s report dated 25 Sep 2000

Jeff Ogafichuk, Planner, Planning and Development Approvals Divison, provided Committee
with an overview of the staff report.

Councillor van den Ham inquired if the Township of West Carleton was dso appeding this
severance. Mr. Ogtafichuk replied it was not.

Councillor Munter, noting saff’s concern the severance would create a non-farm related
resdentid lot, asked if it was possible to have the land designated forestry, without residentia
uses. Mr. Odafichuk advised the application was origindly for a forestry use, with accessory
and resdentid use. He sad a the time staff commented on the application, they were not
aware that the person who would be purchasing the property had other farm lands in the area,
that they were usng in a smilar fashion for forestry. He advised gaff did have discussions with
the applicant, after the Rurd Alliance Committee made its decison, as to staff being able to
recognize this as a farmed parcel with the gpplicant’s other property, provided there was no
resdentia use.

The Committee then heard from the following public delegations.

Dwight Easman, the applicant, noted in the staff report on page 68, it indicates that this
particular farm parcd of is 136 acres, whenin fact it is 160 acres.

Speaking to the severance, Mr. Eastman felt it important for the Committee to understand the
land is zoned agricultural and would remain agricultural. He explained the severed portion of his
farm operation was not utilized to any extent and he fdt the highest and best purpose for the
long term use of this property would be for it to remain as aforestry operation.

Mr. Eastman noted Mr. Beck, the intended purchaser of this piece of property (who wasaso in
attendance), owns a number of other pieces of forestry properties and did not have a home on
any of them. He sad dthough Mr. Beck had no intention of building a home on this property in
the near future, at some point he may well want to do that, as the other properties he owns do
not have frontage onto an open and maintained road. Mr. Eastman said he would like to see
this piece of property remain as a bushed lot and said he was very impressed with how Mr.
Beck has managed his other properties. Mr. Eastman asked that the Committee withdraw the

appesl



Extract of Draft Minute
Panning and Environment Committee
10 October 2000

Councillor Munter asked if Mr. Eastman would be content if a redtriction were placed on the
land prohibiting resdentid use. Mr. Eastman stated he would not. He said dthough Mr. Beck
(who is purchasing the property) did not have any intention at this time of putting a house on the
subject property, he may well have in the future; for example, a the time of his retirement.

Referencing Councillor van den Ham's earlier question with respect to the pogtion of the
Township of West Carleton, Mr. Eastman advised, in his capacity as Mayor, he stepped down
from the process a the Township. He sad this matter was a well researched and thoroughly
discussed and Council unanimoudly supported it at thet time.

Councillor van den Ham asked if Mr. Beck was dlowed to build a house on the other
properties. Mr. Beck advised both other pieces of land were landiocked. The Councillor
noted this was an unusua circumstance and he indicated he would be supporting the withdrawal

of the gpped.

Councillor Hill asked Mayor Eastman why he would not clear the wood off of thislot and use it
for agricultura purposes. Mayor Eastman said this could be done however, it would require the
land to be clear cut, the tree sstumps bulldozed and the land drained. He offered this would not
be appropriate nor would it be financidly feasble. He advised he and his family had been
farming the land in the area for 9x generations. He dso pointed out there are no farm buildings
or barns within % of a mile of the subject piece of property, so that if a home were to be
congtructed on this piece of land, it would not cause any problems for the neighbouring farmers.
Hefdt it important to stress this piece of land would remain afarm property.

Responding to questions from Councillor Hill, Mr. Beck advised he was born and raised in
West Carleton. He noted he owned a cabinet making business in Fitzroy Harbour and would
be usng some of the wood from the subject land for his business. In addition, he would use
some of the wood from this property for his firewood business.

Councillor Hill asked that the Committee support her motion to withdraw the apped to the
Ontario Municipa Board. She said the land was just not viable for agricultural operation asit is
forested and she stressed it would continue to be aforest.



Extract of Draft Minute
Panning and Environment Committee
10 October 2000

Moved by B. Hill

That the Planning and Environment Committee recommend that Council ingtruct staff
to withdraw the appeal to the OMB on sever ance RA-144/2000 (Eastman).

LOST
NAYS. M. Bdlemare, P. Hume, G. Hunter, J. Legendreand A. Munter ....5
YEAS: D. Beamish, R. Chiardlli, B. Hill and R. van den Ham... .4

The Committee then approved the staff recommendation.

That the Planning and Environment Committee recommend that Council confirm the
Planning and Development Approvals Department’s appeal of the attached severance.
CARRIED
(D. Beamish, B. Hill and R. van
den Ham dissented)



