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LOCAL OFFICIAL PLAN AMENDMENT 22
CITY OF GLOUCESTER

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

That Council approve Official Plan Amendment 22 to the City of Gloucester
Official Plan subject to the modification outlined in this report, and that the
Regional Clerk issue the ‘Notice of Decision’ attached as Annex 4.
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Planning and Development Approvals Commissioner’s report dated
14 Dec 98 is immediately attached.
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Correspondence dated 11 Jan 99 from Charlotte Greer, Chair, South
Gloucester Community Association, immediately follows the report.
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LOCAL OFFICIAL PLAN AMENDMENT 22
CITY OF GLOUCESTER

REPORT
RAPPORT

DEPARTMENTAL RECOMMENDATION
That the Planning and Environment Committee recommend that Council approve Official
Plan Amendment 22 to the City of Gloucester Official Plan subject to the modification
outlined in this report, and that the Regional Clerk issue the ‘Notice of Decision’ attached
as Annex 4.
BACKGROUND
The City of Gloucester adopted Amendment 22 on 14 July, 1998 and submitted a complete
package to the Region for approval on 22 September, 1998. The approval of this amendment is
before Planning and Environment Committee because it is a disputed amendment and therefore
requires Regional Council approval.
The City of Gloucester has also approved a zoning by-law amendment for a retirement housing
project contingent on the approval of Amendment 22.
PURPOSE OF THE AMENDMENT
The purpose of this amendment is to modify policies in the ‘Residential’, ‘Limited Development’
and ‘Service Restricted Constraints’ sections of the Gloucester Official Plan (Amendment 22
attached as Annex 1). These amendments identify the potential for 49 additional service
connections because of the uncommitted capacity available in the Carlsbad Springs Water System.
The policies also establish specific development objectives with regard to the type of new
development that will be permitted.
The amendment provides for:
• the development of a retirement housing project;
• the development of a special needs housing project;
• the creation of farm retirement lots;
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•
•

the creation of rural infill development by severance; and
the consideration of other uses provided the above priorities are maintained.

CONFORMITY WITH THE REGIONAL OFFICIAL PLAN
This amendment conforms to the Regional Official Plan (ROP). The ROP permits development
up to a total capacity of 731 dwelling unit equivalents on the Gloucester portion of the Carlsbad
Springs Water System. Having reserved capacity for all existing development and all existing lots
of record, the potential remains for 49 additional connections. Any development must meet the
policies associated with the designations in the ROP (‘General Rural Area’ and ‘Agricultural
Resource Area’).
AGENCY OR PUBLIC COMMENTS AND STAFF RESPONSE
No circulation to agencies was required for Amendment 22. However, two parties have raised
concerns about this Amendment and staff has met with them to investigate the potential to resolve
their issues. The written submissions of The South Gloucester Community Association and of
Noble and Gadient (Barristers and Solicitors) are attached as Annex 2 and Annex 3 respectively.
The issues are summarized below based on meetings with the individuals.
1. Issue: There was insufficient consultation with the community to discuss the 49 potential
service connections: The public meeting was advertised in accordance with the requirements
of the Planning Act.
2. Issue: Will sufficient capacity be reserved for vacant lots of record? Yes. The system was
installed to first and foremost meet the requirements of existing development and any potential
development on existing lots of record. The calculation of 49 additional connections is based
on satisfying all the other needs first.
3. Issue: The municipality/Region should reserve capacity for a period of time to investigate
the feasibility of connecting Farmer’s Way to the system: At the time the water system was
installed, the residents of Farmer’s Way elected to opt out of the servicing program.
Recently, staff and some politicians have been approached by some residents about the
feasibility of now considering their inclusion. This amendment cannot address the issue of
Farmer’s Way because the amendment only relates to the existing system. However, staff are
certain there is sufficient capacity built into the system (allowance for high water users for
example) to allow Farmer’s Way to be considered. It is estimated that the cost to the
residents would be approximately $14,000 per lot (23 lots). Any extension to the system
would require a petition from the landowners and meetings to discuss various options and a
Local and Regional Official Plan Amendment. The process would take some time.
4. Issue: If the municipality wants to reserve some potential for retiring farmers, the number
should be included in the amendment so that it isn’t lost to other uses. Staff agree and are
proposing a Modification to reserve 5 connections for farm retirement lots.
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5. Issue: It is inequitable to allocate capacity to the proposed retirement housing and thereby
eliminate the possibility of other uses on the system. A resident on Anderson Road has
approved zoning in place to allow for a country lot subdivision. It is their contention that they
should be able to proceed with a plan of subdivision now that the water problem has been
solved. However, Regional Council took the position when the Carlsbad Water System was
installed that plans of subdivision would not be permitted. This resident would be permitted
only one connection for their existing lot of record. They argue that their proposal is not all
that different in water use from the proposed retirement housing. Yet the retirement project is
being considered on the system and theirs is not. It is staff’s view that once the system has
been operational for about five years, its performance can be reviewed. If at that time there is
reason to consider additional development, it would make sense to revisit the policy on
subdivisions. Infill development is acceptable in small amounts but if more development is
anticipated, it may be better to apply a comprehensive review process as is required for a plan
of subdivision.
Staff supported the proposed retirement housing. It will be constructed on one existing lot of
record (no new lots will be created). This project is a priority to Gloucester in the hierarchy
of additional land uses to be permitted on the water system. It is an important objective to
provide for the retirement needs of a community, within the community where people
currently live. The provision of a water supply to Carlsbad Springs has enabled the City of
Gloucester to contemplate a form of housing that would otherwise be unavailable in this area.
6. Issue: Should the Ministry of the Environment be involved in the consideration of the types
of development appropriate for this area? The concern stems from the fact that this water
system was subsidized by the Ministry as a demonstration project. Staff contacted the
Ministry and was advised that provided the proposed developments do not detract from the
capability to provide for existing lots of record, the type of development is really a local
decision.
PROPOSED MODIFICATION
Modification No. 1
PART B - THE AMENDMENT, Section 2.0 DETAILS OF THE AMENDMENT, point 2 as it
pertains to Section 7.6.3.1 r) is hereby modified by adding a sentence to the third point on farm
retirement lots as follows: “To this end, 5 service connections will be reserved for farm
retirement lots for a period of 20 years from the date of commissioning of the system (December
20th, 1996).”
Comment
This modification ensures that if a farmer applies for a farm retirement lot a number of years in the
future, the service connection will be available and not allocated to other uses. Gloucester staff
concurred with this proposed modification on 11 December, 1998.
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CONSULTATION
Gloucester held a public meeting on 14 July, 1998 as required by Section 17(15) of the Planning
Act, 1990. Issues were raised at this meeting as discussed above. Staff met with the individuals
to understand their concerns and to explore options for resolving them. The matters have been
fully explored with planning and engineering staff and consultants and addressed as stated in this
report.
FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS
The approval of Amendment 22 will allow the Region to approve 49 service connections to the
Carlsbad Springs Water System. The By-law dealing with the financing of the system assumes
that all of these additional connections will occur.

Approved by
N. Tunnacliffe, MCIP, RPP
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ANNEX 4
(to be completed pending Council decision)
Date:
Regional File: (23) 14-98.0019
Contact: Lesley Paterson

Applicable Planning Act: Bill 20

Ms Michèle Giroux
Clerk
City of Gloucester
1595 Telesat Court
Gloucester, Ontario
K1G 3V5
Dear Ms Giroux
Re:

Local Official Plan Amendment 22
City of Gloucester

In accordance with Section 17(35) of the Planning Act, you are hereby notified of the Regional
Council’s decision to approve, under authority assigned to Regional Council by the Ministry of
Municipal Affairs and Housing, Amendment 22 to the Official Plan of the City of Gloucester.
PURPOSE OF THE AMENDMENT
The purpose of this amendment is to modify policies in the ‘Residential’, ‘Limited Development’
and ‘Service Restricted Constraints’ sections of the Gloucester Official Plan. These amendments
identify the potential for 49 additional service connections because of the uncommitted capacity
available in the Carlsbad Springs Water System. The policies also establish specific development
objectives with regard to the type of new development that will be permitted.
The amendment provides for:
• the development of a retirement housing project;
• the development of a special needs housing project;
• the creation of farm retirement lots;
• the creation of rural infill development by severance; and
• the consideration of other uses provided the above priorities are maintained.
INFORMATION
Information on Amendment 22 can be obtained from the Regional Planning and Development
Approvals Dept. at the above-noted address (attention: Lesley Paterson at 560-6058, extn. 1611)
or the City of Gloucester Department of Community Development (attention: Ann Tremblay,
748-4176).
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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 (date - 20 days after the giving of notice), appeal the decision by filing a notice of
appeal to Amendment 22 with the Regional Planning and Development Approvals Dept. Such
appeal must identify, in writing, which section(s) is/are being appealed and the reasons for doing
so. All appeals must also be accompanied by a certified cheque in the amount of $125.00 (to the
Minister of Finance, Province of Ontario) to cover the Ontario Municipal Board’s prescribed fee.
If no notice of appeal is received before or on (date - 20 days after giving of notice), the decision
of the Regional Planning and Development Approvals Commissioner is final and Amendment
will come into effect on (date - the day after the last day for appeal).
Please note that only individuals, corporations or public bodies may appeal a decision of the
approval authority to the Ontario Municipal Board. A notice of appeal may not be made by an
unincorporated association or group. However, a notice of appeal may be made in the name of an
individual who is a member of the association or group on its behalf.
RELATED PLANNING APPLICATIONS
Some of the lands to which Amendment 22 applies are also the subject of Zoning By-law No.
222-521 of 1998. This zoning by-law will permit a senior citizens’ dwelling. The by-law does not
come into full force until Amendment 22 to the City of Gloucester Official Plan is approved.
Dated dd/mm/yyyy.
Sincerely

Mary Jo Woollam
Regional Clerk
c.c.:

Grant Lindsay, Director of Community Development, City of Gloucester
Douglas Gadient, Noble and Gadient
Charlotte Greer, South Gloucester Community Association
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[This cannot be signed until the appeal period is over]
APPROVAL PAGE
AMENDMENT NO. 22 TO THE OFFICIAL PLAN
OF THE CITY OF GLOUCESTER
I hereby certify that Amendment No. 22 to the Official Plan of the City of Gloucester, which has
been adopted by the Council of the City of Gloucester, was approved by the Council of the
Regional Municipality of Ottawa-Carleton on
1998, under Sections 17
and 21 of the Planning Act, 1990 except the following which was modified under Section 17(34)
of the Planning Act, 1990.
Modification No. 1
PART B - THE AMENDMENT, Section 2.0 DETAILS OF THE AMENDMENT, point 2 as it
pertains to Section 7.6.3.1 r) is hereby modified by adding a sentence to the third point on farm
retirement lots as follows: “To this end, 5 service connections will be reserved for farm
retirement lots for 20 years from the date of commissioning of the system (December 20th,
1996).”

Dated this

day of

,1999

s
e
a
l
_________________________________________
Regional Clerk, Regional Municipality of Ottawa-Carleton

Extract of Draft Minute
Planning and Environment Committee
12 January 1999
LOCAL OFFICIAL PLAN AMENDMENT 22
CITY OF GLOUCESTER
- Planning and Development Approvals Commissioner’s report
dated 14 Dec 98
Lesley Paterson, Senior Project Manager, Development Approvals - District 1, Planning and
Development Approvals Department, and Joe Vincelli, Manager, Engineering Services Branch,
Environment and Transportation Department, provided Committee with an overview of the
staff report.
Councillor van den Ham noted excess capacity had been found in the Carlsbad Springs Water
System and the City of Gloucester had developed a list priorities for new development
connecting to this system. He questioned whether the Region had the right to challenge this
list of priorities. Ms. Paterson stated staff are of the opinion, if the uses conform to the
Regional Official Plan (ROP) and provided the commitment to the existing lots of record is
met, then it is really a local decision.
Nick Tunnacliffe, Commissioner, Planning and
Development Approvals Department added Regional Council does however, have the
authority to modify the amendment if they so choose.
Councillor Legendre had questions concerning the public consultation carried out by the City
of Gloucester. Ann Tremblay, Planner, City of Gloucester advised the City met the
requirements as set out in the Planning Act, of advertising (in The Citizen and Le Droit) and
holding a public meeting (14 July 1998). She acknowledged this was the only formal
consultation, as the City felt time was of the essence. Ms. Tremblay explained once the excess
capacity for limited development was found in the system, a number of requests for severances
were received at one time. To enable the Committee of Adjustment to deal with these
applications and to prevent infill lots from being created on an ad hoc basis, the City felt it had
to develop, as quickly as possible, some development criteria.
The Councillor asked staff to expand on the third issue (on page 2 of the staff report)
concerning residents of Farmer’s Way connecting to the system. Mr. Vincelli stated because
this is a new technology (the first in the Province), staff have made certain assumptions. Over
the next three to five years, the system will be monitored and it will be determined whether or
not these assumptions were correct. Mr. Vincelli stated it is staff’s belief the monitoring will
reveal extra capacity in the system, which could allow additional connections.
Responding to further questions from Councillor Legendre, Ms. Paterson explained the design
capacity of the system is 731 connections in Gloucester and 44 in Cumberland. She noted last
year, staff counted the existing lots of record; those fronting on the system were committed
(regardless of whether they opted to connect or not) and landowners located at the ends of the
pipes (for example on a side road) were given the opportunity to connect (but capacity was not
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committed to them). After all of these connections were accounted for, excess capacity exists
for 52 additional connections (49 in Gloucester and 3 in Cumberland).
Referring to Issue 5, Councillor Legendre noted the proponents of a subdivision on Anderson
Road are contending their subdivision should not be treated any differently than the proposed
retirement home. He questioned whether the Region’s position would be defendable at an
Ontario Municipal Board (OMB) hearing. Pamela Corrigan, Solicitor, Regional Legal
Department, advised the proposed LOPA 22 (including the retirement home) conforms to the
Regional Official Plan (ROP). She also pointed out that ROPA 57, specifically states that no
development by plan of subdivision would be permitted to connect to the system.
Referring to staff’s comment that landowners with property located at the ends of the system
were given the opportunity to connect, Councillor Munter questioned if one of these properties
were sold at some point in the future, would the new owners be allowed to connect to the
system. Mr. Vincelli replied it is hoped through the monitoring program that excess capacity
will be found, but he acknowledged the Region would be under no obligation to allow them to
connect should there not be sufficient capacity.
Councillor Munter had questions of staff concerning the role of the City of Gloucester. He
asked why, when the system is owned and operated by the Region, would the City be
responsible for assigning the excess capacity. Ms. Paterson explained the City of Gloucester, in
approving LOPA 22, was developing policies in accordance with their land use policies and
identifying priorities in their community. She stated the Region has as much input in this
instance as in any other land use planning decision. Mr. Vincelli added the Region is prepared
to listen to the wishes of the local municipality however, the Region is responsible for ensuring
that capacity is not exceeded.
The Councillor then asked Ms. Tremblay to provide the City of Gloucester’s rationale for
approving the retirement housing. Ms. Tremblay stated the City, through its Municipal
Housing Statement had identified a weakness in its provision of seniors housing, both in the
urban and rural areas. It was felt with the excess capacity in the water system, seniors could be
provided with housing in their community (meeting the demands for aging in place). Ms.
Tremblay commented this type of housing in the community would address the needs of more
mobile seniors.
Councillor Beamish added that people who have lived their whole life in the rural area and
whose families live nearby, do not necessarily want to move to the urban area just so they can
access services such as transit. Many want to continue to live in their community and the
proposed retirement housing would allow them to do so.
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Councillor van den Ham asked Ms. Tremblay if the applicants for the subdivision proposal
would be allowed to “reconfigure” their application to sever lots pursuant to the provision
allowing rural residential infill development. Ms. Tremblay replied, although there is always the
potential for landowners to come in on a “piecemeal” basis to create strip development, the
City of Gloucester would try to discourage this approach.
The Committee then heard from the following speakers.
Sean Ketcheson, expressed his satisfaction with the water system, saying it was excellent. Mr.
Ketcheson then advised the Committee of the circumstances surrounding his application to
sever two lots from his property. He stated he started work on the severance approximately 18
months ago, after being assured there would be sufficient capacity in the system for his infill
lots. When he submitted his application to the Committee of Adjustment he was advised it was
premature and should wait for the ROP to be approved by the Province. He said
approximately one month before he was to appear before the Committee of Adjustment, City
of Gloucester staff indicated their support for Mr. Ketcheson’s application however, a few days
before his hearing staff advised him they would not be supporting him. Mr. Ketcheson stated
he did receive the severance of two lots conditionally, however, this is now being appealed by
City.
Mr. Ketcheson felt this was a very complicated process. He said he supports the priorities set
out in LOPA 22 (i.e. the retirement home and the special needs housing) and would not want
to take a “unit of water” away from them. However, he said had he not been advised there
was sufficient water, he never would have proceeded with the severance.
At Committee’s request, Ms. Tremblay advised staff’s recommendation to the Committee of
Adjustment was that it would be better to wait until the development policies (contained in
LOPA 22) were approved before approving severances. Mr. Ketcheson’s conditional consent
is subject to a number of conditions, two of which are the approval of LOPA 22 and also a
redesignation of the property from Agricultural (in the City of Gloucester’s Official Plan) to an
appropriate land use designation which would be in conformity with the ROP designation of
General Rural Area.
Responding to questions from Councillor Beamish, Ms. Tremblay explained once LOPA 22 is
approved, the intent is that 20 connections would be in place for the seniors’ development (for
10 years) and 5 connections for retirement lots (for 20 years). There have already been 9
connections committed through severance, leaving approximately 15 connections that would
be available on a “first come, first serve” basis.
Councillor Beamish had further questions of Ms. Tremblay concerning whether or not these 15
remaining connections would be prioritized and whether Mr. Ketcheson would be on the list.
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Although Ms. Tremblay could not provide a specific answer, it was her belief the Committee of
Adjustment would have established some type of priority list and, by virtue of his application
for severance, Mr. Ketcheson would be on that list. Ms. Tremblay went on to explain once
LOPA 22 and the LOPA redesignating the property (which Gloucester has already begun work
on) are in place, Mr. Ketcheson’s severance could proceed, providing of course, he had
satisfied the other conditions of his severance.
However, Ms. Tremblay pointed out there could be other severances approved without
conditions (i.e. that meet the requirements of the existing Gloucester and Regional Official
Plans) that could use up the remaining 15 connections, before the conditions of Mr.
Ketcheson’s severance are satisfied. Ms. Tremblay stated the fact the Committee of
Adjustment is granting severances without having these policies in place, causes Gloucester
staff concern (i.e. applications are being granted without knowing whether the cut off has been
met or passed in terms of the available connections). She said it would be staff’s preference to
see a moratorium on approvals until the policies are in place, however, other than the appeal
process, there is no way for the City to prevent the Committee of Adjustment from granting
severances.
Ms. Paterson confirmed, at Councillor Munter’s request, there was nothing (other than
approving LOPA 22) the Region could do for Mr. Ketcheson, as the City of Gloucester is
allocating capacity on the water system and it is the City’s Official Plan which must be
amended to reflect the appropriate land use designation.
Bob Tennant and Leanne McGovern, FoTenn Consultants and Ross Nicholson, the proponent
of the retirement residence, appeared before the Committee to express their support for LOPA
22. Mr. Tennant explained Mr. Nicholson is proposing a 60 unit seniors’ residence in South
Gloucester to be connected to the trickle feed system. The residence will be a blend of care
and independent living all under one roof. Mr. Tennant pointed out this application conforms
to the ROP designation and if LOPA 22 is approved, the residence would then conform to
Gloucester’s Official Plan. As well, a zoning by-law to permit this application was made to
Gloucester and approved in November 1998, conditional upon LOPA 22 being approved. He
noted the appeal period on the zoning by-law had lapsed and no appeals were filed. Mr.
Nicholson intends to go forward with the site plan for this seniors complex in the spring.
Mr. Tennant went on to say Mr. Nicholson has spent much time, energy and money in support
of this application. Numerous studies were carried out by professionals retained by Mr.
Nicholson, including an analysis by Flet Consulting Group, a group of experts in seniors’
housing, to determine whether such a residence was necessary and feasible in South
Gloucester. This report supports the development and makes recommendations on
facilities/services that, given the rural location, should be located in the complex (e.g. library,
health facilities, etc.). Mr. Tennant emphasized the report concluded that rural seniors want to
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continue to live in the rural areas, close to their families, friends, churches, etc. and, while
public transportation is important, rural seniors, who tend to drive longer than the norm, want
use of their own cars.
In conclusion, Mr. Tennant said the retirement residence has had full and continued support
and opined this application and LOPA 22 were good planning. He felt it would meet the needs
of the community and the design would be compatible with the neighborhood. He urged the
Committee to support LOPA 22.
Responding to questions from Committee Chair Hunter, Mr. Nicholson confirmed, if the
facility were not able to connect to the trickle feed system, the retirement residence would not
be able to proceed, as the capacity of the aquifer would be insufficient to support such a
development.
Doug Gadient, Solicitor and Suzanne Bourne the proponent of a subdivision located on
Anderson Road. Mr. Gadient felt it was important to point out his clients’ land was zoned
residential for this type of development prior to the installation of the trickle system. The
development was to occur through estate lot development on private services and it is widely
recognized this type of development is no longer feasible due to market conditions (relating to
lot size) or in this instance due to water quality problems existing in the area. The system of
designed to meet an existing problem for those landowners living in the area or owning lots of
record at that time.
Mr. Gadient stated the Bournes have one connection to their lands but this one connection is
worthless insofar as a 14 to 25 lot subdivision is concerned. He noted Mr. Nicholson’s lands
would also have had only one connection prior to the rezoning of his land and would have been
limited to the same capacity as the Bournes. Mr. Gadient went on to say his clients did not
have a problem with infill or farm retirement lots as these are the uses the excess capacity were
always intended for. He stated there was no real indication that a need for the retirement
residence was needed in this particular area and noted the provision for farm retirement lots
addressed the needs of aging seniors in the area. He felt, however, the Amendment did not
speak to other end of system, namely, new families who have grown up in the area and who
would like to remain in it. The only option for them is to purchase a resale, which would not
likely be affordable or some type of new housing (with rebate programs, i.e. land transfer
rebate program and CMHC 95% financing). He felt the needs of both segments should be
balanced.
In closing, Mr. Gadient stated the result of LOPA 22 and the rezoning of Mr. Nicholson lands,
is that the City of Gloucester will be subsidizing private development through public fees (i.e.
Mr. Nicholson will be paying for one connection but using the water of 20 units). He felt it
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unfair for a municipality to favour one form of private development over another and he
requested his client be afforded the same consideration as the retirement residence.
Ms. Bourne provided Committee with a copy of a letter from Charlotte Greer, the Chairperson
of the South Gloucester Community Association (held on file with the Regional Clerk).
Chair Hunter noted the LOPA 22 refers to ROPA 57, which states that new development for
either farm retirement or rural residential infill purposes must occur by way of severance and
provides that no plan of subdivision is permitted to connect to the system in recognition of the
system’s demonstration project status and related provincial funding provisions. He asked Mr.
Gadient to address these clauses (outside of LOPA 22) that prohibit development by way of
subdivision.
Mr. Gadient noted the system was installed to address an existing problem for those
landowners that lived in the area and/or own lots of record at the time the system was installed.
He said it was his understanding the Ministry of the Environment was concerned only that
these people were taken care of, beyond that they did not care what happened to the capacity.
Councillor Munter asked the delegation to clarify what he was asking the Committee to do
with LOPA 22. Mr. Gadient replied he would like that portion of the amendment that reserves
20 connections for the retirement residence to be rejected.
Responding to questions from Councillor Munter, Ms. Bourne stated she did participate in
community meetings when the system was being proposed. Her solicitor at the time wrote to
the Region advising the Bournes’ land had development rights and this should be considered
when designing the system. The Region wrote back advising the system was not intended for
new development. Ms. Bourne said she accepted this until the application for the rezoning for
the seniors’ residence came to her attention and she felt the rules had been changed at that
point.
Ms. Bourne went on to say she was not advised of the public hearings for the Regional Official
Plan Amendments for Carlsbad Spring trickle feed water system and therefore was not aware
of the provision that subdivisions were prohibited, for this reason they did not appeal the
ROPA.
Councillor Beamish asked staff, if the provision that provides for retirement housing in LOPA
22 were deleted, would this advance a subdivision for the Bournes’property? Ms. Paterson
offered her opinion it would not, as plans of subdivision are not permitted. It would however,
free up additional connections for infill. Ms. Tremblay confirmed this and added another
reason why the creation of farm retirement lots along the system is being encouraged by
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Gloucester, to encourage farmers that are in an agricultural designation to create their lot in this
limited development designation where the soils are of a lower class.
Councillor Beamish had further questions of staff concerning the monitoring of the system.
Mr. Vincelli stated staff believe that within 5 years (from time of commissioning, i.e. two years
ago), the monitoring program will reveal any additional capacity (beyond the 49 additional
connections). He suggested, depending on the timing for development of this subdivision, the
Committee could overturn the decision regarding the prohibition of plans of subdivision
following staff’s confirmation of excess capacity sufficient for this subdivision.
The Councillor asked if three years of monitoring would not be sufficient. Mr. Proulx replied it
could be possible to have data within three years that gives an average use of water
consumption in this area however, he expressed concern that the system could be “maxed out”
if everyone was requesting water at the same time. The only possible solution to this would be
to reduce the capacity of water flowing into the homes, but this would require alterations to
each house. Mr. Vincelli added that currently the existing dwelling units have wells for nondomestic purposes and the trickle feed system for domestic use. He suggested there is the
possibility the wells could go dry or bad and the homeowner would then be depending on the
trickle system. He opined that to be able to analyse that impact three years would be too short
a period, five years would be more appropriate.
Councillor Beamish asked how the Bournes could advance their subdivision project once it is
established that there is sufficient capacity. Ms. Paterson replied, if at that time, there is reason
to consider additional development, the policy on subdivisions would have to be revisited.
Committee Chair Hunter noted the City of Gloucester is saying plans of subdivisions are not
permitted due in part to Provincial funding conditions. He asked for staff comment on this.
Jim Miller, Director, Engineering, Environment and Transportation Department, said funding
for this project was specifically provided on the basis it was a demonstration project and when
the grant was provided it specified it was not for strip development. Ms. Paterson stated it is
now the position of the Ministry that it is the Region’s decision as to how the 49 excess
capacity is distributed provided it works and does not take away from the original commitment.
Chair Hunter questioned how the amendment could be approved when the Provincial funding
provisos referred to by Gloucester, no longer apply. Staff noted the provision for no
subdivisions was included in ROPA 57.
Councillor van den Ham stated although he supported the motion before Committee, he
expressed sympathy for the landowners in the area, such as the proponents of the subdivision.
He said he hoped that once excess capacity is confirmed, the prohibition on subdivisions in this
area would be lifted.
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The Committee then considered the staff recommendation.
That the Planning and Environment Committee recommend that Council approve
Official Plan Amendment 22 to the City of Gloucester Official Plan subject to the
modification outlined in this report, and that the Regional Clerk issue the ‘Notice of
Decision’ attached as Annex 4.
CARRIED

