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Dear Stephen,

Last Thursday's Planning Committee was a dark day for all who believe in
neighbourhood-based planning.  As noted below, four items on the agenda turned on
failure to respect the Secondary Plan of the respective neighbourhood.

Developers and their consultants must be held accountable for their role.  Regional
Group's in particular is galling in that its action signifies an undoing of constructive
and fruitful dialogue with the community that had been built up over several years.
The reason for this switch needs to be better understood.

But these behaviours were aided and abetted by the City's planners. Even during the
period of positive relations regarding development of Greystone Village, I heard
reports of an obstructive, rather than helpful role of the city planner.  I heard similar
stories during the development of the CDP for Kanata North ("Area 1"). In both
instances there was more agreement between landowners/developers and
communities than with city planners.  Quite likely, these cases are not unique.

In the case of 770 Brookfield, this unhelpful behaviour went even as far as one of
your senior planners proclaiming (repeated in the staff report, no less) that a zoning
by-law trumps a secondary plan!  This heretical statement came in defence of a
twisted interpretation of "transition" that goes back as far as 2004.

Just to show that the planning department's culture of accommodation to developers'
wishes is deeply ingrained. (That planners are known to often make life difficult for
applicants is not a contradiction: Whereas towards communities planners tend to
ignore or minimize concerns, towards applicants they are easily seduced into showing
who's boss. The sometimes byzantine City or Provincial rules don't help either.)

Stephen, what needs to change is the planning department's culture.  This will not be
an easy task, is in part an expression of universal bureaucratic culture, and will not be
accomplished in short order.

Planners should have it ingrained in them that their first and foremost duty is to serve
the public interest.  Where conflict arises between different interests, its prime task
should be to mediate differences.  To the extent differences remain, and if more than
one option is legal and defensible, staff should not hesitate to provide Council with
options.  The differences are likely the result of alternative value preferences, in which
case a political decision is more appropriate than a bureaucratic one.

As the four examples on Thursday demonstrated, that is not at all what happens now.
One of the City's former senior planning managers once proclaimed at an FCA
meeting that the planning department's clients were the developers.  Maybe he was
too blunt and lost his job for it but he did speak the truth, in practical terms.
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PC 27Jun2019 - Item 1 - Official Plan and Zoning By-Law Amendment 10 Oblats Avenue and Sites 
Designated Mixed Use Medium-Rise in the Old Ottawa East Secondary Plan


Speaking Notes of Erwin Dreessen, on behalf of the Greenspace Alliance of Canada's Capital


Back in November 2015, when an amendment to the zoning for Greystone Village came forward, I 
spoke to Planning Committee on behalf of the Greenspace Alliance of Canada's Capital.  We said then 
that is was a pleasure to be able to praise both the proposal and the process that had led to it.


Starting in 2005, the community identified the potential of this land, even before the developer bought 
it. The community "owned" the CDP.  In 2011, the CDP was turned into a Secondary Plan and Zoning 
by-law amendment. So when the developer came into the picture, its options were clear. When 
Regional later desired some amendments to the zoning, we praised the company's leadership for 
realizing that a better way than confrontation and antagonism was dialogue and cooperation.  It led to 
fruitful discussion. Compromises were made.  The community agreed with the 2015 amendments.


This exemplary process -- doing intensification smartly -- was noted by many, including former 
Attorney General Yasir Naqvi and, if memory serves, former OMB Member Marc Denhez.


That was then.  Less than four years later, last March and today again in modified form, the developer 
is breaking that agreement, that contract with the community.  And the City is facilitating that breach of
trust.


Legal Services was smart to insist that the Secondary Plan had to be amended.  Since the latest 
amendments to Ontario's land use planning appeal process are not yet in force, the test on appeal will 
be whether the requested zoning conforms to the Secondary Plan.  Of course it will, since Council will 
just have changed it!


But that doesn't make what you have before you morally correct. The Secondary Plan, as it was, 
represented a community consensus.  The community expected that to be respected and rightfully 
objects to the proposed change.


We are in full sympathy with the views expressed by Councillor Menard as reproduced in the staff 
report.


Madam Chair, when staff came forward with a workplan for the new Official Plan, you wondered why 
there wasn't more excitement about that.  Approving what is before you today will help explain why 
there isn't more excitement.  As Clr. Menard says: "How does it look to be allowing an amendment 
ostensibly because the developer wishes it now, despite years of understanding and agreement between 
multiple parties? We cannot reasonably go back to residents of Ottawa and say that our Official Plan 
will be defended by Councillors if this goes ahead."



https://app05.ottawa.ca/sirepub/agdocs.aspx?doctype=agenda&itemid=388452
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Unfortunately, the City has set a precedent.  When the proposal for 900 Albert was approved, Council 
unilaterally changed the 2013 Secondary Plan to accommodate it. It was a shocking move.  Secondary 
Plans are supposed to be grounded in and reflect the consensus in the community. That amendment, 
too, was a moral failure on the part of Council for having only listened to the proponent and not having 
obtained the approval of the community.


The proponent deserves severe criticism for letting greed overtake the good sense it had shown scant 
years ago.  If you deny this application, Council will set a new precedent, one that respects agreed-upon
plans, and respects the integrity of the planning process.













Item 4 PC 27Jun2019 - Zoning By-Law Amendment 716 and 770 Brookfield Road


Submission by Erwin Dreessen


Let me state up front -- as I did in 2004 when an earlier zoning amendment was proposed -- that I am 
very much in favour of development of these two parcels on Brookfield Road.  They are a prime 
example, of which there are many in the city, of the potential for intensification.  These parcels have sat
vacant for too long.  Moreover, aiming for the Carleton University student market is also an excellent 
idea.  Going by what I have seen on my street just around the corner, there definitely is a demand for 
student housing at this location.  (I am less sanguine about the potential for retail, in light of the 
struggles of Ridgewood Mall and new retail coming in the Canoe development on the former Bayview 
school grounds.)


Still, I object to the proposal before you for one key reason: It does not respect Riverside Park's 
Secondary Plan.


Our Secondary Plan came about as a result of a visioning exercise and Neighbourhood Plan in the mid-
90s, a Plan which I helped create -- in fact, it was my introduction to community activism and land use 
planning -- as they say, the rest is history.


The Secondary Plan designates these and adjacent parcels as mixed-use, intended as a transition 
between whatever Canada Post might do on the north side of Brookfield Road, and the single-family 
houses to the south.  According to the Secondary Plan and zoning for Confederation Heights, those 
potential north-side office buildings are restricted to four storeys, being themselves a transition from 
the 12-storey Canada Post towers at the corner of Riverside Drive and Heron Road.


In no way can buildings up to 9 stories be seen as a transition between those potential Canada Post 
buildings and the single-family houses on Egan and Hobson Roads.


Yet, that is what staff is trying to convince us of, and has ever since 2004 when this matter came before 
your predecessor s in an earlier attempt to accommodate a developer.  We are asked to understand the 
word "transition" to mean anything but building height: land use, density, architecture, landscaping -- 
you name it, anything but the most obvious and common sense interpretation: height of buildings.


Staff and Fotenn point out that the Secondary Plan does not specify heights for these mixed-use 
parcels, in contrast to more recent SPs (e.g. the Richmond Road/Westboro CDP) which are explicit in 
linking "transition" to heights.  As if that excuses them, and you, from applying common sense.


In fact, the report's reference (on page 7) to the Transit Oriented Design Guidelines speaks of 
transition...  in terms of building heights!


If the absence of specific heights in our SP is a weakness then the fault lies with planning staff at the 
time which should have been more diligent in expressing the clearly expressed views of the community
through the visioning and neighbourhood plan exercise.
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A straightforward remedy of the problem would be amending the SP to say that 9 stories on these 
parcels are ok, but no such amendment should be considered without prior consultation with the 
community. However, as I pointed out when speaking to Item 1, Council seems to have no qualms 
about amending a Secondary Plan without the consent of the community.


There is another remedy, however. If this land transaction is like any other that I'm aware of, its terms 
are not final until the relevant approvals have been obtained. The value of the land is very much a 
function of what can be built on it. If the applicant is told that no more than 4 stories to the north and 2 
stories at the back are allowed, the price of the land will drop accordingly. All that is required is for this
Committee and Council to stand behind the spirit and letter of our neighbourhood's Secondary Plan.


This, by the way, would bring the development in conformity with section 3.6.1 as amended by OPA 
150, which sets, except along Arterial Roads, the maximum height in the General Urban Area at four 
stories.  While, due to timing, this rule does not apply here, it surely does indicate the intent of Council.


One other argument is made by staff, and it is a surprising one. The assertion is made that a Secondary 
Plan does not trump a Zoning By-law. This runs counter to the most elementary principles of land use 
planning in Ontario: The hierarchy is Planning Act > PPS > Official Plan > Zoning By-law > Plan of 
Subdivision or Site Plan > Building Permit.  Secondary Plans are, in law, part of the Official Plan.


In 2004 there still was a 2-storey office building (with an underground fuel storage tank) on the eastern 
portion; it is now demolished.  The rest has been vacant land or a parking lot forever. I don't know how 
these parcels got their zoning before the Secondary Plan was adopted.  But obviously, the zoning 
should have been adjusted to conform to the SP.  As I understand it, this is by no means the only case 
where the City failed to correct the zoning after something changed at the Official Plan level.


One small point: I never received an evidence-based rationale for the drastic reduction in resident 
parking from 808 to 199, not did I receive a response to the question whether just meeting the required 
number of bicycle spaces (162) was enough, considering the expected occupants of these units.


Final point.  The people most affected by this 9-storeys proposal are the residents of the nine houses to 
the south of the parcels.  The son of one these residents is coming before you in support the proposal. 
Has anyone knocked on the doors of the other eight, explained what, by law, they can expect, and asked
them for their views? The Councillor's comments are silent on this, and there is no evidence in the staff 
report that they have been approached. Flyers don't count.
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Stephen, I believe that you believe in empowering neighbourhoods (though I confess
that your endorsement of a unilateral change in the Secondary Plan to accommodate
the development proposal for 900 Albert Street was a severe blow to my belief).  You
can make this transformation of the planning department's culture happen.

I am confident that large numbers of Ottawans devoted to the welfare of their
communities share my desire to see this change in the role of your planners. Many
also have a genuine desire to have reasonable conversations with developers about
their plans for the community rather than hasty 'consultations' based on incomplete
information and/or after the die is cast. All parties gain when power balances are
maintained because, in the end, better decisions result.

Have an enjoyable Canada Day.

Erwin

P.S.: I haven't forgotten about your commitment to meet on a new protocol for
development charges reviews.

Cc: Sheila Perry, Jason Burggraaf

From: green-news-request@greenspace-alliance.ca [mailto:green-news-request@greenspace-
alliance.ca] On Behalf Of "Erwin Dreessen" (via green-news Mailing List)
Sent: June 27, 2019 10:43 PM
To: green-news@greenspace-alliance.ca; fca-planning-committee@googlegroups.com; 'Community
Association Forum on Environmental Sustainability'
Subject: [GA List] Secondary Plans at issue at Planning Committee, June 27
 

Was it coincidence or is it a sign of the times?  In each of the first four items
discussed by Planning Committee today what was at issue was respect for the
neighbourhood's Secondary Plan.

(Link: https://ottawa.primegov.com/portal/#/agenda/7541?lang=en)

Item 1 -- an amendment to the Secondary Plan and zoning for Greystone Village (the
former Oblate lands at Main Street) -- occupied the Committee from 10 till 1:30 (with a
half hour lunch break).  On the surface, the issue was whether one building along the
Grande Allée would be allowed to go to nine stories instead of the long-agreed six
stories all along the block. The deeper issue was the sense of betrayal over what
were thought to be inviolate plans achieved through years of dialogue and
compromise. There is also the fear that it opens the door to similar applications later.

The Old Ottawa East community came out in force, filling the Champlain Room to
overflowing, many wearing green t-shirts saying "Respect Approved Plans." Eighteen
people spoke, all hammering on the same theme without, remarkably, repeating each
other. Everyone spoke from their own perspective and experience.

Heather Jarrett, Paul Goodkey, John Dance, Phyllis Odenbach Sutton (OOECA President), Peter Tobin,
Camrose Burdon, Barbara Kirk, Alexandra Gruca-Macaulay, Barry Davis, Peter Frood, Lorna Kingston,
Karen Dufton, Ron Rose, Jeff O'Neill, Francine Leduc, [yours truly], Joel Harden (Ottawa Centre MPP),
Rick Grimes: You are all heroes!

Listening to them took up one and a half hours. Several had prepared slides.  Ron
Rose played an audio of former chair Peter Hume at Planning Committee in 2012!



 The Greenspace Alliance's modest contribution is attached.  The rector of St. Paul's
University sent in a letter opposing the application (also attached -- St. Paul's was not
consulted though it owns much property on the other side of the Allée).

Defence by Alan Cohen, Barry Hobin and Murray Chown (together also strictly held to
a total of 15 minutes) followed.

Motions by Ward Councillor Shawn Menard (not a member of the Committee) via Jeff
Leiper would have undone allowing nine stories for that building on the Grande Allée
but they came for nought, Leiper being the only one voting in favour.  Ditto for a
motion to limit the amendment specifically to the site of that building.  The Committee
then approved staff's recommendation, Clr. Leiper dissenting. This will go to Council
on July 10.

It was the lead story on CBC Radio's local news with strong words from Clr. Menard
on how he can no longer ask his constituents to participate in planning exercises
because plans are not worth the paper they're written on.

Item 2 -- 258 Carruthers Avenue -- was pretty much the same story: In a letter Clr.
Leiper read in the record, the Hintonburg CA protested the disrespect for the
Secondary Plan and also argued that the imminent new R4 regulations are suffering
the same fate before the ink is dry.  The item passed but Clr. Leiper expressed hope
that he could achieve a resolution before it is considered by Council on July 10.

For Item 3 -- 16 & 20 Hamilton Avenue North -- long time residents Wanda Goneau &
husband and Linda Hoad (chair of the Hintonburg CA but she spoke in her own
name) vigorously protested the "blatant disregard" for the CDP and SP for this area.
No dice. Leiper dissenting.

Finally, on an issue in my own community (Item 4 - 716 & 770 Brookfield Road) I took
to the microphone to protest, again (as I did for the first time in 2004; this is the third
attempt to develop these two large parcels), the crooked interpretation of "transition"
in the Secondary Plan for Riverside Park.  (My submission is attached.)  It too was of
no avail.  The proposal for six to nine storey buildings in between a potential of four
storeys north of Brookfield (owned by Canada Post) and single family houses to the
south was deemed to qualify as "transition" and approved by all members, including
Ward Councillor Riley Brockington.

Afterwards, a man who had been sitting quietly in the back row all this time,
approached me, telling me that he was told of the planned development on the day
he bought one of these houses to the south, a year ago. He was deeply apprehensive
about it all, having no clear sense about exactly what would happen. I replied that I
had him in mind when I wrote my last paragraph (which I could not voice, having run
out of time):

" Final point. The people most affected by this 9-storeys proposal are the residents of the nine houses to the
south of the parcels. ... Has anyone knocked on the[ir] doors..., explained what, by law, they can expect,
and asked them for their views? The Councillor's comments are silent on this, and there is no evidence in
the staff report that they have been approached. Flyers don't count. "
 

He told me that Clr. Brockington did come to see him at some point. I am also told
that the Riverside Park Community and Recreation Association has expressed
support for the proposal, meaning that my efforts to enlighten its brand new Board



have borne no fruit. It's one fight I shall no longer fight -- 15 years is enough!

Media coverage -- all about item 1:

https://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/ottawa/oblates-greystone-residents-decry-plan-changes-1.5192164
(Kate Porter) - includes a video clip

https://ottawacitizen.com/news/local-news/community-fails-to-convince-councillors-to-block-taller-building-
in-greystone-village (Jon Willing)

https://globalnews.ca/news/5437457/ottawa-residents-say-9-storey-building-okd-by-committee-will-
destroy-community-plan/ (Beatrice Britneff)

Erwin
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