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Information and how to use these tables

The material contained in the following Tables includes the original verbatim
recommendations made by the Rural Working Groups identified opposite, a
synopsis of the responses from the Rural Workshop of November 3, 2007, and the
staff responses to the recommendations. The majority of the staff responses, where
an Official Plan amendment is supported, are also documented in the accompanying
documents - “Official Plan Review Preliminary Proposals’ and ‘Infrastructure
Master Plan Review Preliminary Proposals’ and the reference to the appropriate
section is included in the tables below.

The Staff responses to the Working Group recommendations in the following tables
are divided into three categories and are colour coded as follows:

|:| Recommendations supported and OP changes suggested

Recommendations not supported by staff

|:| Recommendations not part of the Official Plan Review

Some have been implemented, others are being evaluated as part of the
City’ ongoing operations and some have been included in the work
program for Rural Summit II. A small number of the recommendations
are not the responsibility of the City to implement.

Recommendations not part of the Official Plan Review and not supported

Version Information

This version includes
1. Numbering corrections

Added individual comments provided to “Ottawa Talks” and received by email

2.
3. Updated staff responses to recommendations and
4. Fully translated into French
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Development Outside of Villages

Matching Anticipated Growth (Development Outside of Villages)

Development Outside of Villages Working Group Recommendations

Recommendation

Public Comment

Staff Response

Staff Proposals

1. Pursue residential development
polices, as suggested by most of the
members of the Working Group, that
follow the approach of Option One
which is to accommodate additional
growth in the General Rural Area.

The four options the Working group
considered included:

Option One - increase density of
development in the rural area by reducing
lot size for residential lots across the
board or by only decreasing lot sizes in
clusters but continuing to permit 2 acre
lots everywhere else.

Option Two — maintain overall density
but move to a conservation approach, i.e.,
encouraging clusters and permitting
residential development on smaller lots,
while leaving a portion of the land
undeveloped

Option Three — maintain the status quo
of residential development generally in
the form to be 2-acre lots by severance or
subdivision as is permitted now.

Option Four — reduce capacity by
stopping subdivisions altogether, or
allowing subdivisions only in specific
areas with little of no residential
development elsewhere.

1.

Support with caveats

a. Targeted areas, alternative
servicing, Must be more than just
bedroom communities and have a
handle on soft and hard services

b. Clusters rather than scattered or
strip

The working group is forgetting other

rural uses by just talking about

residential development in this

scenario.

Need to know how this will work and

be clear about the overall community

view (strategic plan)

Current model of scattered 2 acre lots

encourages poor development and

reliance on cars

Disagree with the recommendation to
increase the development potential in the
Rural Area outside of Villages because

1. The PPS provides for limited
development outside of settlement areas.
Providing for more development outside
of the exiting villages is contrary to this
direction.

2. The new projection in terms of
population growth is less at 2031 that
originally anticipated by 2021

3. Current estimates of land supply both in
villages and outside villages indicate that
there is sufficient land supply to last
beyond the 20-year planning horizon.

4. The Official Plan policies are reviewed
every 5 years and will be adjusted if
necessary at those times.

Staff recommend Option 2, with reduced lot
sizes for ‘conservation subdivisions’ only,
and supporting increased efforts to protect
groundwater resources, the Natural Heritage
System and the rural landscape.

Recommendations on ‘Conservation
Subdivisions’ are included in the Staff
Preliminary Proposals

Section 5.2 Development Outside of

Villages
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Development Outside of Villages

Recommendation

Public Comment

Staff Response

Staff Proposals

2. Include a comprehensive strategy for
intensifying population density
within the existing urban area in
order to ease the pressure for the
outward expansion of the urban
boundary.

One response in agreement with the
recommendation

Agree

The Official Plan already includes detailed
policies for intensification in key areas
within the urban boundary. Revised
policies will establish targets for this
intensification.

Changes to the Planning Act provide that
urban expansions will only be considered
at the time of an Comprehensive review.

Recommend policies for urban
intensification targets area in the
Preliminary Proposals

See the Staff Preliminary Proposals
Section 1.3 Urban Intensification

3. Configure rural development areas
to allow smaller residential lot sizes
while incorporating a communal
‘common area’ that would remain in
its natural state to retain sustainable
function of the land.

General agreement but concerned about
the servicing implications of higher
density development

Agree

This is an opportunity to improve the
sustainability of rural development.
Policies should allow the consideration of
smaller lot sizes where the overall density
is not increased and some land is retained
for farm use or conservation purposes to
compensate for the smaller lots. This may
only be appropriate for the development of
large parcels and where private individual
services on the smaller lots are possible.

Recommend Policies for Conservation
Subdivisions that permit smaller lots and
where part of the site is retained as a
conservation area.

See the Staff Preliminary Proposals
Section 5.2 Development Outside of

Villages

4. Utilize innovative methods of
development (i.e. conservation
development) and facilitate
integration of new technologies.

Support for communal servicing in
rural area for environmental reasons
May permit better location of
development

Better if considering cluster
development

Similar to 1 above

Agree in part

The City will reaffirm its intention to
consider alternative technology and
innovation when undertaking
Environmental Assessments for public
water and wastewater systems. However,
the City is not prepared to enter into
responsibility agreements for private
communal systems. All development
outside of established public service areas
will be on the basis of individual private
services.

City is clarifying and enhancing the
commitment to consider alternative
technology. The OP currently identifies the
primary servicing method for the rural area
is private services.

Section 2.3.2 (4) of the Official Plan
identifies when public including stand-alone
public systems will be considered.

See the staff Preliminary Proposals
Section 5.4 Rural Servicing: Alternative

Servicing

5. Strengthen the involvement of rural /

Agreement to this principle is found in

Agree.

In Progress
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Development Outside of Villages

Public Comment Staff Response Staff Proposals
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Providing for Orderly Growth (Development Outside of Villages)

Development Outside of Villages

Recommendation

Public Comment

Staff Response

Staff Proposals

6. Encourage the development of
complete, self-contained rural
communities to promote long-term
sustainability.

Generally supported

Agree.

Ensuring the long-term viability and
sustainability of the existing Villages
should be the City’s first priority. This
approach is consistent with the current
objectives of the current Official Plan and
is consistent with the Provincial Policy
Statement. Development outside of
Villages supports many village facilities
and the City will continue to provide this
form of development as a housing choice.

Already an objective of the Official Plan

See Recommendations for strengthening the
Village polices in the Official Plan in the
staff Preliminary Proposals

Section 5.1 Developments in Villages.

7. Design new rural communities and
homes that are in harmony with the
land, and that maintain the character
of the rural area.

No additional input in support or in
opposition to this recommendation was
received

Agree

Enhance existing and add new polices

related to:

1. Conservation Subdivision design

2. Sustainable Community Design and
Green Buildings

3. Renewable Energy Facilities

4. Preservation of Groundwater
resources

Proposed new policies are included in the
Staff Preliminary Proposals

See Section 5.2 Development Outside of
Villages

See Section 4.4 Sustainable Community
Design and Green buildings

See Section 5.3 Rural Servicing:
Groundwater Resources

See Section 6.2 Renewable Energy
Resources

8. Direct growth to certain rural
communities / hamlets that have
been identified where growth could
occur, ensuring sustainability criteria
are met. Other areas should be
identified where further growth
should not occur, due to land use
protection factors, water problems,
ete

Similar to Cluster concept See 1 above

Agree in part

This recommendation is focused on the
creation of new Settlement Areas. The
Official Plan already accommodates the
potential to create new Villages. These
would be evaluated in the same manner as
village expansions. This would require a
Community Design Plan to co-ordinate
development, the provision of community
facilities and provide a master servicing
study.

Currently Implemented
No policy changes to the Official Plan are
recommended.
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Development Outside of Villages

Recommendation

Public Comment

Staff Response

Staff Proposals

The Official Plan continues to prohibit
development in Agricultural Resource
Areas, Mineral Aggregate Resource Areas,
Natural Environment Areas and
Significant Wetlands. Development is
further regulated on lands adjacent to these
areas and on land adjacent to existing
Villages and the Urban Area.

As the City’s understanding of
Groundwater resources grows,
development on land that acts as a
groundwater recharge areas or that
presents a higher risk for groundwater
contamination, may be further restricted.

9. Direct commercial and industrial
development towards designated
rural business parks in order to avoid
impacts on agricultural and other
rural uses. Concurrently, a wide
range of home- and farm- (or
acreage) based businesses should be
permitted.

No additional input in support or in
opposition to this recommendation was
received

Agree in part

As a First Priority the Official Plan directs
compatible commercial and employment
uses to Villages. This approach is supported
by the Village Working group
recommendations.

As a second priority, where commercial
and industrial development is not
appropriate for a Village location,
development is encouraged to locate in the
existing zoned commercial and industrial
lands in the Rural Area. The
comprehensive zoning by-law has
identified rural industrial areas where
development can most easily occur and
these are in locations where the exposure to
major roads is maximised. Beyond pre-
zoning land in this manner there are limited
mechanisms to encourage industrial or
commercial land uses.

Currently Implemented

The current priority for Commercial and
industrial development is consistent with
provincial policy and is supportive of the
objective to provide complete communities
which was recommended by the rural
community

No changes to this priority in the Official
Plan are necessary

See Staff Preliminary Proposals
Section 5.1 Development in Villages
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Development Outside of Villages

Recommendation

Public Comment

Staff Response

Staff Proposals

As a third priority the Official Plan permits
industrial and commercial uses in a variety
of locations in the rural area to provide the
greatest flexibility and opportunity to
encourage local economic development. In
these locations a zoning change is required
so that impacts on surrounding uses can be
assessed.

A wide range of uses such as those
recommended by the working group are
already permitted by the current Official
Plan policies and are included in the new
Comprehensive Zoning By-law.

10.

Encourage, to the extent possible,
the development of industrial parks
in areas with high densities of
country estate lots.

No additional input in support or in
opposition to this recommendation was
received

Disagree
See response to 9 above. No policy
changes is recommended

This recommendation is contrary to the
recommended approach identified in 9
above.

11.

Encourage agriculture-related or
support services to locate in the
planned rural business parks.

No additional input in support or in
opposition to this recommendation was
received

Agree

These uses are already permitted by the
Official Plan and in most cased by the
zoning by-law. No policy change is
recommended.

Already permitted by the Official Plan
No Policy changes are recommended

12.

Encourage new re-cycling
businesses in the rural business
parks in order to both generate rural
employment and assist the City to
cope with waste disposal challenges.

No additional input in support or in
opposition to this recommendation was
received

Agree

Selected clean re-cycling operations are
permitted by the Official Plan and in most
cases by the Zoning by-law. No policy
change is recommended.

Already permitted by the Official Plan
No Policy changes are recommended

13.

Encourage environmentally friendly
employment-generating activities
such as tourism, educational

No additional input in support or in
opposition to this recommendation was
received

Agree
Encouraging rural economic development
is and objective of the City’s economic

Already permitted by the Official Plan
No Policy changes are recommended
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Development Outside of Villages

Recommendation

Public Comment

Staff Response

Staff Proposals

enterprises, organic farming, home-
based businesses, the arts, etc.

Development Group and the Rural Affairs
Office. To assist in these efforts the
Official Plan anticipates these types of
uses in the rural area. Zoning amendments
may be required to address compatibility
and traffic issues. No land use policy
change is needed to support his
recommendation.

14. Encourage “cluster type”
development, as an alternative to the
current pattern of rural country lot
subdivisions.

Yes with caveats

Planned not haphazard

Community input into how this happens

Protects or supports environmental goals

If it retains more rural landscape

Can be supported by water resources and

cumulative effects understood

Retains greenspace

Complete communities with soft services

like village

Not just residential development

9. Buffering and room to grow Villages of
tomorrow

Dk WD =

s

*

Agree in part.
See comments for working group
recommendations 3 and 8 above.

The Current Plan provides mechanisms for
new Village development in the context of
a citywide review, a Community Design
Plan and supportive servicing studies. New
policies for ‘Conservation Subdivisions”
are proposed. This needs to be considered
in the context of the other
recommendations and objectives.

Some changes to the Official Plan are
proposed including policies for
Conservation Subdivisions that permit
smaller lots and-where part of the site is
retained as a conservation area.

See the Staff Preliminary Proposals
Section 5.2 Development Outside of

Villages

15. Coordinate development in rural
areas with implementation of the
future public transport system (road
and rail).

No additional input in support or in
opposition to this recommendation was
received

Agree in part

This is normal planning practice and is
linked to the ideas of Complete
Communities and directing and supporting
development in specific locations. The
Transportation Master Planning process
identifies necessary transportation
infrastructure and new communities are
designed to take advantage of existing
infrastructure.

The provision of rural OC Transpo service
has received mixed responses from rural
communities and suggests that a large

Currently Implemented
No policy changes to the Official Plan are
recommended.

See the discussion in the Staff Preliminary
Proposals Section 1.4 Rural Development

Revised 14™ November 2008




Development Outside of Villages

Recommendation

Public Comment

Staff Response

Staff Proposals

population is required to generate
sufficient demand for these services.

The future provision of transportation
infrastructure, such as roads, and transit is
made more efficient when servicing
Villages rather than scattered
development. A rural development
strategy focused on Villages would be
consistent with this recommendation.

See the response to 8 above

16.

Protect fragile components of
natural areas from degradation
through good site planning,
including incorporating designs that
offset cumulative effects of
surrounding developments.

No additional input in support or in
opposition to this recommendation was
received

Agreed.

Current policies in the OP support this
approach. Staff is recommending
expanding upon the use of Environmental
Impact Statements for development in or
adjacent to land identified as part of the
Ottawa’s Natural Heritage system. The
guidelines for these Statements are also
being revised.

Some changes to the Official Plan are
proposed such which identify the significant
features and defines when Environmental
Impact Statements are required

See also the proposed sustainable design
policies that are being added to Section 4.4
Sustainable Community Design and Green

Buildings

17.

Encourage alternative and
innovative servicing systems, e.g.,
small bore and communal wells,
heat recycling, etc., research the
Phoenix AZ model, learn from the
experience of similar developments
in Europe.

Feeling that the City should consider
“stand-alone” servicing for some rural
communities rather than extension of
central services. Others concerned that
these systems should not be privately
operated and maintained

Agree in part

The City will reaffirm its commitment to
consider alternative technology and
innovation when undertaking
Environmental Assessments for public
water and wastewater systems. However,
the City is not prepared to enter into
responsibility agreements for private
communal systems. All development
outside of established public service areas
will be on the basis of individual private
services.

City clarifies and enhances the commitment
to consider alternative technology. The OP
currently identifies the primary servicing
method for the rural area is private services.
Section 2.3.2 (4) of the Official Plan
identifies when public including stand-alone
public systems will be considered.

See the staff Preliminary Proposals
Section 5.4 Rural Servicing: Alternative

Servicing
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Development Outside of Villages

Recommendation

Public Comment

Staff Response

Staff Proposals

18. Emphasize as a prime consideration
in the review of future residential
development using well and septic
systems the limitations of ground
water resources and the short- and
long-term implications for existing,
adjacent development.

Agreement from one respondent

Agree.

See also recommendations of the
Groundwater Working Group to
implement the next Phase of the adopted
Groundwater Management Strategy

Staff is setting the framework for the
second phase of this strategy and is
including Groundwater Management
Strategy in the Infrastructure Master Plan.
See Staff Preliminary Proposals

Section 5.3 Rural Servicing: Groundwater
Resources

and

The preliminary proposals for the
Infrastructure Master Plan Section 2
Groundwater Resources

19. Plan Mineral Resource areas and
adjacent lands to ensure non-
conflicting use, e.g., no residential
or NEA directly adjacent; buffering
of boundaries to isolate noise and
visual incursions to adjacent lands;
site design to include protection of
water resources (surface & ground)
and other natural resources as
required.

No additional input in support or in
opposition to this recommendation was
received

Agree

The Official Plan currently identifies, by
appropriate designation, areas of high
quality Limestone and Sand and Gravel
Resources. The policies for these areas
prevent land uses that will result in the
sterilisation of these resources in the
future. In addition buffering policies
ensure that new uses that may conflict with
or be adversely affected by the future
extraction on these lands do not develop.
Current policies for the designation and
protection of these resource areas conform
to the Provincial Policy Statement. No
policy change is recommended.

No changes to the Mineral Resource Area
polices are required however, some
recommendations from the Ground water
Working group may impact these land uses.

See Staff Preliminary Proposals
Section 5.3 Rural Servicing: Groundwater
Resources

20. Ensure that the separation required
by the MDS between agricultural
and non- agricultural uses is
incorporated as a buffer zone on the
lands acquired for development of
the non-agricultural use.

Agreement from one respondent

Agree

The MDS separation distance applies to
both the developing land and the
agricultural land. Some flexibility is built
into the separation calculation. However,
conflicting land uses around existing farm
operations can have the effect of
preventing the full expansion of the farm
operation. Application of separation

Some changes to the Official Plan are
proposed. MDS will continue to be applied
to all non-agricultural development.
Recommendations in the preliminary
proposals provide greater flexibility in the
application of MDS II for expanding
livestock operations.

See Staff Preliminary Proposals
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Development Outside of Villages

Recommendation

Public Comment

Staff Response

Staff Proposals

distances, independent from the MDS, is
still being investigated by staff and was
not included in the Staff Preliminary
proposals. This separation distance may
not be based on scientific analysis and the
City may not rely upon support from the
Ministry of Agriculture and Food to
defend these. The implications of these
separation distances on different land uses
and other landowners need to be
considered. For example does it apply to
subdivisions only or should separation also
apply to severances. Should the separation
distances apply to individual farms or only
to land designated Agricultural Resource
Area?

A new policy will be added to the plan to
permit some variance to be considered for
expanding farm operations in this
situation.

Section 5.5 Agriculture

Further research is required on the
application of additional separation
distances.

Providing Choice (Development Outside of Villages)

Recommendation

Public Comment

Staff Response

Staff Proposals

21. Accommodate the desire for
increasing the availability of severed
lots by removing the current
restriction of only one severance per
land holding in the General Rural
Area, as long as the remaining land
mass remains in excess of 25 acres.
This will allow farmstead families
on General Rural Area land who are
no longer eng;aged in agriculture, to

Responses split

Concern over cumulative impact of
severances

Questioning the basis of the 10 ha
retained parcel (some want no
restriction others think 10 ha too small)
Lot sizes for severed lots were debated
also.

Some perceive a greater threat to
Agriculture through MDS from

Disagree.

Creation of lots by subdivision is preferred
to avoid strip development and to provide
for better assessment of groundwater and
natural features. Past practices of lot
creation by severance have resulted in strip
development along municipal roads. The
current restriction on number of lots and
retained land area are intended to prevent
this pattern of development from continuing.

No changes to the Official Plan are
recommended

10
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Development Outside of Villages

Recommendation

Public Comment

Staff Response

Staff Proposals

continue to live on the family
farmstead, while allowing the
remainder of the land to be freed up
for other uses.

severances.

e Some shared concern for loss of rural
character by allowing more scattered
development

The minimum lot size for severed lots
should be retained at 0.8 ha. Its also
desirable to create a difference in the form
and density of development outside of
Villages, which the larger lot size does.

Smaller lots for conservation subdivisions
may be considered where overall density is
not reduced and servicing studies support
smaller lots. See 3 above

22. Require a mix of housing, including
smaller, affordable homes, when
development proposals are reviewed.

Agreement from one respondent that house
sizes should get smaller not the lots

Agree in part

The City cannot control the mix or cost of
housing at the time of development. The
greatest opportunity to encourage the
provision of a variety of housing types and
sizes occurs in Villages and in particular in
villages that include a ‘public service area’
(City water and sewers). Current City policy
supports a mix of housing in Villages and
community design plans for Villages must
take this into consideration. In addition the
current plan permits accessory apartments
wherever dwellings are permitted in the rural
area.

Currently Implemented to the extent
possible
No change to the Official Plan is required

23. Accommodate a range of different Disagree - multi -unit dwellings should not Agree Currently Implemented to the extent
types of structures / housing forms be permitted and only limited numbers possible.
(i.e. multiunit) for potential rural should be allowed in villages. One response. | See 22 Above No change to the Official Plan is required
residents.

24. Lobby the provincial government to | No additional input in support or in Agree Changes to the Official Plan are proposed in

develop building codes for the use of
new technologies for heating, power,
water, sewage, etc., as a means of
conservation and energy savings.

opposition to this recommendation was
received

The building code was recently amended in
to support many forms of alternative
technology. The first step is to include the
policies in the Official Plan that are required

the staff Preliminary Proposals

Section 4.4 Sustainable Community Design
and Green Buildings and

Section 6.2 Renewable Energy Facilities

Revised 14™ November 2008
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Development Outside of Villages

Recommendation

Public Comment

Staff Response

Staff Proposals

by changes to the Planning Act, and support
sustainable design, green and energy
efficient buildings and alternative energy
generation. These policy changes are
proposed.

The evolution on the Building Code and
building practices are ongoing and should
also be lobbied for and encouraged by the
Building and Real Estate industries.

Rural Natural Features (Development Outside of Villages)

Recommendation

Public Comment

Staff Response

Staff Proposals

25.

Define the meaning of “significant”
so that it can be applied in a practical
way for planning and development
purposes. This would reduce
transaction time for developers and
conflict between interested parties.

Response focused on Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) process

Those opposing development in RNF
seem to do so because of the perceived
ineffectiveness of the EIS process, what
constitutes significant land and what
happens to land if it is protected from
development.

Agree.

Many of these issues were flagged in the
white paper, “Ottawa’s Natural System -
How well it is working?” The system will
incorporate all of the lands that are
considered “significant” consistent with the
Provincial policy Statement. Staff are also
undertaking a review of the EIS Guidelines
and these revisions will be available for
consultation in the fall, 2008

Changes to the Official Plan are proposed
and include a definition of the Natural
Heritage System is proposed to identify all of
the resources that would be considered as
part of this system

26.

Clarify the criteria for identifying
significant natural features and
publicize these throughout the
development and planning
communities, with decision-makers
and the public in order than they can
be applied consistently to achieve
similar goals to recommendation #1,
directly above.

One response in agreement as it would
indicate that environmental studies are
required .

Agree See 25 above

Changes to the Official Plan are proposed
See 25 above

12
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Development Outside of Villages

Recommendation

Public Comment

Staff Response

Staff Proposals

27. Spell out specific requirements for
the protection of features adjacent to
but not directly impacted by the
proposed development.

One response in agreement as it would
clarify City requirements

Agree

Adjacent land policies will be added to the
Official Plan requiring an EIS to be
undertaken when developing adjacent to
specified woodland, wetland or other
feature.

Changes to the Official Plan are proposed
See 25 above

28. Review the original NESS
evaluation undertaken in the 1990s
with a higher degree of detail to
establish current conditions and
improve the overall information and
understanding of systems, as a basis
for improved decision-making.

Agreement with the recommendation
from one respondent

Agree in principle

Such a review would require an extensive
program of fieldwork, which raises issues of
cost and implementation. The most efficient
means to achieve the updating of the NESS
data remains fieldwork conducted through
subwatershed studies and Environmental
Impact Statements (EIS) completed for
development proposals.

Notwithstanding this, updating of the City’s
high-level tree cover information is
underway. Field information is being added
to a GIS database and links are being
established to other data sources to create
citywide environmental database.

In Progress
No change to the Official Plan is required

See the staff preliminary Proposals
Section 6.3 Ottawa’s Natural Environment
System. regarding updated mapping and
future work programs.

29. Undertake a thorough review of the
overall process by which significant
natural features are identified,
assessed and protected. This
includes a comprehensive review of
the EIS process to improve its
transparency, integrity,
accountability and technical
effectiveness.

Agreement with the recommendation
from one respondent

Agree
Same as 28 above

In Progress
No change to the Official Plan is required

See the staff preliminary Proposals
Section 6.3 Ottawa’s Natural Environment
System. regarding updated mapping and
future work programs

Revised 14™ November 2008

13




Development Outside of Villages

Public Comment Staff Response Staff Proposals

32. Adopt a similar landowner See 44 & S1below Disagree No change to the Official Plan is required
compensation approach for lands The policies for land in Rural Natural
designated Rural Natural Feature as Features permit development subject to an
recommended in issue #8, below. EIS being completed and the owner
demonstrating that construction on, and the
Note This recommendation references use of the land, will not have an adverse

the suggestions of the working group for impact on the natural features and functions.
recommendations 49 - 54 below
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Development Outside of Villages

Recommendation

35. Provide for protection of
components of natural areas that
contribute to the natural function of
the feature.

Public Comment

No additional input in support or in
opposition to this recommendation was
received

Agree.

This is the intention behind the current
Official Plan policies and the changes
proposed as part of the Staff Preliminary
proposals. The requirement for an EIS
ensures that the significant components and
functions of the natural features are
identified and protected.

Staff Proposals

Changes to the Official Plan are proposed.

A definition of the Natural Heritage System
is proposed and added polices require an EIS
on or adjacent to environmental features. See
the staff Preliminary Proposals

Section 6.3 Ottawa’s Natural Environment

System.

36. Provide for protection of features
from degradation through good site
planning, including incorporating
designs that offset the cumulative
effects of development.

No additional input in support or in
opposition to this recommendation was
received

Agree

Same as 35 above. Also enhanced design
policies are proposed that will encourage
sustainable design and energy efficiency.

Changes to the Official Plan are proposed
See 35 above

Also See proposed changes to the Official
Plan in the staff Preliminary Proposals
Section 4.4 Sustainable Community Design
and Green Buildings and

Section 6.2 Renewable Energy Facilities

Revised 14™ November 2008
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Natural Environment Areas (Development Outside of Villages)

Development Outside of Villages

Recommendation

Public Comment

Staff Response

Staff Proposals

37. Establish a management plan for
city-owned Natural Environment
Areas. Preparation of such plans
should include the community and
landowners of adjacent privately
owned lands within or adjacent to
the designation. Such plans would
include provisions for limiting

access for low impact activities such

as hiking or cross-country ski trails

No additional input in support or in
opposition to this recommendation was
received

Agree

The City has an approved program for the
completion of management plans for all
Natural lands in rural Ottawa that are in City
ownership. The preparation of these plans is
conducted as a public process involving
interested community members and includes
management of public access including
various forms of recreation.

In Progress

Mangaement plans sit outside of the Official
Plan. No change to the Official Plan is
required.

38. Consult with landowners to develop

an effective proactive acquisition
strategy for land in the Natural

Environment Area. When acquisition
is not possible, economic incentives

should be provided to private
landowners, e.g. reduction of taxes
for appropriate stewardship, or
purchase of development rights

No additional input in support or in
opposition to this recommendation was
received

Disagree

The City currently has a policy that provides
for the acquisition of lands designated
Natural Environment Areas when requested
to do so by landowners.

For landowners wishing to retain the land,
guidance on the funding programs and tax
incentives that are available can be obtained
from the City and the Conservation
Authorities.

The current polices address the acquisition
of land within the Natural Environment Area
designation and no further changes to the
Official Plan are required.

See also Staff Preliminary Proposals.
Section 6.4 Compensation Policy for
Wetlands and other Natural Lands

39. Land in a Natural Environment Area

and within 5 km. of the urban

boundary should be a high candidate

for City purchase

No additional input in support or in
opposition to this recommendation was
received

Agree.

As part of the consideration of future urban
expansions the City will explore all available
means to secure significant natural areas
lying on land identified as future urban
areas.

In Progress

The discussion of the urban boundary and
possible future urban expansions include
the intention that any impacted Natural
Areas would be secured. See staff
preliminary proposals Section 1.2 Urban

Boundary

16
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Development Outside of Villages

Significant Wetlands (Development Outside of Villages)

Recommendation

Public Comment

Staff Response

Staff Proposals

40. Modify the Official Plan to
incorporate the provincially
significant wetlands in the eco-
regions within the Canadian Shield,
in order to be consistent with the
Provincial Policy Statement.

No additional input in support or in
opposition to this recommendation was
received

Agree
This change is being made as part of the OP
review

Changes to the Official Plan are proposed
See the staff Preliminary Proposals
Section 6.3 Ottawa’s Natural Environment

System.

41. Incorporate a higher level of
protection with regard to road
construction in areas adjacent to
wetlands that are provincially
significant, e.g., Riddell Drive as a
potential inter-provincial bridge
corridor.

No additional input in support or in
opposition to this recommendation was
received

Agree

This will be addressed as part of the
Environmental Assessment (EA) undertaken
for the inter-provincial crossing. In addition
proposed changes to the Official Plan to
identify Ottawa’s Natural Environment
System provided more information to guide
the Environmental Assessment.

Changes to the Official Plan are proposed
See the staff Preliminary Proposals
Section 6.3 Ottawa’s Natural Environment

System.

42. Incorporate regular / ongoing
monitoring to ensure up-to-date
information is available regarding
provincially significant wetland
boundaries and complexes.

No additional input in support or in
opposition to this recommendation was
received

Agree

Boundaries and complexes are identified by
the Province or at the time of development
review. Studies required at the time of
development review remain the most cost
effective method for the City to update
boundaries of natural areas.

The Official Plan requires that the zoning
bylaw be amended to include the most up-
to-date information as it becomes available,
although major changes require an
amendment to the Official Plan.

Changes to the Official Plan are proposed
See the staff Preliminary Proposals
Section 6.3 Ottawa’s Natural Environment

System.

43. Consult with landowners to reduce
the negative impacts of
snowmobiles, ATV, forestry, etc.

No additional input in support or in
opposition to this recommendation was
received

Agree

This consultation occurs periodically where
the municipality has a role and authority
(i.e., as relates to by-laws, use of municipal
land, or the preparation of management

In Progress

Stewardship of private property and
Management Plans for city owned land, fall
outside of the Official Plan.

Revised 14™ November 2008
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Development Outside of Villages

Recommendation

Public Comment

Staff Response

Staff Proposals

plans.) On private property this is a
stewardship issue. This type of stewardship
advice is also provided by provincial
Ministries and Conservation Authorities on
an ongoing basis

No change to the Official Plan is required

44,

Develop a procedure and policy for
the purchase of privately owned land
on which wetlands are situated, for
the purpose of restoration and
enhancement.

Most opinion was based upon the Staff
White Paper “Compensation for Wetlands
and other Environmental Lands”

Generally there was broad but not universal
or unconditional support for stewardship
incentives and other forms of compensation
of landowners

Many recognised that funding would be
difficult.

Most wanted to set criteria on who would be
eligible and ensure that compensation was
offered where there was real economic loss.
Many cautioned that the City should not
create situations where windfall profits
would occur.

Many believed that alternatives to
acquisition should also be considered

Disagree

Staff do not support the compensation for
loss of development potential and value that
might occur when lands are identified as
provincially significant wetlands.

There is no legal requirement or custom in
Canada to compensate for changes in
planning policy that increase or decrease
development potential. The cost of such a
policy is also an issue.

The basis for this is outlined the in the staff
Preliminary Proposals Section 6.4
Compensation Policy for Wetlands and other
Natural Lands

See also staff Preliminary Proposals.
Section 6.4 Compensation Policy for
Wetlands and other Natural Lands

Major Open Space (Development Outside of Villages)

Recommendation

Public Comment

Staff Response

Staff Proposals

45.

Make additions to Major Open
Space areas to enhance the
Greenspace Network.

No additional input in support or in
opposition to this recommendation was
received

Agree in part

The major open space designation applies to
publicly owned land that is generally
waterfront land or major public parks that
primarily provide recreational opportunities.
Additions to this designation come through
the development process or public

There are no public lands that meet the
criteria for a Major Open Space designation
at the present time. No change to the Official
Plan is required.
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Development Outside of Villages

Recommendation

Public Comment

Staff Response

Staff Proposals

acquisition. Additional park and recreational
land will be added to the Major Open Space
designation as acquired over time.

46. Explore the possible extension of the
urban network of recreational
pathways into the rural areas, to
provide connections among rural
communities, and to provide
tourism, heritage, and greenspace
benefits to the rural area, taking into
consideration the principle of not
trespassing on privately owned
property, and respecting the rights
and privileges of the rural property
owners.

Agreed and suggested acquiring narrow

strips of land for trails seems more

economic than buying large areas of land.

One respondent

Agree

City actions to identify these links were
previously opposed by some landowners.
However, with the adoption of the City’s
Cycling plan and Rural Pathways Plan some
changes to the City’s cycle paths may
necessitate changes to Schedules in the
Official Plan. Individual Community
Design Plans for Villages can link to and
incorporate these pathways. In the past the
rural community has cautioned that such
plans should respect the fact the most rural
land is in private ownership.

Pathways were the topic of one of the top
recommendations from Rural Summit II.
The recommendation reads as follows (#4 of
122): The City should develop a policy that
will ensure that the connectivity between
village pathways through the rural area,
does not trespass on privately owned
property, and that full respect is provided
for the rights of private property owners.

Changes to the Official Plan include an
update Cycling Plan and revised multi-use
pathways for both the urban and rural areas..

Revised 14™ November 2008
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Development Outside of Villages

Recommendation

Public Comment

Staff Response

Staff Proposals

48. Establish a special Task Force to
look into the feasibility of
establishing co-ordinated “natural-
state” environmental areas using
lands now designated mainly as

Significant Wetlands South and East

of the Canadian Shield, Natural
Environmental Area, and Rural
Natural Features. Given the lack of
such spaces in the rural area, the
Rural Natural Features Area might
be examined to determine if some
lands could be converted to Major
Open Space. Significant Wetlands
South and East of the Canadian
Shield, the Natural Environmental

Area, and Rural Natural Features, if
looked at in combination, constitute

a huge open space which may offer
long-term opportunities for the

establishment of major co-ordinated

“natural-state” environmental parks
that could place Ottawa in an
enviable role with respect to (i)
environmental education, (i) the
preservation of natural flora and
fauna, particularly endangered
species, (iii) protection of
watersheds, and (iv) spin-off
employment for local people. Since

this would likely involve substantial
purchases of land now designated as

Rural Natural Features, the Task
Force mandate would have to
encompass development of funding

No additional input in support or in
opposition to this recommendation was
received

Agree in part

The City has already adopted a Management
Plan for the Marlborough Forest and has
already established a Marlborough Forest
Advisory Committee.

No lands designated Natural Environment
Area or Significant Wetlands South and East
of the Canadian Shield in and around the
Marlborough Forest will be re-designated as
Major Open Space. No development is
permitted in these designations and much of
this land is already in City ownership. The
City will continue to acquire land in this area
as opportunities are presented. How the
lands are ultimately used will be determined
by a Management Plan, which has as its
basic purpose, environmental protection.
The environmental designations do not
preclude the enviro-park uses suggested by
the working group

The quality and significance of surrounding
lands designated Rural Natural Features is
determined as development is proposed and
much of this land remains in private
ownership. Since land in this designation
permits development under certain
conditions there is no desire to acquire this
land to expand City landholdings.

No change to the Official Plan is required
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Development Outside of Villages
Recommendation Public Comment Staff Response Staff Proposals

options and take a long-term view of
implementation. Note that a low cost
first step could include revisions to
the Marlborough Forest
Management Plan, but is accepted
that the work of the Task Force
would require both adequate funding
and time, hence a moratorium on
development in targeted areas would
be required.

Compensation of Landowners (Development Outside of Villages)
Recommendation Public Comment Staff Response Staff Proposals
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Development Outside of Villages

Recommendation

Public Comment

Staff Response

Staff Proposals

51. In consultation with landowners,
incorporate the essence of the
“Augusta resolution” into the
preamble of the updated Official
Plan.

Most opinion was based upon the Staff
White Paper “Compensation for Wetlands
and other Environmental Lands”

Generally there was broad but not universal
or unconditional support for stewardship
incentives and other forms of compensation
of for landowners

Many recognised that funding would be
difficult.

Most wanted to set criteria on who would be
eligible and ensure that compensation was
offered where there was real economic loss.

Many cautioned that the City should not
create situations where windfall profits
would occur.

Many believed that alternatives to
acquisition should also be considered

Disagree

This recommendation is not supported.
There are two matters addressed in the
Augusta resolution:

Compensation, which is addressed in 44
above

and

Property Rights

The province has determined that the
municipality will have jurisdiction over
certain matters regarding land use
development. There are a series of checks
and balances put in place by the Act,
including procedures and regulations, which
the City must follow to ensure it is
complying with the law. There is no
delegation, such as anticipated by the
Augusta resolution, to be given to ordinary
residents and landowners. The City has no
authority to award such a right under the
Act. To the best of its ability and in
accordance with all the applicable
legislation, the City has ensured that
residents are part of the development
process.

Under the Planning Act, there are sufficient
checks and balances to ensure that the rights
of individual landowners are not ignored --
the notice provisions, requirements of
public hearings and the appeal process are
all designed to provide the mechanisms of
"fundamental justice" to landowners that
disagree with the City’s planning decisions.

See Staff Preliminary Proposals
Section 6.4 Compensation Policy for
Wetlands and other Natural Lands
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Development Outside of Villages

Recommendation

Public Comment

Staff Response

Staff Proposals

52. Establish a process whereby the City
will negotiate the purchase of land,
at market value, from the landowner
if re-designation of their property,
which will be more restrictive, is
required for the public good. If a
purchase agreement cannot be
reached, then the land re-designation
will not take place while the property
is under the current ownership.

Agreement with fair compensation but
disagreement with the compensation for
increased valued based upon future
development.

One suggested that if future potential values
are to be considered then property taxation
should be adjusted from farm taxes to
market value taxation.

Disagree in part

Staff disagrees with the recommendation
requiring compensation if the designation of
land as wetlands is more restrictive.

At the same time, it is City policy that where
the City acquires land that it is undertaken
based upon market value. The policies of
Section 5.2.1 (4-6) of the Official Plan
incorporate this principle. In such a situation
if a landowner disagrees with the City’s
assessment of value arbitration can be
requested under the provisions of the
Expropriations Act.

See Staff Preliminary Proposals
Section 6.4 Compensation Policy for
Wetlands and other Natural Lands

53. Establish a rural property acquisition
strategy, which will adequately
protect natural features through a
plan for compensating the affected
landowners.

See 51 above

Disagree
See 51 above

See Staff Preliminary Proposals
Section 6.4 Compensation Policy for
Wetlands and other Natural Lands

54. The City should consider innovative
ways of raising the funds (i.e. the
Green Hydro model) required to
purchase re-designated lands.

No additional input in support or in
opposition to this recommendation was
received.

Agree
The City is continually looking at funding
mechanisms to achieve its objectives.

In Progress

This is a process matter that lies outside the
Official Plan. No change to the Official Plan
is required

55. The City should investigate ways to
capture some of the financial value
that it creates when it re-designates
land for development.

Agree Property taxation rates should be
geared to any increase in land value due to
planning approval. One respondent.

Agree in part
Increased land value is normally captured
through land taxation.

In Progress

This is a process matter that lies outside the
Official Plan. No change to the Official Plan
is required

Revised 14" November 2008
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Village Development Working Group Recommendations

Defining Part of City Character (Village Development)

Village Development

Recommendation Public Comment Staff Response Staff Preliminary Proposals

56. The Official Plan should make clear No additional input in support or in Agree Changes have been made to the preamble o
statements as to the value of the 26 opposition to this recommendation was Section 2.2, Managing Growth to talk about
villages within the city boundaries received villages and the role of villages in the city
and that they are an asset to be as a whole.
preserved. This should be stated See Staff Preliminary Proposals
within Section 2 - Strategic Section 5.1 Development in Villages
Directions, and supported by the
Ottawa 20/20 principles found in
Section | of the Official Plan. In the
Village section of the plan, the
overall vision should be reiterated.
The associated policies will direct
City Council and staff to support
this vision and the village policies in
Volume 2C of the Official Plan.

Long Range Plan (Village Development)
Recommendation Public Comment Staff Response Staff Preliminary Proposals
57. The community, staff and City Plans linked to village character and Agree In Progress

Council should review all of the
current Village Plans. The objective
should be to complete a review of
all Village Plans within 5 years.
Some villages will have simpler
requirements than others and the
priority among the villages will be
identified by applying a set of
criteria. Lower priority villages

should not be the same. Timing should
be linked to capacity of infrastructure
and development pressure and where
community is actively involved

The draft proposals recommend that a
community design plan be done for a
village when an expansion is
contemplated or communal or central
services are being considered or when a
large area of vacant land within the
village is proposed for development (50
hectares+). It recommends that for
other villages, a public meeting be held

See Staff Preliminary Proposals
Section 5.1 Development in Villages
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Village Development

Recommendation Public Comment Staff Response Staff Preliminary Proposals
could begin a process with limited every five years to consider needs and
staff support. challenges.

58. Volume 2C of the Official Plan
should be reviewed from a
structural point of view and to
identify any inconsistencies
between the main policies of the

Official Plan and any of the existing

policies for the villages.

One response that disagreed
Discrepancies should be retained .

Agreed

Volume 2C needs to be reviewed. Any
changes would require an Official Plan
Amendment and would open the plans
to appeal. Therefore, the review of

Volumes 2B and 2C needs to be careful
and comprehensive. This will be part of

the ongoing work program.

In Progress
See Staff Preliminary Proposals
Section 5.1 Development in Villages

59. All Community Design Plans
should be prepared in a way to
facilitate their adoption as
Secondary Plans. This means that

the CDP could still include the wide

range of information and

recommendations that are currently
in them, but one section will pertain
specifically to land-use planning. It

will be possible to extract this

section and adopt it as a Secondary

Plan. In some of the smaller

villages the choice may be made to

simply have a policy statement
outside the plan. The choice to do
that would always be there.

No additional input in support or in
opposition to this recommendation was
received

Agree
A method to do this has been

developed. When the CDP is complete,

one portion of it related to land-use

policies can be extracted as a secondary

plan.

Changes to the Official Plan are proposed
See Staff Preliminary Proposals
Section 5.1 Development in Villages

60. The Comprehensive Official Plan
Review, which is on its own five-
year cycle, will not consider the
individual Village Plans but will
review the village policies in the

No additional input in support or in
opposition to this recommendation was
received

Agreed

Proposed new policies on the Village
boundaries propose a mechanism to
ensure regular review of secondary
plans as recommended in 61. Every

Changes to the Official Plan are proposed
See Staff Preliminary Proposals

Sectionl.5 Expansion of Urban and Village
Boundaries and

Section 5.1 Development in Villages

Revised 14™ November 2008
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Village Development

Recommendation

Public Comment

Staff Response

Staff Preliminary Proposals

main plan.

five years staff in conjunction with the
community will review the amount of
land in all villages and consider the
need to provide additional lands.

61. Every five years after a Village Plan
is prepared, the City should hold a
public meeting to determine if the
plan needs to be updated. The
Official Plan will include criteria for
determining if an update is required.
The criteria currently in the Official
Plan include:

a. Are the assumptions
underpinning the plan still
valid?

b. Have policy priorities
changed?

c. Are the policies in the Plan
being implemented?

d. Are the policies having the
desired outcomes?

Generally agree

5 year cycle provides a good
opportunity to re-evaluate assumptions
pressures and look at goals

Agree.

Staff will prepare a proposal for two
types of village plans, public meeting
for plans, review of plans,

Changes to the Official Plan are proposed
See Staff Preliminary Proposals
Section 5.1 Development in Villages

62. In all cases, a Community Design
Plan will be required if the
boundary is being expanded or if
public services are being
introduced.

No additional input in support or in
opposition to this recommendation was
received

Agreed.

Current policy supports this
recommendation proposed plans add a
requirement for a CDP where there is large
area of undeveloped land within the
Village boundary.

Changes to the Official Plan are proposed
See staff Preliminary Proposals

Section 1.5 Expansion of urban and Village
Boundaries
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Village Development

Restructuring of OP (Village Development)

Recommendation

Public Comment

Staff Response

Staff Preliminary Proposals

63. Restructure Section 3.7.1 of the
Official Plan on Villages to capture
all aspects of village planning
through sub-headings and references
to other parts of the Plan.

One respondent Agreed.

Agreed.

However, no one section of the plan
should be read in isolation — many
sections of the Plan apply to villages.
Staff has introduced sub-headings and
some additional cross-references to other
parts of the Official Plan to aid
interpretation.

Changes to the Official Plan are proposed
See Staff Preliminary Proposals

Section 1.5 Expansion of Urban and Village
Boundaries and

Section 5.1 Development in Villages

Engaging Residents (Village Development)

Recommendation

Public Comment

Staff Response

Staff Preliminary Proposals

64. The section of the Official Plan
dealing with Community Design
Plans should be amended to require
that, during an initial meeting for
such a plan, participants should be
involved in reviewing and advising
on a consultation strategy for the
project. The strategy will include
such initiatives as described above

One respondent Agreed. But developers
should not be permitted to participate at
this review..

Agree

This is already identified in the Official
Plan. Figure 2.5.6, A3 already provides
this as a preliminary step in a
Community Design Plan

Changes to the Official Plan are proposed
See Staff Preliminary Proposals

Changes to Figure 2.5.6 Structure of
Community Design Plans - pages 10 -11 OP
Document 2

65. The consultation strategy will not
only aim to involve a wide cross-
section of the population but will
recognize that the affected public
may live outside of the village itself.

No additional input in support or in
opposition to this recommendation was
received

Agreed.
This has been added to Figure 2.5.6 of
the Official Plan

Changes to the Official Plan are proposed
See_Staff Preliminary Proposals

Changes to Figure 2.5.6 Structure of
Community Design Plans - pages 10 -11 OP
Document 2

Revised 14™ November 2008
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Pace and Character of Village Growth (Village Development)

Village Development

Recommendation

Public Comment

Staff Response

Staff Preliminary Proposals

66. The community, through the
Community Design Plan, needs first
and foremost to develop a vision for
the village. The residents need to
identify the qualities and
characteristics of the village that
they want to preserve while
recognizing that things will change.
In addition, the City should develop
a design guideline for village
development in the style of others
that have already been completed.
There needs to be a mechanism to
control the pace of growth in a
village.

General agreement.

Both the overall building density and
amount of development per year are
concerns.

Density linked to design and support
infrastructure. Plans need to tangibly
capture village character.

Agree

e City staff will develop a design guideline
for village development to assist in
CDPs.

e The best mechanism to control the
growth of a village is to designate only
the amount of land that is required for
the planning period. Whenever the
Village proposes to expand, a
comprehensive plan would be required.
This is the mechanism that staff would
support. The draft policy proposal is
suggesting that villages provide
sufficient land for 10 years rather than
for 20 years to allow the brakes to be put
on if that is the desire, before additional
land is added.

Changes to the Official Plan are proposed
See Staff Preliminary Proposals
Section 5.1 Development in Villages

Timely Provision of Infrastructure (Village Development)

Recommendation

Public Comment

Staff Response

Staff Preliminary Proposals

67. In order to ensure that infrastructure
keeps pace with development, a
community design plan that provides
for additional development on vacant
land or in an expansion area should
identify the hard and soft
infrastructure that must be in place
before development can go ahead.
Also, a community design plan that
evaluates servicing options must

Agreed that infrastructure should be in
place to support development.

Opinion split on the use of alternative
technology where this links to
communal services. Implications of
communal systems need to be
understood such as cost, pace of growth,
density etc. and the capacity of the
natural infrastructure needs to be

Agree

The draft policies are emphasising that any
community design plan to support
expansion, will be supported by, among
other things, a Master Servicing Study and a
Financial Analysis.

Changes to the Official Plan are proposed
See Staff preliminary Proposals

Section 5.1 Development in Villages and
See Changes to Figure 2.5.6 Structure of
Community Design Plans - pages 10 -11
OP Document 2

See also

Section 5.4 Rural Servicing: Alternative

Servicing
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Village Development

consider the full range of options
including emerging technologies.

considered.

Balanced and Viable Commuities (Village Development)

Recommendation

Public Comment

Staff Response

Staff Preliminary Proposals

68. The City should support and
facilitate a viable, balanced
community. The Official Plan
should more explicitly direct non-
residential uses to villages.
Community Design Plans should
address those objectives that support
variety and choice and liveability.
In many cases this may involve
facilitating public or private
initiatives supportive of the vision
for the village.

Agree provided facilities and services
were requested by the community and
efforts are made to reduce strip
development outside villages.

Agree

Throughout the Official Plan are
commitments to supporting “complete
communities”. It is one of the strategic
objectives in part 2 of the plan.

Existing policy 3.7.2, 4a) requires that
when a development of a non-residential
use is proposed in the General Rural
Area that an evaluation be done as to
whether or not this would be better
placed in a village.

The premise of the OP today is that rural
development will be focused on villages.

Changes to the Official Plan are proposed
See Staff Preliminary Proposals

Section 5.1 Development in Villages

and

See Changes to Figure 2.5.6 Structure of
Community Design Plans - pages 10 -11 OP
Document 2

Revised 14™ November 2008
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Groundwater Resources Working Group Recommendations

Co-ordination and Accountability (Groundwater)

Groundwater Resources

Recommendation

Public Comment

Staff Response

Staff Preliminary Proposals

69. The City is strongly encouraged to
“manage” groundwater resources
with clearly identified
accountabilities as it currently
manages water and wastewater
within the serviced areas of the city,
and to take the lead in moving
forward on a watershed-based
source-protection framework.

Community divided — Sense of an
important role for the City but possibly not
management — City should ensure that in
the future the community and the City’s
decision-making is better informed as to
the impact of the development on
groundwater resources and existing users.
This requires a certain amount of data and
understanding of local groundwater
systems by the City and other approval
agencies, i.e. CAs.

Agree in part

But authority and powers are still being
determined. Changes to the OP
recommended to expand and restructure
Section 2.4.4 and incorporate Groundwater
Strategy components

Some strengthening of the OP policy with
regard to monitoring and modelling
aquifers. Proposed Hydrogeology
Guidelines and commitment to next phase
of the City’s Groundwater Strategy

See Staff Preliminary Proposals
Section 5.3 Rural Servicing Groundwater
Resources

70. The City could identify a
Department and create a position for
a Director of Groundwater
Resources with the responsibility of
closely monitoring the “before” state
and the “after” effects of any
approved development or change in
land use.

No additional input in support or in
opposition to this recommendation was
received

Agree in part

The City needs to make it easier for people
to get information and action. City assigns
responsibility to staff or automatically
forwards inquiry /complaint to appropriate
authority with request that City be advised
of the outcome. Staff is still working on this
matter.

In Progress

This is a process recommendation and lies
outside of the Official Plan.

No change to the Official Plan is required.

Characterization of Resources (Groundwater)

Recommendation

Public Comment

Staff Response

Staff Preliminary Proposals

71. The City should complete
'groundwater characterization'
reports at the same time as it
undertakes Watershed and

No additional input in support or in
opposition to this recommendation was
received

Agree

1. Add requirement for a Groundwater
Characterisation Study as a part of future
Watershed and Subwatershed Studies

Proposed polices for Water and
Subwatershed Plans have been added to
Section 2.4.3 of the Official Plan.

See Staff Preliminary Proposals
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Groundwater Resources

Recommendation Public Comment Staff Response Staff Preliminary Proposals
Subwatershed studies in the City. 2. Complete Groundwater Characterisation | Section 6.3 Ottawa’s Natural Environment
These 'characterization reports' are Studies for Villages, development on System pages 81 & 82
to be used to develop groundwater private wells in the urban area and where
capacity allocation and management there is heavy development pressure in Characterisation studies for most villages

plans to guide new development the General Rural Area. have already been completed and would be
reviewed at the time of a CDP for the

Village. Characterisation studies for lands in
Urban Ottawa are in the work program.

within the watershed.

Sustainability, Quality and Quantity (Groundwater)
Public Comment Staff Response Staff Preliminary Proposals

Recommendation
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Groundwater Resources

Recommendation

75.

The City could protect special
groundwater areas and features (e.g.
wetlands, recharge areas, water
balance, wellhead areas) through
policy, by-laws, zoning, acquisition
and other appropriate mechanisms to
ensure sustainability of groundwater
resources and landowner
compensation where necessary.

Public Comment

Two approaches to protection of source
water areas. Protect areas from
development, which may include

compensation if development is prohibited.

And do not permit development that is
likely to cause problems and pollute.

Agree

The OP already contains a logical suite of
protection methods for groundwater and will
follow the Provincial lead on Source Water
protection.

A Source Water Protection Plan must be
completed by 2013.

Sub watershed studies and lands identified
as part of the City’s Natural Heritage
System may identify and include sensitive
recharge areas that subsequently require
protection through land use policy. Many
are already in environmental designations

Wellhead protection zones are identified in
the OP for existing municipal wells.

Staff Preliminary Proposals

Designations and policies are already
included in the plan to address this
recommendation. Additional policies are
proposed in Section 6.3 Ottawa’s Natural
Heritage System

In addition the Source Water Protection Plan
will be completed in 2013 and may require
changes to the Official Plan.
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Groundwater Resources

Recommendation

Public Comment

Staff Preliminary Proposals

77. The City could establish No additional input in support or in See 75 above Designations and policies are already
“protection” levels for special opposition to this recommendation was included in the plan to address this
groundwater features based on clear | received recommendation. Additional policies are
criteria. proposed in Section 6.3 Ottawa’s Natural

Heritage System

In addition the Source Water Protection
Plan will be completed in 2013 and may
require changes to the Official Plan.

78. Municipal subdivision agreements No additional input in support or in Agree This is an approval process already

could include a clause stating that
lawn irrigation systems or open
looped groundwater heat pumps are
not permitted.

Revised 14™ November 2008

opposition to this recommendation was
received

A standard condition is added to all plans of
subdivision, where private services are
involved, that prohibits in ground heat
pumps unless the hydrogeological study for
the development addresses this matter.
Where a hydrogeological study identifies
special requirements such as lawn irrigation
they will also be included in the conditions
of approval.

implemented by the City

No change to the Official Plan is required.
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Groundwater Resources

Public Comment Staff Response Staff Preliminary Proposals
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Groundwater Resources

Monitoring Groundwater (Groundwater)

Recommendation

Public Comment

Staff Response

Staff Preliminary Proposals

82.

The City could monitor water
quality and quantity and privately
owned wells and aquifers on an on-
going basis; collect data from
aforementioned sources and
maintain a database of monitoring
records and make the results
publicly accessible.

Need to ensure that owners are monitoring
water quality regularly. Concern that if
information is made public on water quality
this will impact land value. Possibly some
people would be willing to allow water
results to be used as a part of overall aquifer
monitoring system - possibly for free water
testing.

Agree

Staff has proposed that a dedicated
monitoring well will be required as part of
each phase of a plan of subdivision and
information from this will be used to
maintain database. However this may not be
the most efficient method to obtain the data
required and the current recommendation is
being re-evaluated.

Changes to the Official Plan are proposed
Proposal to require a monitoring well as a
condition of every rural subdivision. See the
Table in OP document 2 on line 4.4.2.1
Page 20

83. The City could develop mechanisms No additional input in support or in Agree Changes to the Official Plan are proposed
for the testing/monitoring of wells opposition to this recommendation was See 82 above. Proposal to require a monitoring well as a
installed in all new and existing rural | received condition of every rural subdivision. See the
housing developments, at golf Table in OP document 2 on line 4.4.2.1
courses, around quarry sites, etc. to Page 20.
provide an on-going, accurate data
source.

84. Developers could turn over test No additional input in support or in Agree Changes to the Official Plan are proposed
wells to the City to be used for on- opposition to this recommendation was See 82 above. Proposal to require a monitoring well as a
going monitoring. The City would received condition of every rural subdivision. See the
require access to the wells for Table in OP document 2 on line 4.4.2.1
monitoring. Page 20.

85. The City could develop and adopt No additional input in support or in Agree In Progress

aesthetic standards for groundwater
quantity and water quality for all
private wells and develop clear
municipal standards for treatment
systems including treatment limits
for aesthetic parameters that comply

opposition to this recommendation was
received

The City restates its commitment to comply
with Provincial guidelines for aesthetic
water quality parameters. These
requirements will be restated in the proposed
Hydrogeological Guidelines

See Staff Preliminary Proposals
Section 5.3 Rural Servicing: Groundwater
Resources

Revised 14™ November 2008
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Groundwater Resources

Public Comment Staff Response Staff Preliminary Proposals

Corrective Measures (Groundwater)

Public Comment Staff Response Staff Preliminary Proposals
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Groundwater Resources

Public Comment Staff Response Staff Preliminary Proposals

Public Education (Groundwater)

Public Comment Staff Response Staff Preliminary Proposals

92. Information about the character of No additional input in support or in Agree Changes to the Official Plan are proposed
the groundwater, aquifers, and opposition to this recommendation was Proposed change to OP policy for Proposal to require polices for CDPs. See
recharge areas could be integrated received Community Design Plans Section 2.5.6. the Table in OP Document 2 on the line for
into Community Design Plans, Servicing studies and groundwater Figure 2.5.6 Structure of Community Design
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Groundwater Resources

Public Comment Staff Response Staff Preliminary Proposals

including information on how assessments to be component of the program | Plans Page 11-12
development changes will conserve for the development of a CDP for a Village
and enhance groundwater. or other planning area.
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Groundwater Resources

Public Comment Staff Response Staff Preliminary Proposals

Human, Material and Financial Resources (Groundwater)

Public Comment Staff Response Staff Preliminary Proposals
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40

Recommendation

Public Comment

Staff Response

Staff Preliminary Proposals
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Process

Process Working Group Recommendations

3.1.1 City of Ottawa Website Information and Design ( Process)

Public Comment (synopsis) Response /Action Staff Proposals
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Process

Public Comment (synopsis Response /Action Staff Proposals
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Process

Recommendation

101. Enhance weekly Citizen notices to
stand out and be informative to
readers

Public Comment (synopsis

No additional input in support or in
opposition to this recommendation was
received

Response /Action

Disagree

Currently the City’s Add Page is placed
in the paper on the same day every week
and in the same part of the paper.
Adding more information to newspaper
advertising increases ad size and is not
considered cost effective. Ottawa.ca is
the best location to provide additional
information and ads should direct the
public to use this resource to find more
detailed information.

Staff Proposals

This is not implemented through the City
Official Plan

Improved notification is provide through
online development tracking , email and
consultation information on the web

Revised 14™ November 2008
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Process

Public Comment (synopsis) Response /Action Staff Proposals
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Process

Public Comment (synopsis Response /Action Staff Proposals
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Process

Public Comment (synopsis) Response /Action Staff Proposals

3.1.2 OP updates - Real Estate Organisations and New Home Buyers ( Process)

Public Comment Staff Response Staff Proposals
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Process

3.1.3 Effective Bilingualism Dissemination of City Information (Process)

Public Comment Staff Response Staff Proposals

3.2.1 Funding Application Timelines (Process)

Public Comment Staff Response Staff Proposals
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Public Comment Staff Response Staff Proposals
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Process

Public Comment Staff Response Staff Proposals
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Process

Public Comment Staff Response Staff Proposals

3.2.2 Standardised Format, Easily Accessible Petition Form and Process (Process)

Public Comment Staff Response Staff Proposals
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Process

Public Comment Staff Response Staff Proposals

3.2.3 Enabling Legislation (Process)

Public Comment Response/ Action Staff Proposals
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Process

Recommendation

Public Comment

Response/ Action

Staff Proposals

3.2.4 Timelines for Public to Obtain, Read and Provide Comments ( Process)

Recommendation

Public Comment

Staff Response

Staff Proposals

122. Reports should not be made ‘final’
until the public has had a minimum
of 30 days to obtain, review,
disseminate and respond to reports.

No additional input in support or in
opposition to this recommendation was
received

Disagree

Staff reports are made available to the
Councillors and public at the same time
and represent the staff position on an issue.
The preparation of report usually includes
public consultation in some form as part of
the staff analysis. Comments on the
presentation of community input are
addressed in 3.4.3 below

The public has the opportunity to address
Committees and Council in regard to any
report and can identify any information
that has not been addressed and request
deferral of a decision until matter is
addressed.

Current process provides opportunities for
public input

This is not implemented through the City
Official Plan

52
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Process

Public Comment Staff Response Staff Proposals

3.2.5 Recognizable Feedback for Resident’s Work and Input ( Process)

Public Comment Response/ Action Staff Proposals
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Process

3.2.6 Equal Access to Development Information (Process)

Public Comment Staff Response Staff Proposals

3.2.7 Developer’s Use of City Logo (Process)

Public Comment Response/ Action Staff Proposals
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Process

Public Comment Response/ Action Staff Proposals

3.2.8 Community Design Plan Process (Process)

Public Comment Staff Response Staff Proposals
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Process

Recommendation

Public Comment

Staff Proposals

132. Fully engage rural residents and
rural community leaders in order to
build consensus in creating a
community design plan

General Agreement

Agree

The Planning Branch has a Community
Consultation Specialist on staff and who is
involved in the design of the consultation
programs for all new Community Design
Plans. This position has proved effective in
the recently completed CDPs for the
Villages of Carp and Constance Bay.

Changes to the Official Plan are proposed
See Staff Preliminary Proposals

Section 1.5 Expansion of Urban and Village
Boundaries

and

Section 5.1 Development in Villages.

3.2.9 Mechanisms to Correct City Documents (Process)

Recommendation

Public Comment

Staff Proposals
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Public Comment Staff Response Staff Proposals

3.3.1 Response Time to the Public (Process)

Public Comment Staff Response Staff Proposals
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Process

3.3.2 Tracking Appropriate Performance Metrics on Key Products and Services ( Process)

Public Comment Staff Response Staff Proposals

3.3.3 311 Call Centre Response Times and Statistics and IVR System (Process)

Public Comment Staff Response Staff Proposals
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Process

3.3.4 City Roads Maintenance & Inspection Based on Budget (Process)

Public Comment Staff Response Staff Proposals
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Process

Recommendation

Public Comment

Staff Proposals

3.4.1 Public Notification Process (Process)

Recommendation

Public Comment

Staff Response

Staff Proposals

147. Implement meetings with local
residents before submitting
application

60

Generally agree but some doubts as to
how this can be implemented.

Agree in part

The planning Act does not permit the City
to require developers to pre-consult with the
Community. However, staff can, at the time
that staff pre-consultation occurs, encourage
developers to meet with the community
before lodging their application.

In Progress
This is not implemented through the City
Official Plan
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Process

Public Comment Staff Response Staff Proposals

3.4.2 Staff Relationship with Developers (Process)

Public Comment Staff Response Staff Proposals
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Process

Public Comment Staff Response Staff Proposals

3.4.3 Reflect Public Input into the Development Review Process (Process)

Public Comment Staff Response Staff Proposals
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Process

Public Comment Staff Response Staff Proposals
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Process

Recommendation Public Comment Staff Response Staff Proposals
with smaller projects also utilise email to
notify people who have requested
notification and updates.
3.4.4 Global Overview of Planning (Process)
Recommendation Public Comment Staff Response Staff Proposals
158. More global consideration of Agreement. One respondent Agree. No change to the City Official Plan is

development applications rather than
considering each individually in a
vacuum.

Polices related to assessment of the
cumulative impact of development are
integral to the City’s Growth Management
Plans. The new Official Plan and
Consolidation of the City’s Zoning by-law
help to achieve this goal.

required

159. Set limits on developments in
regions where resources could be
restrictive (e.g. water, traffic, schools
etc.)

Divided some believe limits once set
should be enforced and compensation
provided and others believed that the
market should determine

Agree
Provincial Policy and Official Plan already
establishes these areas.

Current OP review is examining the
consistency between the City’s OP and the
Provincial Policy Statement (PPS).

The Groundwater Management strategy and
Subwatershed studies may identify sensitive
groundwater recharge areas and will
recommend protection measure s that will be
incorporated into the Official Plan.

See Staff Preliminary Proposals for updated
policies responding to Provincial Policy
directives in a number of the areas addressed
by this recommendation

3.4.5 Quality and Access to Planning Associated Information (Process)

Recommendation

Public Comment

Staff Response

Staff Proposals

160. Make all city documents available
electronically on-line in a timely
manner for public review

No additional input in support or in
opposition to this recommendation was
received

Agree
Currently being done. Timing is subject to
translation and accessibility requirements.

Reports associated with a development

Implemented by Planning Branch

This is not implemented through the City
Official Plan.
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Public Comment Staff Response Staff Proposals

3.4.6 Communication (Process)

Public Comment Staff Response Staff Proposals
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Process

Public Comment Staff Response Staff Proposals

3.4.7 Conflicts of Interest (Process)

Public Comment Staff Response Staff Proposals
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Process

Public Comment Staff Response Staff Proposals
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Agriculture

Agriculture Working Group Recommendations

Issue A: Erosion of Land Base (Agriculture)

Public Comment Staff Preliminary Proposals
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Agriculture

Issue B. Minimum Separation Distances (MDS I) (Agriculture)

Recommendation

Public Comment

Action

Staff Preliminary Proposals

172. Work with OMAFRA to modify
MDS I calculations, or the City
imposes separation distances greater
than MDS I, between existing
Livestock operations and all new
non-farm development

No additional input in support or in
opposition to this recommendation was
received

Agree in Part

The MDS formulae were revised in 2006.
These are unlikely to be significantly
revised again for some time. The City will
forward group’s comments to OMAFRA.

The adoption of greater setbacks from
livestock operations would be difficult for
the city to justify given that he MDS already
does this and is based upon recognised
standards. Greater setbacks would be
difficult to defend if challenged. A similar
approach would be to restrict development
close to Agricultural Resource Areas or
encourage far less development outside of
Villages.

This is a Provincial Guideline and is
outside of Official Plan Policy. No
discussion was included in the preliminary
proposals and no change to the Official
Plan flows from this recommendation.

See Staff Preliminary Proposals

Section 5.5 Agriculture Staff are
recommending policy changes to provide
greater flexibility in respect to MDS 11
when Farmers are expanding existing
livestock operations.

173. Farmers can register intentions to
expand with the City of Ottawa and
City takes into consideration future
expansion when applying MDS 1.

No additional input in support or in
opposition to this recommendation was
received

Agree in principle. However, registration of
this intent is not possible without lodging a
Site Plan Application or Building Permit. A
better mechanism may be the early inclusion
of adjacent farmers in the public
consultation see 174 below.

This action lies outside of the Official Plan
and would require the some formalised
application to be imitated by the farmer.

No change to the Official Plan is required.

Issue C. Restrictions on Farm Expansion (Agriculture)

Recommendation

Public Comment

Action

Staff Preliminary Proposals

174. When the City is approached about a
possible development near a farm it
should invite all farmers (those who
own or lease farm lands) within a
two-kilometre radius of the proposed

No additional input in support or in
opposition to this recommendation was
received

Agree in principle

Pre-consultation may be difficult to arrange
but wider and more comprehensive
notification has been recommended by the
Process Group. The upcoming on-line

No Official Plan change is required to
mplement consultation where possible .

“hanges to the Official Plan are proposed
see Staff Preliminary Proposals
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Public Comment Staff Preliminary Proposals

176. Development within the urban or No additional input in support or in Agree in part Changes to the Official Plan are proposed
village boundaries should be opposition to this recommendation was | There is also a desire in the rural community
promoted as a way of taking received to continue to provide choice in where See Staff Preliminary Proposals
development pressures off rural people live. This matter that was raised b Section 1.3 Urban Intensification and
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Recommendation

Public Comment

Action

Staff Preliminary Proposals

lands, where conflicts occur between
residents and farmers.

the Development Outside of Villages Group.
See 2 above

Also staff are recommending policies to
encourage urban intensification.

Section 5.1 Development in Villages for
staff recommendations on development
within the Urban Area and Villages.

Issue D. Need to Review and Clean up Agricultural Designation Boundary in West Carleton. (Agriculture)

Recommendation

Public Comment

Action

Staff Preliminary Proposals

177. Review designation changes made
by West Carleton at the time of
amalgamation.

No additional input in support or in
opposition to this recommendation was
received

Agree.

Some small changes are appropriate at the
boundary of the designation and are
proposed as part of the OP review

Changes to the Official Plan are proposed
The Staff Preliminary Proposals report
mentions these changes. Mapping associated
with these changes will be available in the
fall after all impacted land owners have been
advised of the proposed changes.

178. Include a statement in the OP that:
“That city staff be open to reviewing
applications from landowners for
boundary adjustments where
circumstances and/or evidence
support it.”

No additional input in support or in
opposition to this recommendation was
received

Disagree
The City is required to review all
applications for changes to the Official Plan

Applications to amend the designation of
land within the Agricultural Resource Area
will not be considered for small areas of
land that have the impact of fragmenting the
designation. However, the re-designation of
parcels located on the perimeter of the
designation will be reviewed using the same
criteria as used in LEAR and the criteria of
the PPS.

This is a process policy that sits outside of
the Official Plan.
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Issue E. Municipal Regulations and Other Matters(Agriculture)

Public Comment Staff Preliminary Proposals
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Public Comment Staff Preliminary Proposals
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Public Comment Staff Preliminary Proposals

Issue F. Consideration of the Farming Community in Other Matters. (Agriculture)

Public Comment Staff Preliminary Proposals
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Recommendation

Public Comment

Action

Staff Preliminary Proposals

185. Providing other opportunities for
bona fide farmers to sever ‘special
lots’ on land they own outside the
agricultural resource area, subject to
separation conditions, and
irrespective of the number of lots
that are permitted for other
landowners in the General Rural
Area and Rural Natural Features
designations.

No additional input in support or in
opposition to this recommendation was
received

Disagree.

There is no basis for granting more rights to
sever lots to a farmer than to any other
landowner in the same area. No change in
policy is recommended

No changes to the current severance
policies to permit special lots for farmers
are recommended.

See Staff Preliminary Proposals
Section 1.4 Rural Development

Issue G: Clarity of Jurisdiction and Approval Process for Farm and Municipal Watercourses. (Agriculture)

Recommendation

Public Comment

Action

Staff Preliminary Proposals

186. That a committee with
representation from OMAFRA,
OFA, Ont. Landowners Association,
Department of Fisheries and Oceans,
Ministry of Natural Resources
(MNR), Conservation Authorities,
Municipal Officials and Agriculture
Canada be constituted and mandated
to study and put forward
recommendations on how to achieve
these goals.

No additional input in support or in
opposition to this recommendation was
received

This matter is being investigated and more
details may be provided in the final
response.

This is a process policy that does not
require a change to the Official Plan.

This matter has been forwarded to the Rural
Affairs Office to follow up

Issue H. Provincial or Federal Regulations. (Agriculture)

Recommendation

Public Comment

Action

Staff Preliminary Proposals

187. The Rural Issues Advisory
Committee should work with the
City to influence the higher levels of
government on these and other
similar issues.

No additional input in support or in
opposition to this recommendation was
received

The Rural Issues Advisory Committee
controls their own agenda and accepts
agenda items from the public. The
Committee welcomes presentations at their
meetings.

This is a process policy that does not
require a change to the Official Plan.

This matter has been forwarded to the Rural
Affairs Office to follow up
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