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Planning Application for 1131 Teron Road  

1) Brief Comment and 2) Summary of What the Public Said 
Gary Sealey 23 Borduas Court, Kanata, K2K1K9   Jan 6, 2013
Nothing in this comment is intended to replace nor substitute for the Official Position of Kanata Beaverbrook Community Association nor of its professional expert, but simply to provide helpful information.

1) The application notes that the current zoning of the existing lot with the little white house is R1M. The developer’s own application lists among the currently permitted uses within that established zone the following:

1. Group home

2. Retirement Home

3. Rooming House, and
4. bed and breakfast

5. community garden

6. detached dwelling

7. diplomatic mission

8. group home

9. home-based business

10. home-based daycare

11. park

12. retirement home

13. secondary dwelling unit

The developer’s application notes current zoning does not permit vertically separated townhouses nor residential towers, each of which would require rezoning.

The adjacent, undeveloped property on the point of land and under the hydro right of way is zoned Development Reserve (DR), which simply means that future plan proposals and development applications may be entertained.
Each of the above potential uses do at first glance do appear to be compatible with the locational characteristics of the existing site and neighbourhood, requiring no re-zoning.    It would seem that several, possibly most of these would be viewed as potential assets, rather than detractions, to the community.

Why change the zoning?  The existing RM-1 zoning should be maintained and not changed by spot re-zoning.  It behooves the City to refuse spot re-zoning until and unless needs for these 13 appropriate uses have been evaluated.
Furthermore, if the DR area is to be rezoned, why not permit rezoning from DR to RM-1, so as to be compatible with the existing zoning, and which would permit any of the above uses subject to certain conditions?    This would assist evolving Beaverbrook as a complete community, consistent with its long-established and planned character?

The application also considers what uses are appropriate to an R5 Zoning:
Permitted typical uses of R5 include the following, subject to certain maximums.  Of these, if transitions and setbacks could be managed, possibly several, perhaps most of them would be acceptable, and compatible with the character of the community.  They would mostly serve a useful purpose – excluding the apartment dwelling mid-high rise: It’s impossible to get over the contradictions and conflicts of fitting a highrise up against an existing, low rise mature community.  The proposal fails to find a solution for this difficulty, which would disappear if the application for rezoning were refused.  With height restrictions and adequate setbacks and transitions several other of the following uses permitted in an R5 Zone may be considered:  
1. apartment dwelling, low rise

2. bed and breakfast

3. community garden

4. converted dwelling

5. detached dwelling

6. diplomatic mission

7. duplex dwelling

8. dwelling unit

9. group home

10. home-based business

11. home-based daycare

12. linked-detached dwelling

13. multiple attached dwelling

14. park

15. planned unit development

16. residential care facility

17. retirement home, converted

18. retirement home

19. rooming house, converted

20. rooming house

21. secondary dwelling unit

22. semi-detached dwelling

23. shelter

24. stacked dwelling

25. three-unit dwelling

26. Convenience store, personal service business, bank, pharmacy, laundromat
There must be adequate transitions and set-backs for whatever is built.  The application rationalizes the proposal to rezone the whole area to R5, arguing setbacks found within such a zone.  
But the compelling fact is that the adjoining properties are not R5.  They are a community of 50 year-old residences with a strong established pattern of low rise bungalows and one-storey and two-storey townhouses.  

Where this community pattern is accented by a few taller buildings, such as 100 Varley and the distant Atriums, those distinguished buildings are afforded large set-backs, consistent with the character of the community.
Transitions are required to provide for ensuring privacy and to prevent undue shadowing, and overlooks. If the existing zoning were to change, transitions are required to ensure compatibility and a good fit with the existing, utterly dominant pattern of low rise residential throughout Beaverbrook, Set-backs are a strong theme of Beaverbrook, one of its main features and characteristics.  It is not appropriate nor permitted to have abrupt changes in height, mass, volume from site to site.
The application makes much to do with nearby Transportation
In fact, the existing pedestrian and traffic relationships from the conceptually inferred Transportation Masterplan to this site are weak, hazardous (several cyclists have been killed near or at this location) and will require expensive transportation infrastructure to arrange useability.

There is an ideal location for a centre-median rapid service further west, at the the Metro shopping Centre across from the Home Hardware shopping centre where there are existing local bus stops, or closer to the existing railway corridor near the Tim Hortons, where passenger rail could eventually be re-activated on the existing freight line corridor.
Good transportation services could be concentrated at this alternate location served by the two shopping centres.  Although this re-arrangement would draw away the rapid transportation site somewhat from the proposed building location, likely beyond the 600 m guideline, it would make it more useful and safe.  
As well, it would serve many more commercial customers of the  two shopping centres and the employees of the nearby Kanata Business Park on Richardson, March, etc.  Additional resources to build up this transportation could be found by extinguishing the almost useless proposed transit stop proposed for the unpopulated Greenbelt NCC lands at Cookstown Road and March Road.  All-season sidewalks, separated safe cycle lanes and local shuttle buses for Beaverbrook could enhance useful connections.  While this reconsideration is beyond the scope of the present application, it is illustrative of a problem with a potential solution.
In the meantime, the reply to this developer’s contention that this existing 1131 Teron site is or will be served by good transportation must be “no” (without changes to the Transportation Plan) because of traffic obstacles and barriers.  The 1131 Teron site is on an unserviced and inaccessible island, not close to near, affordable, barrier-free, quality transportation.  

Conclusion One:
There is no justification for rezoning DR to RM1.  Community benefit, characteristics and the City’s Official Plan strategies could be served by maintaining zoning at RM1.  Spot Re-zoning for the purposes of a mid-rise or higher building in this location should be refused.
2) What the Public Said about the Application for 1131 Teron
Nothing in this report is intended to replace nor substitute for the Official Position of Kanata Beaverbrook Community Association nor of its professional expert.  

The public was invited to meet a week in advance of Christmas Eve, during a snow storm on Tuesday December 17, at 2013 Kanata United Church 33 Leacock Drive 7 pm – 9pm.  Although they had been meeting in sizable numbers intermitently since 24 August, 2011 (which was attended by 104 people at the Kanata Beaverbrook Community Centre on that date) and although the proposal had been modified with little apparent satisfaction of either policy or of the general public since then, 50 residents, living up to 2 kilometres from the site, braved the storm and the pressures of Holiday Season and family life to attend.  They knew the City will decide on Developer Phil Bottriell’s revised proposal for nine storey and three storey condominiums at 1131 Teron Road (1.6 hectares of land).  

They noted that the proposed development would be less than 15m from Teron Road.  Several said it could hugely compromise privacy and look into adjacent homes on Bethune Court, Gingras Court, Jackson Court and Varley Lane. 

Many of the participants, both men and woment Beaverbrook residents expressed reasoned opposition to this application.  They feel it does not fit the character, height or size appropriate to Beaverbrook.  

They felt it is too big, too close. They set out their reasons orally and since then significant numbers of them have written letters giving their reasons to the City Planner, Louise Sweet-Lindsay Planning and Growth Management , City of Ottawa, 110 Laurier Avenue West, 4th Floor, Ottawa, K1P 1J1 (613-580-2424, ext. 27586) louise.sweet-lindsay@ottawa.ca  please copy to kanatabeaverbrook@googlegroups.com  and marianne.wilkinson@ottawa.ca
Allocate such developments to the Town Centre lands between Campeau Drive and highway 417, many say, the location already designated by the City. Or set it in a mixed use serviced area.  

Participants were understood it’s not enough to say simply you disagree with the proposal, if you do.  The language of the briefing was deliberately neutral.  Some people, doubtless an infinitesimal minority, might agree with the proposal.  Many do see the value of further development elsewhere, or as a replacement proposal, as this proposal is so wrong-headed.
In the letters which followed, many took care to reflect at least some of the official zoning policy aspects guaranteed by City official by-laws.  They did not try to to be all-inclusive.  But they seized on some of the most important.  E.g. few commented on traffic as they realize while it is a concern, the City rarely turns down a proposal even when traffic woes are aggravated, as they would be, in this case, if the application were to be allowed. 
During the 40-minute open public meeting the public orally evaluated the proposal in light of these 7 policy conditions.  The meeting was facilitated, largely in their hands.  They expected the City Planner would consider and judge their comments in this context, to help evaluate the proposal and deny it.  Most of the people present were lay-persons.  Among them were professionals and people of eminence, including both William Teron, O.C. the original founder; John Mlacak, Reeve of March Township; Councilor and former Kanata Mayor Marianne Wilkinson; architect and builder Chris Teron; and several other retired architects, planners, and many people of substance.  All of them indicated they oppose the present proposal.  

Behind those who spoke were others, who did not wish to be quoted because of possible chills from the City for whom they regularly or occasionally obtain contracts or assignments.  For instance one professional told us, anonymously, “The proposals are a stinker .... I don’t know if he aims to try OMB.  What strikes me are the contradictions inherent in the approach, both with zoning requirements as well as with the immediate and broader community context.  And the design is very poor, especially compared to the recent Parkway proposal.   … “
Throughout the group meeting not one person felt that any of the following summary policy conditions were met.  They used their own words, and they were specific, with examples, and clearly answered the question, “why?” and gave facts as why the proposal meets or does not meet the policy.
Again, no one present could find any positive merit in the proposal.
1. Compatible development must enhance and coexist with existing development without undue adverse impacts.  It is development that “fits well” and “works well” with its surroundings.  The public meeting wanted to tell the City: this condition is not met, and many speakers gave reasons why.
2. When reviewing infill development within the General Urban Area, it must recognize the importance of new development relating to existing community character so that it enhances and builds upon desirable established patterns and built form.  The public meeting wanted to tell the City: this condition is not met, and many speakers gave reasons why.
3. New developments must reflect a thorough and sensitive understanding of place, context and setting.  The public meeting wanted to tell the City: this condition is not met, and many speakers gave reasons why.
4. The City will specifically assess Zoning By-law Amendment applications in terms of building height, massing and scale, rear and side yard setbacks and landscaped open space permitted by the zoning of adjacent residential properties as well as the prevailing patterns established in the immediate area.  The public meeting wanted to tell the City: this condition is not met, and many speakers gave reasons why.
5. In considering a Zoning By-law Amendment of additional height, the City will seek to protect and enhance existing patterns of development, built form and open spaces.  The public meeting wanted to tell the City: this condition is not met, and many speakers gave reasons why.
6. Interior portions of stable, low-rise residential neighbourhoods will continue to be characterized by low-rise buildings.  New development, including redevelopment, proposed within the interior of established neighbourhoods will be designed to complement the area’s pattern of built form and open spaces.  The public meeting wanted to tell the City: this condition is not met, and many speakers gave reasons why.
7. The City has a new transport oriented development policy.  There is the possibility of funding for a rapid transit site on March Road.  The public meeting wanted to tell the City: these conditions do not justify permitting a big development here -- and now --and many speakers gave reasons why.
The findings were virtually unanimous.  The reasons were many and consistent with policy.  In the light of this overwhelming public evidence, the application for spot re-zoning must be refused.
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