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SUBMISSIONS OF THE RESPONDENT RE SCHEDULING 

Overview regarding Scheduling 

 

1. On October 25, 2019, the City of Ottawa served ClubLink Corporation ULC 

(“ClubLink”) with an application record of more than 1400 pages, consisting of three affidavits 

and more than 50 exhibits. The record deals with matters dating back approximately forty years. 

It concerns a proposal by ClubLink to build a residential development on lands currently used for 

a golf course at 7000 Campeau Drive in Ottawa (the “Lands”). The City asserts that ClubLink is 

contractually obligated to either continue operating the golf course or transfer the Lands to the 

City at no cost.  

2. ClubLink is diligently preparing its responding materials and has proposed to deliver its 

record by the end of November 2019. This is not good enough for the City. The City insisted that 

ClubLink deliver its response to the massive record by November 8, 2019, only two weeks after 

receiving the City’s materials. The City seeks to have the application heard by this Court by no 

later than December 13, 2019, a month and a half after it was commenced. 
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3. The aggressive schedule proposed by the City is unnecessary and unfair to ClubLink. As 

detailed below, there is no urgency to the application and no prejudice to the City will result if 

the hearing is scheduled for early 2020. Counsel for a residents’ group formed to oppose the 

proposed redevelopment of the Lands has recently confirmed that if the City’s application is not 

heard in December 2019, “we don’t actually see any specific prejudice” and that “in terms of 

actual prejudice, it’s not something that we see as much of a problem.”  

4. ClubLink has no intention or interest in delaying this application and is willing to deal 

with it on a reasonably expedited basis, so long as its right to properly respond is respected. The 

schedule proposed by the City fails to provide ClubLink with a reasonable amount of time to 

respond to this important matter. 

5. The City’s allegations of urgency are contradicted by its conduct. For reasons of its own, 

the City delayed in commencing this application. It has been aware of the issues raised by the 

application for almost a year. Indeed, in May of this year, the City Solicitor advised the Mayor 

Members of the City’s Finance and Economic Development Committee that this application 

would be brought and that, it was anticipated to be before the Court “within 6 to 7 months from 

the date when an Application is commenced”. Six months later, the City demands a hearing 

within 1.5 months instead. Any alleged prejudice to the City is self-inflicted.  

6. Further, the bald suggestion that the public will not properly engage in the planning 

process unless the Court first decides this application is unsupported and belied by the actual 

facts, which show that the public is already engaged and has been strongly encouraged by the 

City to be engaged. 
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Background to the City’s Application 

 

7. Since 1996, ClubLink has been the owner and operator of the Kanata Golf & Country 

Club. 

8. In December 2018, ClubLink issued a press release which stated that “Golf courses are 

struggling across the country, and particularly in saturated markets like Ottawa. Participation 

levels have declined and people are playing less golf while operating costs continue to rise.” In 

the release, ClubLink announced its intention to “pursue options for alternative use of the golf 

course lands”. The City’s application record confirms that it saw this press release when it was 

released and became aware of ClubLink’s plans for potential redevelopment of the Lands at that 

time, eleven months ago. 

Affidavit of Derrick Moodie, sworn October 24, 2019 (“Moodie 

Affidavit”), at para. 18 

9. For the past 11 months, ClubLink has been publicly working, including with the City, on 

many aspects of the potential redevelopment. In March 2019, in a pre-application consultation 

meeting with the City, ClubLink advised of its intention to submit the necessary planning 

applications. On March 14, 2019, the City’s Senior Legal Counsel advised ClubLink that he 

intended to seek instructions to commence an application to this Court for a declaration requiring 

ClubLink to comply with certain alleged contractual obligations. On March 21, 2019, 

ClubLink’s counsel advised that it would accept service of the City’s application record. 

March 14, 2019 letter from Timothy C. Marc to Ursula Melinz, 

attached as Exhibit “J” to the Moodie Affidavit 

March 21, 2019 letter from Matthew Gottlieb to Rick O’Connor 

and Timothy C. Marc, attached as Exhibit “K” to the Moodie 

Affidavit 
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10. On May 9, 2019, M. Rick O’Connor, City Clerk and Solicitor, delivered a memo to the 

Mayor and others regarding ClubLink’s potential redevelopment. O’Connor noted that “the City 

expects ClubLink to file applications for rezoning and subdivision of the Golf Course Lands in 

order to permit the redevelopment of the Golf Course Lands as a residential subdivision”. The 

memo further stated that “[i]t is anticipated that the Application, which is expected to require a 

one or two day hearing, could be before the Courts within 6 to 7 months from the date when 

an Application is commenced, though this will depend on the Courts’ schedule”. 

May 9, 2019 Memo of M. Rick O’Connor, attached as Exhibit “C” 

to the affidavit of Peter F. Smith, sworn November 11, 2019 

(“Smith Affidavit”) [Emphasis added.] 

11. On June 25, 2019, ClubLink advised that it was “getting closer to submission” of its 

subdivision and zoning by-law amendment applications and would submit them concurrently.  

June 25, 2019 emails, attached as Exhibit “E” to the Smith 

Affidavit 

12. On October 8, 2019, ClubLink submitted both the application for a zoning by-law 

amendment and the application for approval of a plan of subdivision in respect of the Lands.  

13. On October 17, 2019, the City notified ClubLink that: (i) the applications were complete; 

(ii) in the usual course, the City would expect to render a decision on the plan of subdivision 

application by February 5, 2020, unless significant issues are unresolved; and (iii) the Planning 

Act provides for a 90 day period for zoning applications. In the same letter, the City advised that 

it would seek to process the planning applications in a timely manner and would be bringing this 

application to the Court. 

Moodie Affidavit, paras. 29-35 



5 

ClubLink Requires a Reasonable Period of Time to Respond 

 

14. Notwithstanding that it had been aware of ClubLink’s intention to file the planning 

applications for almost a year, and had stated in May 2019 that it would take 6-7 months to have 

the matter heard by the Court after commencement of an application, the City did not commence 

this proceeding until October 25, 2019.  

15. ClubLink intends to oppose the application and file affidavit material in response. Prior to 

reviewing the City’s record, it obviously had no knowledge of what material the City intended to 

rely on or exactly what relief the City was seeking. A respondent to a Court proceeding is not 

required to guess what positions an applicant will take and what evidence will be filed. 

Therefore, ClubLink did not begin preparing responding materials in anticipation of this 

application.  

16. There is a great deal at stake for ClubLink in this proceeding. It is entitled to a reasonable 

period of time to prepare its responding materials. A delivery date of November 29, 2019 – 

approximately one month after delivery of the City’s materials – is reasonable. If anything, it is 

quick. The City’s demand that the material come three weeks earlier does not properly respect 

ClubLink’s right to fully respond to the application. 

17. The City may wish to deliver reply evidence after ClubLink has delivered its responding 

record. Once that reply evidence has been received, rule 39.03 examinations may be scheduled 

and cross-examinations will need to take place, followed by exchange of factums and then the 

hearing. It is not feasible for all of this to occur in time for a mid-December hearing date, and 

counsel for ClubLink have existing court-ordered commitments that would prevent such a 
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schedule in any event. It would be appropriate to schedule the hearing for the new year (perhaps 

in February or March), on a date mutually convenient to the parties and the Court. 

No Urgency to the Application 

18. The City’s insistence on a mid-December hearing date appears to be based on the bald 

assertion that members of the public will not provide feedback to ClubLink’s planning 

applications unless and until this Court has delivered a decision in this application. There is no 

evidentiary support for this assertion. In fact, the evidence shows that the public are already 

actively engaged in the process and is well aware of the opportunity to participate in the planning 

process. 

19. As detailed in the affidavit of Peter F. Smith, City Councillor Jenna Sudds held a 

community meeting on October 28, 2019 for the purpose of informing the public about this 

application and the status of ClubLink’s planning applications. More than 500 people attended, 

despite there being very little advance notice.  

Smith Affidavit, at paras. 19-21 

20. During the meeting, the City explained that the planning applications and the court 

application were “two parallel processes”. The City expressly encouraged the public to provide 

comments on the planning applications “as soon as possible” and provided an email address that 

could be used for that purpose. A unique email address had been created for this purpose, as the 

City planner explained that she “won’t be able to handle the anticipated volume” if delivered 

to her personal City email address. 

Smith Affidavit, at paras. 22-24 [Emphasis added.] 
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21. A residents’ group called the Kanata Greenspace Protection Coalition held a meeting, on 

short notice, to discuss the proposed redevelopment of the Lands on November 5, 2019. Over 

600 people attended the meeting. Attendees were encouraged to submit comments on the 

planning applications to the City by November 22, 2019. Indeed, they were specifically told 

what matters they should comment on in order to be persuasive (open space, density, etc.) and 

what not to focus on (impact on property values, construction impacts, etc.). Moreover, at the 

community meeting, a land use planner who has been retained by the KGPC advised that he was 

preparing a professional opinion in response to ClubLink’s applications and would be aiming to 

deliver it to the City by November 22, 2019. 

Smith Affidavit, at paras. 29-36 

KGPC Website, attached as Exhibit “H” to the Smith Affidavit 

22. There is no basis for concluding that members of the public will hold back input on the 

planning applications while this application is pending. 

23. The City also seeks an early court date in an effort to receive a decision prior to early 

January 2020, when ClubLink will be entitled to appeal the zoning application to the Local 

Planning Appeal Tribunal (“LPAT”) if the City has not rendered a decision on that application. 

This argument is flawed in two primary respects. 

24. First, the planning applications and the court application are separate processes. As the 

councillor for the area has conceded, “[t]he City must follow its obligations under the Planning 

Act regardless of the legal questions that surround this application.” An appeal to the LPAT, if 

made, would not have any negative impact on the court proceeding. It would not rob this Court 

of any jurisdiction over the issues raised in this proceeding. It would not render the court 
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application moot. Further, it is anticipated that any appeal to the LPAT would not be heard for 

more than one year, long after this application has been argued. 

Smith Affidavit, at para. 22 

25. Second, the City’s position is based on two unfounded assumptions: (i) that the Court 

will be able to release a decision promptly after the hearing; and (ii) that there will be no appeal 

from that decision. It may not be feasible for the Court to render a decision sufficiently in 

advance of early January 2020 to permit the decision to be taken into account in the zoning by-

law application process. Even if it can do so, if either party appeals, that appeal will prolong the 

court proceeding by several months at the least. 

26. There is no real urgency to this application. There is no prejudice to anyone if the 

application is heard in an orderly fashion with reasonable timelines. ClubLink’s right to properly 

put forward its position should not be compromised to give the City an unnecessarily compressed 

timeline. 

ALL OF WHICH IS RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this 11th day of November, 2019. 
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Court FUe No.: CV-19-81809

ONTARIO
SUPERIOR COURT OF JUSTICE

BETWEEN:

CITY OF OTTAWA

Applicant

- and -

CLUBLINK CORPORATION ULC

Respondent

AFFIDAVIT OF PETER F. SMITH, MCIP, RPP
(Sworn November 11, 2019)

I, PETER F. SMITH, of the City of Stratford, in the Province of Ontario, MAKE OATH

AND SAY:

Qualifications

1. I am a consulting land use planner and partner with Bousfields Inc. (“Bousfields”),

with approximately forty years’ experience in a wide variety of land use planning

matters. I have a degree in Environmental Studies (Urban & Regional Planning) from

the University of Waterloo and I am a member of the Canadian Institute of Planners and

a Registered Professional Planner. A copy of my curriculum vitae is attached to this

Affidavit as Exhibit “A”.

2. I have extensive experience with the processing of planning and development

applications by municipalities in Ontario, as well as experience with land use planning

matters in the City of Ottawa and its former constituent municipalities.
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3. I also have extensive experience with the Local Planning Appeal Tribunal,

formerly the Ontario Municipal Board (the “Tribunal”), having been qualified by the

Tribunal to provide expert land use planning opinion evidence over 400 times during my

career. I have also been qualified by the Superior Court of Justice to render expert

opinion evidence with respect to land use planning matters.

Retainer

4. Bousfields was retained by Minto Communities, on behalf of ClubLink

Corporation ULC (“ClubLink”), in August 2018 to assist with the consideration of

alternative land uses for the lands municipally known as 7000 Campeau Drive in the

City of Ottawa (the “Lands”), which are currently used as a golf course and ancillary

uses, known as the Kanata Golf & Country Club.

5. I have personally been involved with this retainer from the outset and, as a result,

I have knowledge of the matters contained in this Affidavit. Where I do not have

personal knowledge, I have identified the source of my information and belief.

6. As part of Bousfields’ retainer, I and/or Mike Dror, an associate at Bousfields,

corresponded with staff of the City of Ottawa (the “City”), attended a pre-application

consultation meeting with City staff on March 19, 2019, prepared a Planning Rationale

report dated September 2019 in support of applications for a zoning by-law amendment

and a plan of subdivision in respect of the Lands (the “Planning Applications”), and

coordinated the submission of the Planning Applications to the City on October 8, 2019.

Purpose of this Affidavit

7. At the request of Mark Flowers of Davies Howe LLP, co-counsel to ClubLink, I

have reviewed the Affidavit of Derrick Moodie sworn on October 24, 2019 in support of

an Application by the City to the Superior Court of Justice.

8. The purpose of this Affidavit is to respond to certain portions of Mr. Moodie’s

Affidavit, particularly those regarding the City’s claim that it is “prejudiced because it is

unable to meaningfully consult the public” and “because it is unable to conduct a full

technical review of the planning applications”.
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Response to the Affidavit of Derrick Moodie

Pre-Application Consultation and Preparation of Planning Applications

9. At paragraphs 24 through 29 of his Affidavit, Mr. Moodie refers to the pre

application consultation meeting that occurred on March 19, 2019 between

representatives of the City and ClubLink, followed by the submission of the Planning

Applications to the City on October 8, 2019.

10. The pre-application consultation meeting was initiated by the submission to the

City of a Pre-Application Consultation Form on February 21, 2019, a copy of which is

attached to this Affidavit as Exhibit “B”.

11. Following the pre-application consultation meeting, the City Clerk and Solicitor,

M. Rick O’Connor, prepared a Memo to the Mayor and Members of the City’s Finance

and Economic Development Committee (the “Committee”) dated May 9, 2019 (the

“Memo”). In the Memo, Mr. O’Connor advised of the legal steps that he intended to

take if an application for draft subdivision approval and/or a zoning amendment to

permit residential development on the Lands was submitted by ClubLink. More

specifically, he advised that the City would make an Application to the Superior Court of

Justice for a determination of the parties’ respective rights under certain agreements,

which he anticipated could be heard within 6 to 7 months from the date when the City

would commence an Application. Mr. O’Connor also advised that the 6 to 7 month

estimate was based on an assumption that there would not be significant facts in

dispute. Conversely, if there were significant facts in dispute, “then a much longer time

period than 6 to 7 months would be required”. A copy of the Memo is attached to this

Affidavit as Exhibit “C”.

12. By Motion No. FEDC 4/1, moved by City Councillor Jenna Sudds (the ward

councillor for the area of the City of Ottawa in which the Lands are located), the

Committee added the Memo as a discussion item at its meeting on May 10, 2019.

Attached to this Affidavit as Exhibit “D” is a copy of the relevant portion of the Minutes

of the Committee meeting.
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13. Between June and September 2019, ClubLink’s transportation consultant, BA

Group, submitted three components (i.e. Steps 2, 3 and 4) of its Transportation Impact

Assessment (“TIA”) report to City staff for its review and, in each instance, City staff

responded with comments shortly thereafter. Each of these components was then

compiled into the final (Step 5) TIA report, which was submitted to the City on October

8, 2019 as part of the supporting documents for the Planning Applications.

14. On June 25, 2019, Mr. Dror sent an email to Laurel McCreight of the City’s

Planning Department, advising that ClubLink was “getting closer to submission” and

was “planning on submitting the Plan of Subdivision and Zoning By-law Amendment

applications concurrently”. Mr. Dror also asked for confirmation that the fees for the

Planning Applications had been accurately calculated, which was subsequently

confirmed by Ms. McCreight. A copy of this email correspondence between Mr. Dror

and Ms. McCreight is attached to this Affidavit as Exhibit “E”.

15. On September 26, 2019, Mr. Dror sent a further email to Ms. McCreight, in which

he advised that ClubLink’s consulting team was “working towards the submission of the

Rezoning and [Draft Plan of Subdivision] applications” and inquired about the number

and format for some of the submission requirements, which was subsequently

confirmed. A copy of this email correspondence between Mr. Dror and Ms. McCreight

is attached to this Affidavit as Exhibit “F”.

Public Consultation and Inrut

16. At paragraphs 45, 46, 48, 50, 52 and 53 of his Affidavit, Mr. Moodie asserts that

“meaningful public consultation is critical for a fully-informed development review” and

states that he does not believe that the City will be able to gather meaningful input from

the public prior to certain dates in early January and early February 2020, respectively,

following which ClubLink would be able to appeal the Planning Applications to the

Tribunal if the City has not yet made a decision to either refuse or approve the Planning

Applications. Mr. Moodie indicates that his belief is based on his “participation in and

knowledge of certain events to date”.
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17. In general, although there may be opportunities for public consultation during the

processing of most planning and development applications, there is no assurance that

public input will be provided either prior to a potential appeal of the application(s) to the

Tribunal, or at all. In some cases, planning and development applications are appealed

to the Tribunal prior to any public consultation occurring, and in some instances an

application may not generate any interest from the public.

18. In this particular case, I anticipate significant public interest and involvement, and

I do not share Mr. Moodie’s belief that the City will be unable to gather meaningful input

from the public prior to January and February 2020. In part, my belief stems from

certain events that have transpired since Mr. Moodie swore his Affidavit on October 24,

2019, as described below.

Community Meeting Hosted by Councillor Sudds — October 28, 2019

19. First, on October 28, 2019, Councillor Sudds hosted a community meeting

regarding the Planning Applications and the steps being taken by the City in response.

Councillor Sudds spoke at that community meeting, as did the City’s Mayor, Jim

Watson, and Ms. McCreight.

20. I am advised by Robert Visentin, ClubLink’s Senior Vice-President, Investments,

and believe that ClubLink and its representatives were not invited to attend the

community meeting. However, the meeting was audio/video recorded and made

available to the public, and I have reviewed the recording.

21. According to estimates of various people who spoke at the community meeting,

there were approximately 500 people in attendance. To the best of my knowledge,

Councillor Sudds first announced the date and time of the community meeting by way of

a post on her website on October 18, 2019.

22. During the community meeting, Councillor Sudds informed the attendees that the

Planning Applications and the court application were “two parallel processes” and that

“the City must follow its obligations under the Planning Act regardless of the legal

questions that surround this [court] application”. She encouraged members of the

public to provide written comments to the City on “any and all planning concerns and
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questions”. She noted that the comments could include technical elements of the

Planning Applications and/or what members of the public believe is wrong with the

proposal.

23. When Ms. McCreight spoke to the audience, she outlined the steps in the

processing of the Planning Applications and reviewed a “Development Application

Approval Process” timeline that City staff has prepared and posted on the City’s

website, a copy of which is attached to this Affidavit as Exhibit “G”.

24. Ms. McCreight also confirmed that the Planning Applications had already been

circulated to all internal and external agencies for comments and noted that there was a

28-day circulation period for the Planning Applications, ending on November 22, 2019,

during which she would be receiving comments from other City departments and

external commenting agencies, as well as comments from members of the public. She

urged the public to deliver comments “as soon as possible” and advised of a unique

email address created by the City to receive those comments. Ms. McCreight explained

that she was using the unique email address instead of her personal City email address

“because I won’t be able to handle the anticipated volume”.

25. Ms. McCreight also advised that one of the external agencies involved in the

review of the Planning Applications was the Mississippi Valley Conservation Authority,

which is “heavily involved” and will be evaluating the Planning Applications alongside

the City.

26. Ms. McCreight also advised that, once the circulation period has ended and after

the two statutory public meetings that are scheduled for November 25, 2019 and

January 20, 2020 have occurred, City staff will be producing a report to reflect all of the

public’s comments regarding the Planning Applications.

27. During the “Question and Answer” portion of the community meeting, several

members of the public asked questions and/or made comments regarding various

planning issues associated with the Planning Applications, including matters such as:

drainage, fish habitat in the ponds, servicing capacity in terms of water and sewer

infrastructure, and traffic impacts.
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28. Near the end of the community meeting, in response to a question about the

potential timing of a hearing for the City’s court application relative to the timing of the

Planning Applications, Councillor Sudds advised as follows: “We are asking the courts

to deal with this as quickly as possible, so we have a decision that we can take to

Planning, to influence that process”.

Community Meetinci Hosted by the Kanata Greenspace Protection Coalition —

November 5, 2019

29. Second, on November 5, 2019, the Kanata Greenspace Protection Coalition (the

“KGPC”) hosted a community meeting regarding the Planning Applications. According

to its website, “KGPC formed in July 2019 as a not-for-profit corporation by committed

community representatives and Kanata North residents to ensure we are able to

protect, preserve and ensure access to the open and green spaces that exist and link

our neighbourhoods as well as to ensure that the longstanding 40 Percent Agreement is

honoured by all signatories including ClubLink and the City of Ottawa”.

30. I am advised by Mr. Visentin and believe that ClubLink and its representatives

were not invited to attend the community meeting. However, the meeting was

audio/video recorded and made available to the public, and I have reviewed the

recording.

31. According to the KGPC website, more than 600 people attended the community

meeting. To the best of my knowledge, the date and time for the community meeting

was first announced during the October 28, 2019 community meeting hosted by

Councillor Sudds.

32. The speakers at the KGPC community meeting were: Geoff McGowan, the

President of KGPC; Barbara Ramsay, Chair of KGPC; Alyssa Tomkins, a lawyer

retained by the KGPC; and Dennis Jacobs, a land use planner retained by the KGPC.

In addition, there was a “Question and Answer” portion of the meeting.

33. Mr. McGowan advised that the KGPC would be assisting people in making

submissions to the City and indicated that everyone in attendance at the community

meeting, as well as those not in attendance, should be making submissions to the City,
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confirming that the KGPC wanted residents to provide as much comment and feedback

as possible. In response, one resident requested that the KGPC also make available

the schedule of various City Committee meetings so that residents could also attend

and make oral submissions directly to members of City Council regarding the Planning

Applications.

34. In her remarks, Ms. Ramsay encouraged residents to submit their comments to

the City and, in that regard, advised that the KGPC would assist residents in preparing

comment letters to the City by providing additional information on its website. I visited

the KGPC website and discovered a webpage entitled ‘Write to the City”. Attached to

this Affidavit as Exhibit “H” is a copy of that webpage, which states that the KGPC

“encourages all residents to send email letters to the City of Ottawa Planning

Department before the November 22, 2019 deadline for public comment in the initial

phase of assessment of the ClubLink redevelopment application”. The webpage also

provides “guidance” to residents as to what they might include in their comments to the

City, including a long list of “planning concerns”.

35. In his remarks, Mr. Jacobs advised that he would be working with the KGPC to

prepare a detailed professional opinion on the Planning Applications, which would

include reference to provincial planning policies, the City’s Official Plan, various design

guidelines, a critique of the Planning Applications relative to the City’s policies, and a

critique of the various reports submitted by ClubLink in support of the Planning

Applications. He advised that he would be working towards submitting the report to the

City before November 22, 2019, and urged members of the public to aim to deliver their

comments by the same day. Mr. Jacobs also provided a high-level summary of some of

his preliminary planning concerns at the community meeting, and indicated that he

expected that the City would receive an “overwhelming” number of comments in

response to the Planning Applications.

36. In response to a question as to the types of planning issues that residents should

address in comments to the City, Mr. Jacobs identified a number of potential topics,

including: a concern that the proposed development would change the nature of the

community and should be subject to more detailed study, such as a community design
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plan or neighbourhood plan; potential environmental and ecological impacts, particularly

those resulting from significant regrading of the property; and the introduction of higher

density residential development than currently exists in the community and potential

compatibility concerns.

37. In response to a question regarding the potential timing of the hearing for the

City’s court application, Ms. Tomkins advised that the City was seeking a hearing date

by December 13, 2019, which she characterized as a “very aggressive timetable”. At

the same time, she indicated that she did not see “any specific prejudice” if the hearing

did not proceed in December 2019.

Assessment of the Planning Applications

38. At paragraph 47 of his Affidavit, Mr. Moodie states that “absent meaningful input

from the public, it will be very difficult if not impossible for my team to properly assess

the proposal”.

39. Although I do not believe that the City will be unable to receive meaningful public

input in response to the Planning Applications for the reasons set out above, I also do

not agree with Mr. Moodie that it would be “very difficult if not impossible” for a

professional land use planner to assess a planning proposal absent meaningful public

input. Indeed, as a professional land use planner who is primarily (but not exclusively)

retained by proponents, I am regularly asked to prepare planning rationale reports in

support of development applications that are required to be submitted to municipalities

as part of a complete application, often well before there is any formal public

consultation or any public input is received. That is precisely what occurred in this

instance.

40. Likewise, although a land use planner employed by a municipality may not

ultimately render his/her recommendation until after public consultation has occurred, it

is my opinion that a planner employed by a municipality can, and indeed must, be

capable of assessing a planning application and forming a professional planning opinion

independent of any public comments that may be received, either in support of or in

opposition to the proposal. As stated in the Ontario Professional Planners Institute’s



10

Standards of Practice: “Another misunderstanding is how a planner may have an

opinion that is different to that of the public or council opinion. We have to constantly

remind the public and employers that an independent professional opinion is an

objective evaluation based on all the relevant information available and the planner’s

professional judgment”.

41. Similarly, I do not agree with Mr. Moodie that the City is “unable to conduct a full

technical review of the Planning Applications”. Having read Mr. Moodie’s Affidavit, I do

not understand the basis upon which he makes this assertion and, in particular, what

this comment has to do with the City’s court application. As confirmed by Ms.

McCreight at the October 28, 2019 community meeting, the Planning Applications have

already been circulated to all internal departments and external agencies, with an

apparent “deadline” for comments of November 22, 2019. In addition, Ms. McCreight

confirmed that the local Conservation Authority is actively engaged in reviewing the

Planning Applications.

42. At paragraph 57 of his Affidavit, Mr. Moodie notes that “it is challenging to

complete all of the necessary assessments within the statutory timelines”. While this

statement may be true, it is not specific to the Lands or the Planning Applications.

Indeed, in a report to the City’s Planning Committee dated March 18, 2019, City staff

commented on the City’s ability to make decisions on planning applications within the

statutory timelines. The report noted that, in 2018, decisions on both zoning by-law

amendment and subdivision applications were not made within the statutory timelines

more than 50% of the time (i.e. 54% for zoning by-law amendment applications, and

53% for subdivision applications). A copy of the staff report dated March 18, 2019 is

attached to this Affidavit as Exhibit “I”.

Opportunities for Public Participation at the Tribunal

43. At paragraph 55 of his Affidavit, Mr. Moodie states that “only those individuals

and organizations that formally participate in the City’s public consultation efforts can

participate in any appeal heard by the LPAT”. This statement is not true. What Mr.

Moodie may be thinking of are requirements in the Planning Act that where the

municipality has approved certain types of planning applications, only persons who
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either made an oral submission at a public meeting or made a written submission to the

municipal council before the decision was made can appeal the approval. By contrast,

if an appeal is made by the applicant (either from a refusal of the application or the

municipality’s failure to make a decision within the statutory timelines), there is no

requirement for an individual or an organization to have participated in the municipality’s

public consultation process in order to participate at the Tribunal, either as a party or as

a participant.

SWORN BEFORE ME at the City of Toronto, ~

in the Province of Ontario, this I 1th day of • ~.i4 ~

November 2019.
Pete F. Smith, MCIP, RPP/z1~ ~

A Commissioner • t- ~i?i7i~idavits

KeIIyAnn Hudson, a
Commissioner, etc., Prowince
of Ontado, for Bousfields inc.

ExpIres Dec. 2,2021.
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BOUSFIELDS INC.

Peter F. Smith MCIP,RPP Director

CuRRIcuLuM VITAE

Peter joined Bousfields in 1987, becoming a partner in 1990. Managing complex and
demanding projects for both the public and private sector, he possesses a particular
talent for integrating sound public policy based planning with both greenfield development
and urban intensification. He has over 35 years experience in the land use planning field,
having worked previously for a law firm, a market consultant and the City of North York.

PROFESSIONAL HISTORY

Director, Bousfields Inc. 1990-Present

Senior Planner, John Bousfield Associates Limited 1987-90

Planner Ill, City of North York 1987

Planner, Weir & Foulds, Barristers & Solicitors 1982-87

Planner, Paterson Planning & Research Limited 1979-82

EDUCATION, PROFESSIONAL AFFILIATIONS & MEMBERSHIPS

• B.E.S. (Hon. Urban & Regional Planning), University of Waterloo, 1979

• Member, Canadian Institute of Planners

3 Church St., #200, Toronto, ON M5E 1M2 T 416-947-9744 F 416-947-0781 www.bousfields.ca



Peter F. Smith continued

BOUSFIELDS INC.

RELEVANT PROJECT EXPERIENCE

Official Plans, Secondary Plans And
Reviews
• Churchville Heritage Conservation District

Plan (for City of Brampton)

• Prince Edward County Growth &
Settlement/Servicing Strategy

• Nobleton Community Plan (for Township of
King)

• South Urban Community Secondary Plan
(for former City of Gloucester)

• East Terrace Neighbourhood Plan, Grimsby
• York Mills Office Centre Secondary Plan

Review, North York

• Highway 7/Highway 400 Land Use and
Density Study (for City of Vaughan)

Community Design Plans
• Riverside South Community, Ottawa, 55,000

population and business park (for City of
Ottawa)

• Georgetown South, Halton Hills, 2,500
residential units (for Halton Hills Village
Homes Inc.)

• Port of Newcastle, Clarington, 1,000
residential units (for Kaitlin Group)

ResidentiallMixed-Use Developments
• 90 Harbour Street, Toronto (for Menkes)
• Ordnance Triangle, Toronto (for

DiamondCorp & Build Toronto)
• 1 Yonge Street (for Pinnacle International)

• Bridlewood Mall Redevelopment,
Scarborough (for Malibu)

• 5 St. Joseph Street, Toronto (for
MOD/Graywood)

• Pier 27, Toronto Waterfront (for
Cityzen/Fernbrook)

• Theatre Park, Toronto (for Lamb
Developments)

• Cinema Tower, Toronto (for Daniels Corp.)

• New Four Seasons Hotel, Toronto (for
Menkes)

• Gooderham and Clear Spirit Towers
Distillery District, Toronto (for Cityscape)

• West Queen West Triangle, Toronto (for
Verdiroc)

• London on the Esplanade, Toronto (for
Cityzen)

• Uptown Residences, Yonge/Bloor, Toronto
(for Pemberton)

• 18 Yonge Street, Toronto (for H & R)

• Herons Hill, North York (for Monarch)
• Atria IV Redevelopment, North York (for

Tridel/Dorsay)

• N. Y. Towers, North York (for Daniels Corp.)
• World Trade Centre (now Pinnacle Centre),

Toronto (for Camrost)

• McGuinness Redevelopment, Etobicoke (for
Cam rost)

• Hilton Hotel Expansion, Niagara Falls
• Sharkey’s Site, Oakville (for Daniels Corp.)

• Bridgehome 2000, North York

• Lakeshore Village, Etobicoke (for Daniels
Corp.)

• Inn-on-the-Park, North York, 420 residential
units (for Eisen Corp.)

• Village-by-the-Grange Expansion, Toronto
(for Tridel)

• Esplanade/Scott Street, Toronto

• 520 Kingston Road, Toronto (for Cityhome)

• 186 Redpath, Toronto (for Plazacorp)

• Front/Jarvis, Toronto (for Camrost)

Retail Developments
• Laird Drive Commercial Development,

Toronto (for First Capital Realty)
• Chartwell Commercial Development,

Scarborough (for First Capital Realty)

• New Format Commercial Development
Major Mackenzie/Weston Rd., Vaughan (for
SmartCentres)
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Peter F. Smith continued

BOUSFIELDS INC.

• New Format Commercial Development,
Hurontario/Steeles (for City of Brampton)

• Harmony/Taunton Centre, Oshawa, 750,000
sq. ft. (for First Pro)

• Metro East Trade Centre Commercial
Expansion, Pickering, 430,000 sq. ft. (for
Gentra Inc.)

• New Format Retail Developments,
Airport/Highway 7, Brampton, 650,000 sq. ft.
(for First Pro)

• Commercial/Industrial Development,
Airport/Bovaird, Brampton, 480,000 sq. ft.
(for First Pro)

• Crossroads Centre, Weston Road/Highway
401, North York, 350,000 sq. ft. (for First
Pro)

Infill Residential
• WorkLofts/Flatiron Lofts (for Lamb

Development)
• Burnhampthorpe Road Townhouse

Development, Mississauga (for Dunpar)

• Waterstone Court, Oakville
• St. Jude Community Homes, Toronto

• St. Paul’s Dovercourt, Toronto

• Little Brothers of the Good Shepherd,
Toronto
Avenue Homes, Unionville

• 117 Eglinton Avenue East, Toronto
• St. Clair/Walmer Road Townhouses,

Toronto

Institutional
• Ryerson Student Residence, Jarvis Street
• West Park Healthcare Centre Expansion,

Toronto

• Regent Park Community Health Centre,
Toronto

o Learning Centre for Children with Autism,
North York

• St. Stephen’s Community House, Toronto

Residential Subdivisions
• Royal Park, Woodbridge Highlands,

Vaughan

o Kipling South, Woodbridge, Vaughan
• Halton Hills Village Homes, Georgetown

South, Halton Hills
• Kaitlin, Lake Wilcox, Richmond Hill

• City View, Barrie

• Jofian, Kleinburg

RecreationallResidential developments
• Angus Glen Golf Club, Markham
• King Valley Residences (60 units) and

ClubLink Corporate Offices, King Township
• Emerald Hills Golf Course Expansion and

Residences (80 units), Whitchurch
Stouffville (for ClubLink)

• Maple Downs Golf Course Expansion

Waterfront Planning
• Orillia Central Waterfront (for City of Orillia)

• Oshawa Harbour Plan (for Oshawa Harbour
Commission)

• Oakville Waterfront Plan, OPA 10 (for
Baillie/Dorion)

ReportslPolicy Review
• Development Permit Demonstration Project,

March 2000 (for Ministry of Municipal Affairs
and Housing)

• Provincial Policy Statement Five Year
Review Stakeholder Consultation,
December 2001 (for Ministry of Municipal
Affairs and Housing)

• Submission on 1989 Housing Policy
Statement (for Urban Development Institute)

• Submission on 1996 Provincial Policy
Statement (for Urban Development Institute)
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CITY 0 AWA
VlLL~ Mce Centre

Pre~Application Consultation ~8Mi ~~ clientele

RECI3 Z019
Instructions: n~çu
$510.00 Application Fee required for mandatory pre-applications consultations only.
Please save an Adobe .pdf copy of the completed form. lnitias/lnitlaes
Email the form and a simple illustration to the correct Planner Ill with the subject line Pre-applicat4ôn Consultation Request.
* Mandatory field

Date of Pre-Application Consultation Meeting (for staff records) (dd/mm/yyyy): ]
Background information

*Site Address ~ CampeauDrive, Kanata
or Location: ~~ç~io,K2TOA3

For any and all previously approved, and concurrent development application(s), please list application numbers:

Application
numbers:

Applicant / Agent Information

Name: Bousfields Inc. (Mike Dror)

Mailing 13 Church Street, Suite 200
Address: Toronto, ON M5E 1M2

Telephone: 416-9479744 Email: mdror~bousfieIds.ca

Registered Property Owner Information I ] Same as above

Name: 1’~.~bert V/sen tin, Senior Vice President, Investments, Clubtink Corporation ULC

Mailing 15675 Dufferin Street
Address: King aty, ONL7B 1K5

Telephone: ~f~-84l-536O Email: [rvisentin@clublink.ca —~ ______ —— J

Type(s) of development application being requested (select one or more of the following):

fl Site Plan Control (subject to public consultation) & Plan of Subdivision

~j Major Zoning By-law Amendment ~ Official Plan Amendment

[1 Plan of Condominium F Not sure

~J Antenna System

fl Vacant Land ~ Common Elements U Conversion

Will the proposed require an application to the ~~mitteeafAdj~~mene?

Yes e No Unknown
Page 1 of 4 Revised Oct4, 2018



Site details

Legal Description:

See Schedule “A” (enclosed),

What is the land currently used for?

Golf course.

Lot frontage (m): Lot depth (m): Lot area (m2):

Or

Lot area: (irregular lot) (m2)

~71O,OOO

Describe the current building(s) that exist on the_subject property and the current land uses:

~~rey building at southwest corner, along Campeau Drive, used as clubhouse, event hail and restaurant,
behind which is a golf cart garage. A number of other turf maintenance storage and utility buildings are located
on the site as well.

Proposal details

Describe the proposal and any relevant details about the lands:

~~o~sed development contemplates approximately 1,500-2,000 new residential units within a 71h]
site (175 acres)~ The proposal would include a mix of singles, townhouses, and condo/apartment uses, along
with new parks, stormwater management ponds, and open spaces. The proposal will utilize existing accesses
and provide for new accesses, for both pedestrians and vehicles.

Page 2 of 4 Revised Oct 4, 2018



Confidentiality and certification

The applicant requests that the information submitted on this form be kept confidentiaL It is understood,
however, that an access request may be filed under the Municipal Freedom of Information Act, R.S.O.

E~1 1990, c.M.56, as amended, and information may be subject to release, notwithstanding the request to
keep information confidential.

Bousfields Inc. (Mike Drorj Date (dd/mm/yyyy): 121/02/2019

Name of Applicant

Personal information contained in this form is collected pursuant to Section 1.0.1 of the Planning Act, R.S.O.
1990, c.P.13, as amended. The information will be used for the purpose of administering the City of Ottawa’s
pre-consuftation process on development applications, and for the creation of a Study and Plan Identification
List for Applicants. Questions about this coflection can be directed to the ~~aej responsib’e for the Ward in
which your development property is located.
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Meeting attendees

Attendees representing the City I external stakeholders and the applicant (to be completed by staff)~

Name Job Title and Employer

Office Use Only

Application Numbei~ ft~J~ Ward Number:_________ File Lead: ________________________________

Application Received (dd/mm/yyy):c~!/’QZJ~()

Client Se~ice Centre Staff: Fee Received:

Page 4 of 4 Revised Oct 4, 2018



CITY OF OTTAWA
INVOICE I FACTURE

Invoice Number I
Numéro de Ia facture

02025-2019
Application Number!
Numéro de Ia demande

PC2OI 9-0043
Date

Fee Description I Description des frais

201 9-Feb-21

Pre-AppJication Consuftabon

ice Total I total de Ia facture I
510.00

51 OMO

~II~ HAl VIII IAII HI HA lilA hAl 1111111111 11111 hAll AlA lilA lI~ hA ill
025550000051000

Notes I notes

Location I emplacement
7000 CAMPEAU DR

Invoiced To I facturé a
M~NTO COMMUMTIES

180 KENT ST
SUITE 200
OTTAWA, ON

K1POB6

ll~ll 1111111111 11111 l~l AIll 1111111111 VIII IHI VI~ hAll 11111 IIl~ IAII Bill II 11111 IIA lIh
104526020251951000

C1t~ ul ~it1~ ~
I ii ~l 111 I ~VRflU Wl~t

(II tRu~i, PM RIP UI

~lr1ei (1 ~i :~I ~lGC

iTy U lit tdl~lR / Iii Ic Ut ~

k~~u~Itt kriç~

r,( ulil tj~/~I/2utM 14:tJ:/iJ u ~ti;~
Uir UI luc( ~itI~ 115U1B)

NAPP / Mi\I~f’
1 11’

AL,COUC t I~ I U45?o i~jIi I iltP I

I Item ~lI1Jldi/.j0u’~ LUI 51PU

J01~L 51000
CP11L~/~h~u8 510 MD

I~ X ~XXXXXXX~XX~ ~XXXui ~

ill RI Ct I ClIR CR

ILl / I VUII Mo 3~I 9P511 IU(lii I

(;~l IlCU Uz/t1/2utM I$~ IO~ IS 0J~!IIb

Il~i 1111 III 1111 Il Illilil I 11111 III I III IIII 11111111 III All 1111 Ili III 1111111 hIll

2019.Feb-21 2:082OPM This copy to Payer / Copie du payeur
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MEMO INOTE DE SERVICE F

~(Ottawa
To I Destinataire Mayor & Members of Finance and File/N0 de fichier:

Economic Development Committee

From I M. Rick O’Connor, City Clerk and
Expéditeur Solicitor
Subject I Objet Kanata Lakes Golf & Country Club Date: 9 May 2019

PURPOSE

This memo is to advise Members of the Finance and Economic Development
Committee of the legal steps that I intend to take with respect to the matter of the
Kanata Lakes Golf & Country Club. This update is pursuant to Section 8 of Schedule
“C”, City Clerk and Solicitor Department, Delegation of Authority By-law, being By-law
No. 201 8-397 and Sections 29 and 30 of the 2018-2022 Terms of Reference for the
Finance and Economic Development Committee, “Legal Services”.

DISCUSSION

The Kanata Lakes Golf & Country Club operates on lands (the “Golf Course Lands”)
owned by Club Link Corporation ULC (“Club Link”). The Golf Course Lands are the
subject of certain agreements which were entered into in the 1980’s by the City of
Kanata and the original developer of the Golf Course Lands. (the “Agreements”). In
short the Agreements provided that the golf course was established as part of a larger
plan to preserve open space in connection with the development of this area of Kanata.
Among other things, the Agreements:

1. Create a right of first refusal in favour of the City upon receipt of an offer for the
sale of the golf course. If this right is not exercised by the City, ClubLinks is
obligated to ensure that the purchaser enters into an agreement with the
municipality providing for the operation of the golf course in perpetuity;

2. Give the City the ability to acquire the golf course lands at no cost in the event
that ClubLinks desires to discontinue the operation of the golf course and is
unable to find another person to acquire or operate it. If this were to occur, it is
possible the City may have to operate or “cause to be operated” the golf course;
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3. Establish requirements for the construction, expansion and operation of the golf
course; and;

4. Provide for the reconveyance of the Golf Course Lands (and other lands
reserved for open space uses) to the original owner in the event that they cease
to be used for their intended purpose by the City.

When ClubLink purchased the Golf Course Lands in 1996, the City of Kanata consented
to the purchase and ClubLink entered into an agreement to assume the obligations of
the previous owner of the golf course pursuant to the Agreements.

On December 14, 2018, ClubLink announced its intention to pursue options for
alternative use of the Golf Course Lands, together with its partners Minto Communities
and Richcraft Homes. Based on communications from representatives from ClubLink,
Minto and Richcraft, the City expects ClubLink to file applications for rezoning and
subdivision of the Golf Course Lands in order to permit the redevelopment of the Golf
Course Lands as a residential subdivision.

The filing of these applications, will be a further and continuing reflection of ClubLink’s
demonstrated intention to cease operating the Golf Course and its position that it does
not consider itself to be bound by the Agreements.

While it is not known exactly why ClubLink does not consider itself to be bound by the
Agreements, it is anticipated that ClubLink believes that it is no longer restrained by
certain obligations contained in the Agreements by operation of what is known as the
“rule against perpetuities,” the application of which is governed by the Perpetuities Act
of Ontario.

There are many nuances and exceptions in the application of the rule against
perpetuities in Ontario. At a high level, the rule applies to certain interests which run
with title to land, otherwise known as equitable interests, and which are intended to bind
future owners of land. At its most fundamental essence, the rule dictates that certain
equitable interests will become void if they are not exercised within 21 years from the
date of their creation. In this instance, it is possible that ClubLink will argue that the
perpetuity period limitation applies and that the agreements are not enforceable against
them.

The City has obtained a legal opinion from Borden Ladner Gervais LLP, the City’s
external legal counsel, with respect to this issue. Having reviewed the Agreements and
the opinion, Staff have determined that there are reasonable grounds to conclude that
the Agreements are enforceable.
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INTENDED ACTION

Given the divergence of views with respect to the enforceability of the Agreements, in
accordance with the authority delegated to the City Clerk and Solicitor pursuant to the
Delegation of Authority By-law, Schedule C, section 3, an Application will be made to
the Superior Court of Justice for a determination of the parties’ respective rights under
the Agreements should an application for draft subdivision approval and/or a zoning
amendment to permit residential development on the Golf Course Lands be made. This
process will clarify the path forward and the City’s options with respect to the Golf
Course Lands.

It is anticipated that the Application, which is expected to require a one or two day
hearing, could be before the Courts within 6 to 7 months from the date when an
Application is commenced, though this will depend on the Courts’ schedule.

It is the opinion of Legal Services and the City’s external legal counsel that there are not
significant facts in dispute in this matter. However, were the Court to determine that
there are significant facts at issue, then it may not be possible to proceed by way of
Application and the more fulsome Court process involving discoveries, mediation and
trial court be required. Were that the case, then a much longer time period than 6 to 7
months would be required.

On the basis that there are not significant facts in dispute, Legal Services is of the view
that the estimated cost of this proceeding is $100,000 to $150,000. Should the City be
successful, it would likely be awarded one-third to one half of its legal costs. In the
event that the City were unsuccessful, one—third to one-half of ClubLinks legal costs
would likely be awarded against the City.

Upon receipt of the decision of the Superior Court, Legal Services would submit a report
to Committee and Council.

M. Rick O’Connor
City Clerk and Solicitor

c.c. - Members of Council
City Manager
Senior Leadership Team
David White, Deputy City Solicitor
Tim Marc, Senior Legal Counsel
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~6ttawa
Finance and Economic Development Committee

Minutes 4

Friday, 10 May 2019
9:30 am

Champlain Room, 110 LaurierAvenueW.

Notes: 1. Underilning indicates a new or amended recommendation
approved by Committee.

2. Except where otherwise indicated, reports requiring Council
consideration will be presented to Council on 22 May 2019 in
Finance and Economic Development Committee Report 4.

Present: Chair: Mayor Watson
Vice-Chair: Councillor T. Tierney
Councillors: M. Luloff, L. Dudas, J. Harder, J. Sudds,
E. El-Chantiry, J. Cloutier, S. Blais, G. Darouze, S. Moffatt
and A. Hubley

DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST

No declarations of interest were filed.



FINANCE AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE 12
MINUTES 4
FRIDAY, 10 MAY2019

OTHER BUSINESS

KANATA LAKES GOLF & COUNTRY CLUB

MOTION NO FEDC 411

Moved by Councillor J. Sudds

That the Finance and Economic Development Committee (FEDC) waive the
Rules of Procedure to add the Kanata Lakes Golf & Country Club on
today’s FEDC agenda.

WHEREAS on May 9, 2019 members of the Finance and Economic
Development Committee and Council received a memorandum from the
City Clerk and Solicitor regarding the legal next steps with respect to the
Kanata Lakes Golf & Country Club;

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT Finance and Economic Development
Committee approve the addition of the City Clerk and Solicitor’s memo
with respect to the Kanata Lakes Golf & Country Club as a discussion item
at today’s meeting.

CARRIED

Councillor J. Sudds provided an overview of the current circumstances with the
Kanata Lakes Golf & Country Club and how it is a legal issue. She thanks fellow
colleagues and staff for their continued efforts on this file.

ADJOURNMENT

The meeting adjourned at 11:45 am.

Original Signed by: Original Signed by:
Ca role Legault Mayor Jim Watson

Committee Coordinator Chair
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Christina Fracassi

From: McCreight, Laurel <Laurel.McCreight@ottawa.ca>
Sent: June 25, 2019 12:00 PM
To: Mike Dror
Cc: Beth Henderson
Subject: RE: 7000 Campeau Drive

Hi Mike,

Thank you for the update. I believe the below is correct based on the application forms.

Regards,
Laurel

Laurel McCreight MCIP, RPP
Planner
Development Review West
Urbaniste
Examen des demandes d’aménagement ouest

City of Ottawa Ville d’Ottawa
C 613.580.2424 ext./poste 16587
ottawa.ca/planningj ottawa.ca/urbanisme

From: Mike Dror
Sent: June 25, 2019 9:28 AM
To: McCreight, Laurel
Cc: Beth Henderson
Subject: 7000 Campeau Drive

Hi Laurel,

Hope all is well with you. We have been working on refining the plans and supporting materials, and are getting closer
to submission. In preparation, could you please confirm that I’ve calculated the application fees correctly? We are
planning on submitting the Plan of Subdivision and Zoning By-law Amendment applications concurrently. My
calculations are below:

Plan of Subdivision

Base Fee: $76,368.51 (251 or more dwelling units)
- 10% (for submitting multiple applications)
= $68,731.66
+ Initial engineering Design Review and Inspection Fee: $10,000 (includes HST) (assumes value of Hard and Soft
Servicing > $300.000. If less, it’s only $5,000)
+ Initial Conservation Authority Fee: $3,685
= $82,416.66

1



Zoning By-Iaw Amendment

Base Fee: $16,960.99
- 10% (for submitting multiple applications)
= $15,264.89
+ Initial Conservation Authority Fee: $370.00
= $15,634.89

Total

$82,416.66

+ $15,634.89
$98,051 55

Thank you,

Mike

Mike Dror, MCIP RPP
Associate
Bousfields Inc.

3 Church Street, Suite 200
Toronto, Ontario M5E 1M2

Phone: 416-947-9744 x241
Fax: 416-947-0781

Email: mdror~bousfieIds~ca
Website: www.bousfieldsca

As a proud member of the Bousfields Team, I am excited to cycle in the 2019 Manulife Heart & Stroke Ride for Heart on
Sunday June21 Our team has set a goal to raise $8,000 or more and maximize our impacts on the Heart & Stroke
mission to create more survivors.

You can support my ride and our Team by clicking this link to make a donation:
http://support.hearta ndstroke.ca/goto/mikedror2Ol9

P~pase co~~s~c1ertfle environrnen~ this emaiL

The information contained in this transmission is confidential and may be privileged. It is intended for the uses of the
individual to whom or entity to which it is addressed. If you received this transmission in error, please notify us immediately,
and delete it from your system. Thank you for your co-operation.

This e-mail originates from the City of Ottawa e-mail system. Any distribution, use or copying of this e-mail or
the information it contains by other than the intended recipient(s) is unauthorized. Thank you.
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Is present couttiel a ete expédiC par le système de courriels de la Vile eottawa. Tome distribution, utilisation
ou reproduction du courriel ou des renseignements qui s’y trouvent par une personne autre que son destinataire
prévu eat interdite. Je vous remercie de vofl collaboration.
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Christina Fracassi

From: McCreight, Laurel <Laurel.McCreight@ottawa.ca>
Sent: September 26, 2019 2:09 PM
To: Mike Dror
Cc: Beth Henderson; Mark D. Jamieson
Subject: RE: 7000 Campeau - Transportation Impact Study

Hi Mike,

I have embedded my answers below in red.

Thanks,
Laurel

Laurel McCreight MCIP, RPP
Planner
Development Review West
Urban iste
Examen des demandes d’aménagement ouest

City of Ottawa I Ville d’Ottawa
(613.580.2424 ext./poste 16587
ottawa.ca/planning / ottawa.ca/urbanisme

From: Mike Dror
Sent: September 26, 2019 1:44 PM
To: McCreight, Laurel
Cc: Beth Henderson; Mark D. Jamieson ; Young, Mark
Subject: 7000 Campeau - Transportation Impact Study

Hi Laurel,

We are working towards the submission of the Rezoning and DPOS applications, and I had just a few logistical questions.

1. I understand you had spoken to Beth about the number of copies required of the
Transportation Impact Study for 7000 Campeau, and that only 4 were required instead of
9 copies, as stated in the applicant’s study and plan identification list. Can you please
confirm? This is correct- 4 copies is sufficient.

2. In addition, we note that the list identifies that 5 copies of the Pedestrian, Cycling and
Traffic Calming Concept Plan are required. BA Group have prepared these drawings as
figures in their report. It is ok if they are included in the report, however, please also
provide these separately (digital and hard copy). For these, 4 hard copies of 11x17 is ok.

1



a. Is this be sufficient, and if so, is 4 copies of the report with the concept plans as
figures be sufficient? If this is not sufficient and you require separate drawings,
can you confirm the size of those drawings? i.e. 1 1x17 or full size?

3. Finally, the application forms note that a CD is preferred for the delivery of digital copies
of submission materials. I can go out and get CDs if necessary, but can you confirm if a
DVD is acceptable, or, even better, a USB? A USB would be wonderful.

Thank you very much,

M ike

Mike Dror, MCIP RPP
Associate
Bousfields Inc.

3 Church Street, Suite 200
Toronto, Ontario M5E 1M2

Phone: 416-947-9744 x241
Fax: 416-947-0781

Email: mdror@bousfields.ca
Website: www.bousfields.ca

The information contained in this transmission is confidential and may be privileged. It is intended for the uses of the
individual to whom or entity to which it is addressed. If you received this transmission in error, please notify us immediately,
and delete it from your system. Thank you for your co-operation.

This e-mail originates from the City of Ottawa e-mail system. Any distribution, use or copying of this e-mail or
the information it contains by other than the intended recipient(s) is unauthorized. Thank you.

Le present courriel a étë expédié par le système de courriels de la Ville d’Ottawa. Toute distribution, utilisation
ou reproduction du courriel ou des renseignements qui sy trouvent par une personne autre que son destinataire
prévu est interdite. Je vous remercie de votre collaboration.
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i Development Application Approval Process
Kanata Lakes, 7000 Campea u Drive

U Pre-application consultation
meeting with ClubLink

Corporation and City staff

ZBLA and Subdivision
applications submitted by

ClubLink Corporation

r Comment period for ZBLA and
Subdivision for public and

technical agencies (28 days)

Decision to be rendered on
Plan of Subdivision as per

Planning Act

Planning Committee
meeting for staff

recommendations on ZBLA

Registration of Subdivision

Building permits issued

NOVEMBER
2019

JANUARY
2020

FEBRUARY
2020

DATES TO BE
DETERMINED

Statutory Public Meeting #1
for Subdivision application
organized by City of Ottawa

Consultation Report
prepared by City staff and

posted on ottawa.ca

I Statutory Public Meeting #2
for Subdivision application
organized by City of Ottawa

- City Council consideration of
ZBLA report

Notice of decision

Construction begins

Public may participate
Public may attend I observe ZBLA Zoning By-law Amendment

Ottawa

MARCH
2019

OCTOBER
2019

I~1

cm

G)

0

0.

ottawa .calKanataLakes

ottawa.ca~3-1-1
Public will be notified LPAT Local Planning Appeal Tribunal TTYIATS 613-580-2401
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11/11/2019 Write to the City I Kanata Greenspace Protection Coalition

Kan ita Gre~n~r ace ?r t~c~ion Coa tk~n
A Not.for-Profil Corporation established in 2019 About Us Join Usl Contact Us

Write to the City
The Kanata Greenspace Protection Coaliton (KGPC) encourages at residents to send email letters to the City 0f Ottawa

Planning Department before the November 22, 2019 deadline for public comment in the initial phase of assessment of

the ClubLink redevelopment application

We have provided some help and and guidance to ensure this is a very doable process for our supporters arid residents

We have included comments at the bottom of the page from our expert planner.

How to write your email or letter:

write an email or a letter and email it to the Planning Department kanatalakes@ottawa ca

use your own words to express your concerns about the impact this development will have on Kansta North end its

residents

identify concerns that are specific to you. your family your street and neighbourhood

we are not providing a template letter These letters are not considered valid public feedback.

your letter can use bullet points to make is more concise and readable

What you might say:

Personal Stories

Share stories about how you and your fami y use their use the golf course lends Why do other oeople do with the goff

course land?

Now ong have you lived in Kanats North’? Why have you stayed here2

Why did you choose to live in Beaverbrook Shsughnessy Estates Kanats Lakes. Kanats Estates7 iA/hat impacted
that’? Bill Terons planned community2 Neighbourhood design?

Was the golf course land part of that decision’? VVhy?

Planning Concerns

Consider addressing some of these key issues

Environment eg loss of trees loss of wildlife negative impacts on sir quality and climate

change mitigation

Health. Safety and Security eg lighting and safety issues in small buffer zones mosqu to risks in unmanaged
lagoons buffer zone security concerns

Perks and Open Space eg loss of extended linked open space versus small parkettes. potential noise and

sound issues

Planning eg. increased housing density lot size and configuration types o~ housing versus

existing community

Transportation eg difficult intersectons and safety concerns

Water Management eg unresolved Kansta Lakes drainage issue over 20 years sprirrg collections and

existing flooding. existng pond/wetland destruction in favour of lagoons

You may want to see the Key Planning Concerns sect on below There are more complex ideas described by our

expert Dennis Jacobs from Momentum Planning at our Community Meet ng on November 5. 2019

What not to do:

Because this is now and act ye development application, .~ is NOT recommended to do the following

Jim Watson or other Councillors — flooding their inbox on an active development application will be ignored and

potentially alienate current allies ] nOtw this is a change of direction from that stated at the November 5 meeting]

Clublink Minto. Richcrsft —writing them is not expected to impact their decisions

Petitions — there is no requirement for City Planning to consder petitions They have proven ineffective

Where to send your email or letter:

To Laurel McCreight, Planner (kanatalakes@ottaws ca)

cc Jenna Sudds Councillor (Jenna.Sudds@ottswa ca)

cc Barbara Ramsey Chair KGPC ccheir©ourkanatagreenspace ca)

https://ourkanatagreenspace.ca/write-to-the-city/
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Key Planning Concerns — identified at STOP CLUBLINK Community Meeting —

November 5, 2019 Tweets bj ‘ rn.

Note This is a list of issues compiled by our planner afte, preliminary review of the CluhL.ink application. Mr Jacobs will 4~’~ Kanata Greenspace Prot

produce en in-depth analysis in the coming weeks

This is note simple infill development

lnfill policies were focused on single lot redevelopment or vacant lot development of multi-unit triplex buildings urban

suburbs — (e.g. Glebe) This is 1502 units/homes

This has overall neighbourhood implications far beyond existing City Infill Planning for Infill

Separate from the legal

aspects, the 40%

agreement is key in

providing content on how

greenspace in general and

the golf course lands in

particular were core to

community oesign and use

of the space by the public
Premise is to change

existing opens space

feature to development —

key element of the original

neighbourhood design

The ClubLink application is

nconsistent with the

original plan of the area

(layout, services

greenspace) and changes the fundamental character of the community

The application does not address compatibility with the existing community It presents as if this was a new green field

sub-division some distance from any other community

The proposed development macne an entire brand new community inside an existing one This causes many issues

that have not bean addressed by the applicant. There is a strong argument that this would change the entire plan of the
community

This area is not a designated target for intensification in the Official Plan (OP). The OP also states that for General

Urban areas of the City intensification allows for compatible scale not wholesale change

Density and type of housing is in consistent with existing housing

It applies the City allowance for intensification within 800 M of a [erry Fox LR] malor transit node/station, yet only SM

of the proposed development lands are within 800M

Local grading and drainage is already problematic in the area with issues for the Kizell Wetlands, drainage area and

creek and its impact on the downstream NCC property still unresolved after 20 years for the KNL lands already in

development.

Filling in the 2 existing storm water ponds on the property and creating 5 new ponds — in an area dominated by the

Canadian Shield at or lust below surface—represents a mator engineering change and high risk long term drainage

issues and flooding risk to both the proposed and existing communities
There is little d’scussion of er~v.ronmentai impact

How to deal with a potential
Secondary issues redevelopment of your golf course

I ~ ‘

The following areas are either not included in the Official Plan for consideration on assessing re-zoning and development r -

applications or are ineffective arguments with the City of Ottawa in blocking or changing development app ications

Property value impact

Construction impact

Capacity arguments—transportation servicing

Jamie Portman ofC’’~. M.i’ c
writes: A warning to ClubLink:
,g .‘aw’ ‘ miv’s current government is
far more responsive to K ~r - m’s
concerns than were previous
regimes.’ ‘‘ ru.’.. mm

w~ Las stew,

\

Portman: Why Kanata restd...
Awaming to ClubLink: Ottawa,..

i’~j’C’ Kanata Greenspace Prob

We want to get the community
involved effectively in our tight
against Clublink. Our November 5
meeting attracted over 600 people.

- ‘ ‘talks to

1w’~ Kanata Greenspace Prob

,.n’c Kanata Greenspace Prob

We need your help to fund a
successful legal and land application
dafpn~p atratanu iCip huu~ rruut~rl

Search

Archives

https://ourkanatagreenspace.ca/write-to-the-city/ 2/3
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KANATA
LAKES

Kanata Beaverbrook
A C.4flO# 4 4. Ar trAQi,. I

https://ourkanatagreenspace.ca/write-to-the-city/ 3/3
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REPORT RECOMMENDATIONS

That Planning Committee receive this report for information.

RECOMMANDATIONS DU RAPPORT

Que le Comité de l’urbanisme penne connaissance du present rapport.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report provides Planning Committee with an update on key activities for Planning,
Infrastructure and Economic Development department in 2018.

RÉSUMÉ

Le present rapport fait le point au Comité de l’urbanisme sur les activités des réalisées
en 2018 par Ia Direction generale de Ia planification, de l’infrastructure et du
développement economique.

BACKGROUND

The purpose of this report is to provide Planning Committee with a list of achievements
and information on key activities for Planning Services and Right of Way, Heritage and
Urban Design Services in 2018, including applications reviewed under delegation of
authority. This report is intended to provide accountable performance measurement to
Planning Committee, the public, and the development industry.

DISCUSSION

Highlights of Planning Services and Right of Way, Heritage and Urban Design
Services activities in 2018

Planning Services

To summarize, 2018 was a significant year for this operational service area of the
department. Planning Services provides the full spectrum of services for development
approvals, from the initial pre-application consultation meetings, to the issuance of
building permits and inspections signs, municipal addressing and compliance.

Given its operational nature, key objectives for this service area include a focus on
customer service, innovation, performance and process improvements. These are in
addition to the primary objectives of ensuring that Ottawa’s built form is designed to
inspire others to want to locate to, visit, work in, as well as appreciate the buildings,
parks, and public realm that are approved through Planning Services. Lastly, and just as
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important, we have the objective of ensuring the safety and accessibility of development
in Ottawa.

In 2018, Council approved an increase to Full Time Equivalents (FTE’s) for the Building
Code Services Branch. Not only are inspections and permit applications increasing, so
is the complexity of development, as well as the frequency of significant weather events.
Building Code Services was and continues to be heavily involved with the aftermath of
the September tornado, ensuring timely building permits and inspections for residents to
help them move forward with their lives. Building Code Services continues to play a key
role in 2018 with inspections and approvals of the Rideau Transit Group’s construction
of the light rail system.

As part of a larger corporate strategy to replace the existing Municipal Applications
Partnership (MAP) system, one of the City’s largest software solutions integral to our
internal business practices, staff mapped all the detailed business requirements and
prepared and released a Request for Proposal (RFP) for a new Land Management
System (LMS). This system is expected to improve communications, accountability and
reliability of our services. In addition, LMS will improve delivery of services through
mobile devices and electronic service delivery.

In the Development Review and Planning Operations branches, there was a steady
increase in the number of applications circulated, processed and supported in 2018.
Staffing levels in these areas have not increased since amalgamation while demands
on staff time continue to rise. For example, the increasing complexity of development
applications, expectations of residents, changing regulations and legislation, Ottawa’s
enhanced requirements for consultation beyond what is required by law and
involvement with elected officials, several city departments, various agencies and
special interest groups all take time and resources to address. Combined with higher
application volumes, there is significant pressure on staff’s ability to meet timelines for
processing applications. One of the current challenges with the MAP system is that staff
are not able to track the time an applicant takes to respond to our first review and
comments on their applications. The waiting period can vary drastically from days to
months, depending on the application and the applicant’s expert resources, which has
an impact on the timelines reported as well.

To meet Planning Services’ key objectives, staff completed the below process
improvement projects, in additional to delivering our core services:

o An extensive engineering review, that resulted in 10 recommendations for
improvements
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o Reviewed current gaps in service that resulted in a realignment of the
Transportation Project Managers, and the deletion of vacant positions and the
creation of new ones to better serve the operational needs of the Development
Review Branch

o Hosted a conference-style training program for over 250 employees

• Advanced the municipal addressing anomalies project

• Initiated a Directors’ Forum on development involving all internal departments
that contribute to the development review process

• Completely overhauled the Site Plan Control Review process. This project
looked at options to improve the approval process to shorten timelines and
balance the fee structure for site plan applications. The project report
(ACS2O19-PIE-PS-0009) was approved by Council on February 27, 2019.

Development Applications

In 2018, Planning Services received 1,077 planning applications, excluding policy
applications and City-initiated applications. The total received is a three per cent
increase over 2017 and a seven per cent increase over 2016. As illustrated in Figure 1,
the number of delegated authority applications increased from previous years whereas,
the non-delegated authority applications slightly decreased.

Figure 1: Total Planning Applications Received in 2018

Total PlanningApplications Received in 2018

1002

2016 20•17 201S

~IDeeed~uthcc~z-y —~
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Of the 1,077 applications received in 2018, 956 applications were under delegated
authority to various levels of staff. For reference, applications under delegated authority
include, but are not limited to, Plan of Condominium, Plan of Subdivision and Site Plan
Control. Non-delegated planning applications, as required by the Planning Act, are
reviewed by Planning Committee, Agricultural and Rural Affairs Committee and/or
Council. Applications that fall under non-delegated authority include, but are not limited
to, Community Improvement Plan (CIP) Grants, Official Plan Amendments and Zoning
By-law amendments. The current application count also includes a new type of
application submitted under the Ontario Heritage Act. This accounted for a total of six
applications, 5 per cent of all applications that fell under the non-delegated authority
category.

Within the five Development Review areas, the Central area received the greatest
number of delegated authority applications with 368 applications. The West, South,
Rural and East areas received 168, 167, 164 and 89 applications respectively. In total,
121 non-delegated authority applications were received in 2018: 49 in Central, 22 in
South, 17 in both East and Rural, and 16 in West.

Meeting Overall Timelines

Since 2016, there has been a downward trend in internal approval timelines being met
for several application types. Fewer Site Plan Control, Zoning By-Law Amendments,
and Plan of Subdivision applications were approved on time in 2018 compared to 2016.

Several factors can be contributed to this decline:

• Increasing development complexity and scale

• Poor quality submissions

o Public consultation process that is beyond legislated requirements

• Delayed responses from technical circulations

o Staff turn over

The increased complexity of files can mean more issues requiring resolution, additional
public consultation and applications going before the Urban Design Review Panel.
These additional steps require time. In addition, multiple applications for one
development are often submitted at the same time, to benefit from discounted fees.
When a Zoning By-law Amendment application is submitted with a Plan of Subdivision,
for example, the Zoning submission is not finalized until after the Plan of Subdivision is
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approved. A Subdivision application can take many months to a year to be approved,
especially with the increasing size and servicing issues seen in more recent
applications. Finally, staffing levels have not increased since at least 2013 to meet
increased application volumes nor additional complexity of applications.

The current timelines were established in 2001. These timelines were based on the
estimated “net time” that staff will be working on the applications. They do not recognize
necessary time spent for issue resolution, which happens for all applications. This
causes confusion to all parties in the process and inaccurate expectations. In addition,
we do not have the ability to track how long it takes an applicant to respond to
comments from staff. Response times vary wildly from days to months and augment
review timelines.

In an effort to meet timelines in this new reality, a number of initiatives have been
undertaken or are planned for 2019 to increase efficiencies in our processes. As
previously mentioned, recommendations from the Site Plan Control process and fees
review project will be implemented in 2019, as will the recommendations from the
engineering review. In 2019, the Plan of Subdivision process will begin to be reviewed,
targeting efficiencies. Planning Services will also continue to strengthen
interdepartmental communications and processes.

Site Plan Control Applications Processing Timelines

A total of 199 Site Plan Control applications were received in 2018, which accounts for
21 percent of all delegated authority applications. In addition, 121 Site Plan applications
were processed and approved in 2018. Figures 2, 3 and 4 relate to the approval of Site
Plan applications within the 2018 calendar year, regardless of when the application was
submitted. Timelines are measured from the date the application is deemed complete
for review to when a decision has been made.

Figure 2: Site Plan Control — Manager Delegated with Public Consultation

(Processing Time Target: 74 days - excluding incomplete and file pending)

Year On/Below Target On/Below Target and Total Number
Within +30 Days from Processed

Target

2018 22% 42% 36

2017 25% 54% 57
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2016 38% 56% 61

Twenty-two per cent of Manager Delegated Site Plan Control applications requiring
public consultation obtained a final decision within Council-approved target timelines for
2018. An additional, 42 per cent of applications were processed on time or within
30 days of the target timeline.

Manager Delegated Site Plan Control applications, not requiring public consultation,
have a Council-approved timeline of 49 days from the time the application is deemed
complete for review until a decision has been made. In 2018, thirty-nine per cent of
these applications were completed in accordance with the Council-approved timeline.
Sixty-one per cent were completed up to 30 days after the Council-approved timeline.

Figure 3: Site Plan Control — Manager Delegated without Public Consultation
(Processing Time Target: 49 days - excluding incomplete and file pending)

Year On/Below Target On/Below Target and Total Number
Within +30 Days from Processed

Target

2018 39% 61% 23

2017 33% 62% 21

2016 56% 71% 33

Forty-nine per cent of Staff Delegated Site Plan Control applications not requiring public
consultation were processed on time in 2018. A total of 74 per cent were dealt with on
time or within 30 days following the target.
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Figure 4: Site Plan Control — Staff Delegated without Public Consultation
(Processing Time Target: 42 days — excluding incomplete and file pending)

Year On/Below Target On/Below Target and Total Number
Within +30 Days from Processed

Target

2018 49% 74% 39

2017 44% 67% 55

2016 62% 84% 45

Zoning By-law Amendment Applications Processing Timelines

Zoning By-law amendment applications consist of 76 per cent of all non-delegated
planning applications received in 2018.

Figure 5 shows the timelines for processing Zoning By-Law amendment applications,
from the day they are deemed complete to when they are considered by Council
(Planning Act target of 120 days).

Figure 5: Zoning By-law Amendments

(Processing Time Target: 120 days - excluding incomplete and file pending)

Year On/Below Target On/Below Target and Within Total Number
+30 Days from Target Processed

2018 46% 62% 90

2017 58% 84% 91

2016 61% 84% 70

In 2018, 46 per cent of Zoning By-law amendment applications were processed on time.
Sixty-two per cent of applications met the target or were processed within 30 days
following the target.
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Plan of Condominium Applications Processing Timelines

A total of 20 Plan of Condominium applications were received in 2018, which accounts
for two per cent of all delegated planning applications. In addition, 12 applications were
processed and approved in 2018 as outlined in figure 6.

Figure 6 shows the timelines for processing Condominium applications, from the day
they are deemed complete, to when they are approved. In those cases where a Site
Plan Control application is submitted concurrently with a Plan of Condominium, the
target timeline is 180 days. All other Condominium applications have a target time of 49
days for approval.

Figure 6: Plan of Condominiums

(Processing Time Target: 491180 days)

Year On/Below Target On/Below Target Total Number
and Within +30 Days Processed

from Target

2018 92% 100% 12

2017

2016

70%

90%

70%

90%

10

20

In 2018, 92 per cent of Plan of Condominium applications were processed on time. 100
per cent of applications met the target or were processed within 30 days following the
target. All applications processed in 2018, fell within the 49-day target.

Plan of Subdivision Applications Processing Timelines

A total of 28 plan of subdivision applications were received in 2018, consisting of three
per cent of all delegated planning applications. In addition, 19 applications were
processed and approved in 2018 as can be shown in figure 7 below.
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Figure 7: Plan of Subdivisions

(Processing Time Target: 180 days)

Year On/Below Target On/Below Target Total Number
and Within +30 Processed

Days from Target

2018 47% 47% 19

2017 57% 81% 21

2016 80% 80% 10

In 2018, 47 per cent of Subdivision applications were processed on time. No additional
approvals were met within the 30 days following target timeline.

Other Support Functions

In addition to the Development Application processing function, Development Review
also provided comments on applications received by the Committee of Adjustment. In
2018, the Branch commented on a total of 928 applications — 464 Minor Variance
applications and 464 Consent to Sever applications. The Branch also coordinated and
provided comments on 140 Historic Land Use Inventory application requests.
Development Review reviews and approves grading plans on many building permit
applications. In 2018, Development Review staff undertook 6604 grading reviews and
issued 4874 grading plan approvals.

In 2019, Planning Services will focus efforts on aspects of the review process creating
bottlenecks, including a review of staffing levels and fees. In addition, Planning Services
will continue to work with Legal Services to further refine procedures related to both
subdivision and site plan post-approval agreements.

Building Permits and Inspections

Since 2016, the number of building permits issued has increased close to 10 per cent
and the number of building inspections have grown by almost 16 per cent. Of the 9,398
building permits issued in 2018, slightly over 5,700 were for single family, semi
detached and rowhouses. Of the 112,608 inspections, just over 72,000 were building
inspections; approximately 22,000 were for plumbing and 17,500 for mechanical.
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Figure 8: Building Permits and Inspections from 2016 to 2018

Access to Building
Building Permits Number of Building

Year Permit Record
Issued Inspections

Applications

2018 9,398 1,255 112,608

2017 9,454 1,263 105,540

2016 8,567 1,113 97,277

Non-Building Code Related Applications

Information on the cost of servicing building permits and enforcing the Building Code
Act and Ontario Building Code are reported separately in a report to Council every year,
as required by the Building Code Act. The branch also deals with Sign Variances,
Naming or Renaming Private Roads and other Non-Building Code related permits as
described below.

Figure 9 summarizes all non-Building Code related permit applications received by
Building Code Services in the past three years.

Figure 9: Non-Building Code Related Permit Applications

2016 2017 2018 Total

Pool Enclosure Permits 680 631 678 1,989

Permanent Signs on Private Property 490 463 496 1,449
Permit Applications

Permanent Signs on Private Property 980 985 1040 3,005
Permit - Individual signs

Compliance Reports (including 860 952 1086 2,898
Compliance with Agreements)

Release of Agreement Application 23 38 34 95
(includes site plan and other development
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agreements)

Sign Minor Variance Application 19 16 22 57

Private Roadway Naming 7 6 15 28

Highway Name Changes 1 0 0 1

Total 2,926 3,100 3,350 9,558

Delegation of Authority for Non-Building Code Related Activity

Permanent Signs on Private Property Minor Variances:

Applications are evaluated under the delegated authority of the Chief Building Official
under By-law 2016-326, Permanent Signs on Private Property By-law.

Naming or Renaming of Private Roadways:

Applications are evaluated under the delegated authority of the Chief Building Official
under By-law 20 14-78, Addressing By-law.

Highway Name Changes:

The Chief Building Official may authorize the naming of a highway, the change in the
name of a highway, the assignment of civic numbers and changes to civic numbers
under the Municipal Addressing By-law 2014-78. Under the Municipal Addressing
By-law, delegation of authority is permitted to approve street name changes primarily
where public safety and wayfinding is involved.

Figure 10: Non-Building Code Staff Initiated Highway Name Changes

2016 2017 2018

Highway Name Changes 1 0 3
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Municipal Addressing Anomalies — Street name changes

The Municipal Addressing Anomalies project began in November 2014 to resolve
duplicate and or confusing street names throughout the City. Since 2015, 138 street
name changes have been implemented under delegated authority. There are 31 streets
in varying stages of completion to start 2019, with 7 streets being completed in March
2019. The limiting factor on timing for completion of the project is the number of streets
that can be implemented each month. As of the publication of this report, it is expected
that the remainder of streets to be rectified by the Municipal Addressing Anomalies
project will be implemented by the end of Q3 2019.

The Right of Way, Heritage and Urban Design Services

The Right of Way, Heritage and Urban Design service area’s mandate of providing
expertise, undertaking regulation and planning, and innovating with data, has been the
underpinning of many major city-building projects in 2018 such as Stage 1 and 2 Light
Rail transit, the Ottawa Art Gallery Expansion and Arts Court redevelopment, the Elgin
Street renewal project, and the rollout of 5G broadband internet service city-wide.
Besides this role, are the thousands of inspections, permits, surveys and requests for
information that the service area undertakes each year for clients and residents.
Together the five branches work together to build a vibrant and safe public realm to
protect and enhance Ottawa’s legacy.

Right of Way Permits and Approvals

A large component of branch activities includes the review and issuance of various
permits and approvals related to private approaches, road cut permits, utility circulations
road modifications and encroachments, as described in Figure 11.

Figure 11: Private Approach and Road Cut Permits Issued and Utility Circulations

Year Private Private Private Road Utility Total
Approach Approach Approach - Cut Circulations
-With Temporary
Culvert access

2016 100 91 36 4,877 1,056 6,160

2017 107 113 28 4,872 1,168 6,288

2018 109 106 23 5,433 1,460 7,131
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Property owners wishing to construct or alter an access onto their property, usually a
driveway, are required to obtain a Private Approach Permit. The review of the proposal,
as part of the permit application process, ensures that the approach meets all municipal
safety and construction standards.

Property owners are required to obtain a permit prior to initiating a road cut. A road cut
is defined as a surface or subsurface cut in any part of a City-owned highway made by
any means, including excavation, reconstruction, cutting, overlaying, crack sealing,
braking, boring, jacking or tunneling operation.

The Right of Way unit undertakes approximately 1,000 utility/City/development
circulations per year. Most are for routine subsurface works (i.e., minimal or no
noticeable visual changes to the streetscape after works are completed), but some
result in changes that could have impacts on the community. Coordination of work to
reduce community impacts and avoid traffic disruptions is undertaken as part of the
circulation process. Councillors are consulted by staff prior to the commencement of
work within their respective ward.

Requests to Release or Reduce Securities

The City receives securities from developers that are associated with work being
undertaken through early servicing or development agreements as well as letters of
undertaking in relation to approvals produced by Planning Services. These securities
ensure that the work is undertaken in accordance with the conditions of approval. Once
part or all of the work has been completed, the developer can request partial or full
release of the securities that the City is holding. The release or reduction of securities is
carried out in conjunction with the Development Inspections Unit. In 2018, 467 requests
were made to reduce or release the securities that the City is holding, as compared to
478 in 2017. This resulted in a release of $100,874,656.57 in securities to applicants.
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Figure 12: Securities retained for Infrastructure Related Development Projects
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Heritage Activities

A total of 21 heritage reports were prepared by Heritage Services for consideration by
the Built Heritage Sub-Committee, Planning Committee and City Council in 2018. These
reports included 17 alterations, demolitions or new constructions of buildings designated
under either Part IV or Part V of the Ontario Heritage Act, two Part V District
designations in Sandy Hill and two heritage designations of individual properties under
Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act.

A technical report dealing with the Delegation of Authority under the Ontario Heritage
Act was passed in 2015. Consequently, 87 heritage permits were issued through
delegated authority in 2018.

Staff working on the Heritage Inventory Project finished their building evaluations for the
entire city. A report will be brought forward to Built Heritage Sub-Committee in 2019 with
recommendations for additions to the Heritage Register. Three properties were
removed from the Heritage Register in 2018.

In addition, 39 matching heritage grants for building restoration were approved with a
value of $166,061.10.

RURAL IMPLICATIONS

There are no rural implications associated with this report.

CONSULTATION

The report deals with administrative matters and, as such, public consultation was not
undertaken.

COMMENTS BY THE WARD COUNCILLORS

This is a City-wide report — not applicable.

LEGAL IMPLICATIONS

There are no legal implications associated with receiving this report for information.

RISK MANAGEMENT IMPLICATIONS

There are no risk management implications associated with this report.
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ASSET MANAGEMENT IMPLICATIONS

There are no asset management implications associated with the recommendations of
this report.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

There are no direct financial implications; the 2018 Work Program will be funded from
within existing resources.

ACCESSIBILITY IMPACTS

There are no accessibility implications associated with this report.

TERM OF COUNCIL PRIORITIES

This project addresses the following Term of Council Priority:

• GP2 — Advance management oversight through tools and processes that support
accountability and transparency

DISPOSITION

This is an information report only.
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