
 

 

 

November 22, 2019 

 

Laurel McCreight MCIP, RPP 
Planner II 
Planning Services 
Planning, Infrastructure & Economic Development Department 
110 Laurier Avenue West, 4th Floor 
Ottawa ON K1P 1J1   sent by email: Kanatalakes@ottawa.ca  

 

Dear Ms. McCreight 

RE: Rezoning File #D02-02-19-0123; Subdivision Application #D07-16-19-0026 
 7000 Campeau Drive – Planning Opinion 

I have been retained in my capacity as a professional land use planner by the Kanata Greenspace 

Protection Coalition (KGPC) to provide the Coalition with a land use opinion on the development 

applications filed to permit the redevelopment of 7000 Campeau Drive (the subject property). The KGPC 

is an incorporated body and as such is eligible to file an appeal to the Local Planning Appeal Tribunal 

(LPAT) should such an appeal to a decision by the City of Ottawa on these files be deemed necessary at a 

future date. 

On October 8, 2019, the applicants filed two concurrent development applications: Rezoning File #D02-

02-19-0123 and Subdivision Application #D07-16-19-0026 (the subject applications). These applications 

have been deemed complete by the City of Ottawa and are currently being circulated for technical 

review and public comment.  

The purpose of this letter is to provide an overview of my opinions on the proposed applications for 

your consideration in the review of the subject applications. However, the KGPC reserves the right to 

submit additional comments on this and other aspects of these applications should they deem it 

necessary. 

Local Context 

The subject property is located in the former City of Kanata and is part of one of several master planned 

neighbourhoods that make up the community. It was originally planned and developed as a golf course 

forming a key design element of the Kanata Lakes neighbourhood. As a result, its physical configuration 

consists of four elongated and disconnected parcels of land stretching throughout and between the 

adjacent residentially developed lands.  
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Excerpt from Planning Rationale by Bousfields Inc. page 6. 

The subject property is currently occupied by the Kanata Golf and Country Club, which opened in 1990. 

A portion of the lands was previously occupied by a 9-hole golf course opened in 1968. In view of its 

existing and historic use, there are a limited number of buildings with related surface parking on the site 

and for the most part these are located on the southern end near Campeau Drive. The balance of the 

70.89 hectare site is primarily graded, landscaped and managed for the golf fairways, driving range, tee 

boxes and greens. Trees, both planted as part of the golf course development as well as pre-existing 

natural stands, are generally located around the perimeter of the subject property and in various 

locations throughout. Given that the area is part of the Canadian Shield, there are also a number of 

rocky outcroppings evident throughout the site.  

Currently storm water management within the subject property is not reliant on the City of Ottawa 

storm system but is self contained based on a two storm pond system with some surface drains/ditches 

and sheet drainage over land. The open space nature of the golf course lands have historically allowed 

for significant rates of natural infiltration. Since the golf course was developed as an integral part of the 

overall neighbourhood design, adjacent residentially developed lands sheet drain onto the course at the 

present time closing tying the management and capacity of existing off site storm water to the fact the 

golf course lands are maintained in a natural state.  
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One example of this integration of storm water management and long term infrastructure planning for 

the area can be found in the Campeau Drive Environmental Assessment (approved in 2007 -  

http://ottawa.ca/calendar/ottawa/citycouncil/trc/2007/09-05/ACS2007-PTE-POL-0051.htm). The 

following quote from this report is indicative of the historic reliance on the subject property in the 

management of storm water in the area (text underlined for emphasis): 

 “The Kanata Golf and Country Club drainage system and ponds will receive increased peak flows 

following the proposed widening of Campeau Drive. Review of the drainage plans has confirmed 

that the golf course drainage system was designed to accommodate runoff from a widened 

Campeau Drive, originally planned for up to six lanes. A four-lane widening of Campeau Drive 

will result in less intense storm runoff to the golf course drainage system than was originally 

anticipated, and no modifications to the existing system are required.”  

It is clear that changes resulting from the redevelopment of the subject property from its existing open 

space and permeable nature to a more urbanized context as proposed in the subject applications will 

have wide ranging impacts not only on the built environment but also on the supporting infrastructure.  

The 40% Agreement 

The existence of this agreement is acknowledged in the applicant’s Planning Rationale on page 7 in the 

following quote: 

“The subject site, and other properties in the Marchwood Lakeside Community (now Kanata 

Lakes), are the subject of an agreement entered into by Campeau Corporation and the City of 

Kanata on May 26, 1981 and updated December 20, 1988. The agreement confirms the principle 

that approximately 40% of the total development area of the Marchwood Lakeside Community 

be left as open space for recreation and natural environmental purposes, including the golf 

course on the subject site, storm water management areas, natural environmental areas and 

lands to be dedicated for park purposes.” 

While there is a legal dispute ongoing with respect to the interpretation of this agreement and its 

current applicability, it is worth noting as part of assessing the local context that the 40% Agreement 

does provide further evidence of the overall master planning effort that led to the original development 

of the Kanata Lakes neighbourhood. It also provides a clear sense of the key design and guiding 

principles that infused the original layout and the golf course lands now the subject of the proposed 

redevelopment. As will be discussed later in this letter, the principles of this agreement have also made 

their way into other current planning policies, by-laws and documents which form part of the planning 

and regulatory framework which the City of Ottawa must have regard for in the analysis of the subject 

applications notwithstanding the outcome of the legal challenge. 

  

http://ottawa.ca/calendar/ottawa/citycouncil/trc/2007/09-05/ACS2007-PTE-POL-0051.htm
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Development Proposal 

Given the detailed descriptions of the proposal in both the Planning Rationale and the Urban Design 

Brief submitted by the applicant, I have included only a brief synopsis in this letter to assist in the 

presentation of my opinions on the subject applications.  

The following paragraphs are direct quotes from the Planning Rationale on page 19: 

“A total of 1,502 new residential units are proposed within the 70.89 hectare site, comprised of 

approximately: 

• 545 detached dwellings (22.76 ha, or 32.1% of the site); 

• 498 traditional townhouses with a typical width of 6.5 metres (11.05 ha, or 15.6% of 

the site); 

• 88 back-to-back townhouses with a typical width of 7.5 metres (1.02 ha, or 1.4% of 

the site); and 

• 371 medium density apartment dwellings with a proposed density of 125 units per 

hectare (2.97 ha, or 4.2% of the subject site). 

The balance of the land is distributed as follows: 

• 3 new parks (4.36 ha, or 6.2% of the site); 

• 5 new stormwater management ponds (8.02 ha, or 11.3% of the site); 

• New open spaces (5.36 ha, or 7.6% of the site); 

• Landscaped buffers (1.70 ha, or 2.4% of the site); and 

• New roadways within the subject site (13.65 ha, or 19.3% of the site).” 
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Overall Opinion 

It is my opinion that the subject applications to redevelop 7000 Campeau Drive should be refused as 

they do not conform to the policies of the Official Plan, in particular Section 2.2.2 Managing 

Intensification Within the Urban Area; 2.3.3 Drainage and Stormwater Management Services; Section 

2.5.1 Designing Ottawa; Section 3.6.1 General Urban Area; Section 4.10 Greenspace Requirements and 

Section 4.11 Urban Design and Compatibility.  Further, it is my opinion that these applications would 

permit a scale and intensity of infill development that has never been contemplated by the Official Plan 

or any predecessor secondary plans for the subject property so it cannot be considered orderly 

development.  It is not in my opinion, good planning or compatible development given the 

neighbourhood context and creates the potential for causing undue adverse effects on adjacent 

properties; the overall built community as well as the natural environment. 

With respect to the 40% Agreement, it is also my opinion that notwithstanding the outcome of the 

current legal challenge, the subject applications cannot be approved without an official plan 

amendment to Section 4.10 Greenspace Requirements the wording of which is directly tied to the 

wording of the Agreement. The amount of open space proposed to be dedicated is insufficient to satisfy 

the requirements of this Section.  Thus it is my opinion that the subject applications would not and 

cannot conform to this Section of the Official Plan as currently written.  

Planning and Regulatory Framework Review 

All development applications filed under the Planning Act must be reviewed within the framework set 

out in the Act before a decision can be made on the merits of the application. This framework includes 

the relevant sections of the Act; the Provincial Policy Statement 2014; the Official Plan and any relevant 

secondary planning studies; relevant Master Plan studies completed in support of the Official Plan; 

Design Guidelines prepared and approved by the City of Ottawa under the Official Plan; and any by-laws 

that have relevance such as the Parkland Dedication By-law 2009-95. 

While the subject applications have been filed under Section 34 Zoning By-laws and Section 51 Plan of 

Subdivision Approvals of the Act, the land use planning tests are very similar. For the sake of brevity and 

to avoid repetition, my opinions on both applications have been combined structured around the 

criteria (noted in italics in the following paragraphs) for assessing an application for a plan of subdivision 

found in Section 51 (24) of the Planning Act R.S.O. 1990 as amended but should be taken to apply to 

both subject applications as appropriate. 

Criteria from the Planning Act 

51.  (24) In considering a draft plan of subdivision, regard shall be had, among other matters, to the 

health, safety, convenience, accessibility for persons with disabilities and welfare of the present and 

future inhabitants of the municipality and to, 

(a) the effect of development of the proposed subdivision on matters of provincial interest as referred 

to in Section 2; 

https://www.canlii.org/en/on/laws/stat/rso-1990-c-p13/latest/rso-1990-c-p13.html?autocompleteStr=planning&autocompletePos=1#sec2_smooth
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The Provincial Policy Statement 2014 (PPS) provides policy direction on matters of provincial interest 

related to land use planning and development. In this regard, the Planning Act requires that decisions 

affecting planning matters “shall be consistent with” policy statements issued under the Act. In my 

review of the subject applications, it is my opinion that there is failure to demonstrate the required 

consistency with the following sections of the PPS: 

“Section 1.1.1 Healthy, liveable and safe communities are sustained by: 

c) avoiding development and land use patterns which may cause environmental or public health 

and safety concerns;” 

It is my opinion that the development of this significant area of open space which forms an integral part 

of the original community design for Kanata Lakes has the potential to adversely impact the storm water 

management network in this area through the loss of permeable areas in the watershed. There are also 

potential public health issues relating to the historic use of fungicides which contained mercury in the 

management of the golf course that has been identified in the Phase II ESA submitted by the applicants. 

More comprehensive study of this issue is necessary to determine the extent of the hazard before an 

informed decision can be made on the applications. 

“h) promoting development and land use patterns that conserve biodiversity and consider the 

impacts of a changing climate” 

The subject property contains both natural and managed open space areas and water features that have 

played a role in sustaining and encouraging local biodiversity. The subject applications propose a 

significant reduction in these areas and redevelopment of the balance of the lands for urban residential 

use which in my opinion will have adverse impacts on this biodiversity as well as reduce tree cover 

generally which is a critical part of reducing climate change impacts.  

(b) whether the proposed subdivision is premature or in the public interest; 

It is my opinion that the subject applications are premature and not in the public interest in that 

inadequate study has been done on the community –wide implications of redeveloping the golf course 

lands. These lands were designed as an integral component of the broader neighbourhood. The road 

and pathway network along with the piped infrastructure and storm water management were designed 

and laid out on the understanding that these lands were to remain in open space use and accessible to 

the community. As noted in the Planning Rationale submitted by the applicant on page 41, even the 

building design guidelines for Kanata Lakes referenced the importance of the golf course lands and the 

intent that they remain as open space:  “With respect to the golf course, Guideline 3.1.4.1 recommends 

that elevations which face the golf course or other public open areas must be given the same design 

emphasis as the street elevation.”    

This is just one example of the importance given to these lands in the context of the overall community. 

In view of this, it is my opinion that the subject applications cannot be viewed as a simple land use 

change through zoning and implemented through a plan of subdivision without consideration of this 
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broader context. At a minimum, the consideration of this land use change should be delayed until a 

community design plan or similar study in accordance with Section 2.5.6 Collaborative  Community 

Design and Secondary Planning Processes be undertaken to fully assess and guide any redevelopment 

of the subject lands. The removal of this key design element of the community and its proposed 

development of over 1500 new dwelling units without such guidance cannot in my opinion be 

considered orderly development; good planning; or be in the public interest. 

 (c) whether the plan conforms to the official plan and adjacent plans of subdivision, if any;  

It is my opinion that the subject applications do not conform to the Official Plan and cannot be 

considered a logical or planned extension of the adjacent subdivisions for the following reasons: 

Section 2.2 Managing Growth provides overall direction on growth and its distribution in the City. 

Within the built up areas of the City, this growth is primarily by intensification and infill and guided by 

the built form and neighbourhood context in which it is located. The subject property is designated as 

General Urban Area and the preamble to Section 2.2 states the following: “Lands designated General 

Urban Area will continue to mature and evolve through intensification and infill but at a scale contingent 

on proximity to major roads and transit, and the area’s planned function.  Consideration of the character 

in the surrounding community is a factor in determining compatibility within a community.” The subject 

property is not a designated or targeted area for intensification and in fact represents a key open space 

feature of an existing master planned community. Therefore it is my opinion that the proposal would 

not conform to the general intent of this Section of the Plan. 

Section 2.2.2 Managing Intensification within the Urban Area provides additional direction to be 

considered in the review of intensification in areas outside targeted areas. In this regard, it is my opinion 

the following policies are the most relevant: 

22. “The City also supports compatible intensification within the urban boundary, including areas 

designated General Urban Area. The City will promote opportunities for intensification in areas 

determined by the policies in Section 3.6.1. Intensification that is compatible with the 

surrounding context will also be supported on: brownfield sites that have been remediated; on 

underdeveloped sites such as current or former parking lots; in extensive areas previously used 

for outside storage; sites that are no longer viable for the purpose for which they were originally 

used or intended; and on sites of exhausted pits and quarries in the urban area where the urban 

design.” 

This policy clearly indicates the need for compatibility with the adjacent neighbourhood. As well, it 

provides some specific examples of areas to be considered for intensification.  In the applicant’s 

submission, it is noted that the subject property should be considered as “sites that are no longer viable 

for the purpose for which they were originally used or intended”. In my opinion, the subject property 

does not qualify under this criterion nor any of the others listed in this section. A functioning and by 

community standards, well used golf facility and open space that forms a key design component of the 

neighbourhood remains a viable and sustaining element of this neighbourhood.  
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23. The interior portions of established low-rise residential neighbourhoods will continue to be 

characterized by low-rise buildings (as defined in Figure 2.4). The City supports intensification in 

the General Urban Area where it will enhance and complement its desirable characteristics and 

long-term renewal. Generally, new development, including redevelopment, proposed within the 

interior of established neighbourhoods will be designed to complement the area's desirable 

character reflected in the pattern of built form and open spaces.  The character of a community 

may be expressed in its built environment and features such as building height, massing, the 

setback of buildings from the property line, the use and treatment of lands abutting the front lot 

line, amenity area landscaped rear yards, and the location of parking and vehicular access to 

individual properties.  The City will consider these attributes in its assessment of the 

compatibility of new development within the surrounding community when reviewing 

development applications or undertaking comprehensive zoning studies.”  

This policy provides additional guidance on what needs to be considered in determining compatibility. It 

is my opinion that the proposed development which is characterized by small lot singles, street 

townhouses and back to back dwelling types, all with much reduced lot areas and widths when 

compared to adjacent development, is not compatible intensification and does not conform to this 

section. 

2.3.3 Drainage and Stormwater Management Services provides direction on this very important 

element of community development. Historically sections of the Kanata community have experienced 

significant issues with storm water management, both localized flooding due to network capacity issues 

and downstream environmental impacts such as erosion of ponds and overland drains. The original 

design concept for this community relied upon the permeable nature of the golf course lands to act as 

an active element in storm water management. In fact, overland drainage from lots adjacent to the golf 

course was evident in the grading of these lots. As well, it is indicated in the applicant’s submission that 

the existing golf course lands had no direct outlet to the City managed storm water system. Thus both 

the historic use of these lands for direct infiltration as well as the new flows to be created through 

urbanization will have a profound impact which can only be truly understood through a comprehensive 

review of the original subwatershed plan as required in this section. To date this level of scrutiny has not 

been brought to bear on the subject applications which in my opinion is not good planning given the 

ongoing issues with storm water management recently been identified in the KNL development lands. I 

would also draw your attention to Section 2.4.3 Watershed and Subwatershed Plans which provides 

additional guidance on this important consideration in the land development process and in my opinion 

has not been adequately addressed in the applicant’s submissions. 

2.4 - Maintaining Environmental Integrity provides guidance on the holistic planning and management 

of our environmental systems. The following excerpt from the preamble to this section is relevant to the 

subject applications: “The challenge in planning for the environment is to anticipate how these processes 

and interactions are affected by human activity and to act so that their integrity can be preserved under 

changing conditions.” The subject applications have not taken this holistic approach but rather have 

treated the subject lands as a ‘greenfields’ area which had always been contemplated for urban 
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development. The focus of the subject applications is on how to redevelop the lands in that greenfields 

context and not on the fact that the open space nature of the lands was a key guiding principle of the 

original master planned neighbourhood. In my opinion, this approach is not in conformity with this 

section. 

2.4.5 Greenspaces provides guidance on these important areas in our community. The following 

excerpts from the preamble are particularly relevant to the subject applications: “While greenspaces 

and woodlands in Villages and in the urban area may serve natural functions, they are also valued for 

serving more human needs: a green retreat, a living classroom and laboratory, and a place for outdoor 

recreation. Greenspaces and woodlands in urban areas and Villages also help create a sense of place and 

provide physical boundaries, features and buffers within and between communities. They moderate 

climate and provide a place to grow food in community gardens.” 

In this regard Policy 2.4.5.1 b) states: “Encouraging a high quality of urban design, consistent with the 

objectives and principles of Section 2.5.1, where natural lands and open space and leisure areas are used 

as integral elements in the design;” is particularly relevant to the subject applications. While the City 

chose not to properly designate the subject lands as major open space as contemplated in Policy 2.4.5.1 

a) at the time of the original development, these lands were zoned in an open space land use 

designation. This zoning designation clearly recognized the role of these lands in the overall design of 

the community. As a result, it is my opinion that any attempt to rezone and redevelop these lands would 

not be in conformity with this policy. 

As well, Policy 2.4.5.2 states: “The City will acquire land in the urban area where public ownership is 

required to secure land for greenspace purposes, in keeping with the acquisition policies in Section 

5.2.1.”  It is my opinion that the City, in view of the 40% Agreement, did not see the need to acquire the 

subject lands at the outset of the development of the area pursuant to this policy as they would be 

‘protected’ by that Agreement. Notwithstanding the outcome of the legal challenge to the Agreement, 

Policy 2.4.5.4 states: “Privately-owned open spaces such as marinas, campgrounds and golf courses 

contribute to greenspaces in Ottawa. When reviewing an application to amend a zoning by-law in these 

locations, the City will consider opportunities to maintain the Greenspace Network through the area and 

otherwise reduce the impact of the loss and may consider acquisition of the land in accordance with 

Section 5.2.1 policy 6 of this Plan.” In my opinion, given the important and defining design role these 

lands play in the Kanata Lakes neighbourhood, this policy provides the necessary authority to acquire 

these lands to maintain their role in the Greenspace network.  

Section 2.5 Building Liveable Communities and in particular Section 2.5.1 Designing Ottawa provides 

guidance on the important elements necessary to building sustainable and complete urban 

neighbourhoods and ensuring the components of these communities benefit from urban design 

considerations.  The following excerpts from the preamble summarize the intent of this guidance: 

“Community design generally deals with patterns and locations of land use, relative densities, 

street networks, and the allocation of community services and facilities. Urban design is more 

concerned with the details relating to how buildings, landscapes and adjacent public spaces look 
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and function together. As the City grows and changes over time, design of these elements should 

work together to complement or enhance the unique aspects of a community’s history, 

landscape and its culture. Encouraging good urban design and quality and innovative 

architecture can also stimulate the creation of lively community places with distinctive character 

that will attract people and investment to the City. The components of our communities where 

urban design plays a key role include: 

 Built form, including buildings, structures, bridges, signs, fences, fountains, statues and 

anything else that has been constructed, added or created on a piece of land; 

 Open spaces, including streets, parks, plazas, courtyards, front yards, woodlots, natural 

areas and any other natural or green open areas that relate to the structure of the city; 

 Infrastructure, including, sidewalks, bike paths, transit corridors, hydro lines, 

streetlights, parking lots or any other above- or below-grade infrastructure that impacts 

upon the design of the public realm.” 

“Introducing new development and higher densities into existing areas that have developed over 

a long period of time requires a sensitive approach and a respect for a community’s established 

characteristics. Development of large areas of undeveloped land or redevelopment of brownfield 

sites provides opportunity to create new communities.  This Plan provides guidance on measures 

that will mitigate differences between existing and proposed development and help achieve 

compatibility of form and function.   Allowing for some flexibility and variation that complements 

the character of existing communities is central to successful intensification.  

In general terms, compatible development means development that, although it is not 

necessarily the same as or similar to existing buildings in the vicinity, can enhances an 

established community through good design and innovation and coexists with existing 

development without causing undue adverse impact on surrounding properties.  It ‘fits well’ 

within its physical context and ‘works well’ with the existing and planned function.  Generally 

speaking, the more a new development can incorporate the common characteristics of its setting 

in the design, the more compatible it will be.  Nevertheless, a development can be designed to fit 

and work well in a certain existing context without being ‘the same as’ the existing development.  

Planned function refers to a vision for an area which is established through a community design 

plan or other similar Council-approved planning exercise, or the Zoning By-law. The planned 

function may permit development that differs from what currently physically exists; addressing 

compatibility will permit development to evolve toward the achievement of that vision while 

respecting overall community character.”   

This section contains seven design objectives which “are broadly applicable, to plans and development in 

all land use designations, and from a city-wide to a site-specific basis.” Policy 2.5.1.1 is the operative part 

of this section and states: “In the preparation of community design plans, the review of development 

applications, studies, other plans and public works undertaken by the City, the Design Objectives set out 
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above will apply, as applicable. Proponents of new development or redevelopment will also be required 

to demonstrate how their proposal addresses the Design Objectives.” 

In my opinion, the subject applications and the development they would permit are not in conformity 

with these design objectives. The original urban design principles for the Kanata Lakes neighbourhood 

were premised on the open space areas contained within the subject lands. The layout of roads; the 

location of houses around its perimeter; the interconnecting pathways and informal accessibility of the 

lands; the diversity and density of the housing mix; and the management of storm water, all of these 

were a direct result of this overall design. Further it is my opinion that the proposed mix and density of 

housing, particularly where it directly backs onto existing housing, is not compatibility in lot size and 

setbacks. As such, it represents over development of the lands even if the over arching issue of the loss 

of open space was not in play. 

The subject property is designated as General Urban Area under Section 3.6.1 of the Plan. This 

designation is quite broad and applies to many areas of the City so the land use permissions are wide 

ranging and their implementation is left to the zoning by-law to control based on the neighbourhood 

context. The following excerpt from the preamble to the section indicates how it is to be applied: 

“Subject to the policies below, the City supports infill development and other intensification within the 

General Urban Area in a manner that enhances and complements the desirable characteristics and 

ensures the long-term vitality of the many existing communities that make up the city.” In this regard the 

following policies are relevant to the review of the subject applications: 

“3.6.1.2 The evaluation of development applications, studies, other plans and public works undertaken 

by the City in the General Urban Area will be in accordance with Section 2.5.1 and Section 4.11.” 

“3.6.1.5 The City supports intensification in the General Urban Area where it will complement the 

existing pattern and scale of development and planned function of the area. The predominant form of 

development and intensification will be semi-detached and other ground-oriented multiple unit 

housing. When considering a proposal for residential intensification through infill or redevelopment in 

the General Urban Area, the City will: 

a. Assess the compatibility of new development as it relates to existing community character so 

that it enhances and builds upon desirable established patterns of built form and open spaces; 

b. Consider its contribution to the maintenance and achievement of a balance of housing types and 

tenures to provide a full range of housing for a variety of demographic profiles throughout the 

General Urban Area; 

In considering the subject applications through the lens of these policies, it is my opinion that they do 

not conform. As previously noted, while these lands are designated as General Urban Area, the historic 

intent of these lands as outlined in the 40% Agreement, was and continues to be, open space.  Any 

attempt to change this original design element of the neighbourhood to permit urban redevelopment as 

proposed cannot be considered to enhance or build upon the desirable established patterns of open 
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spaces”. In my opinion the planned function for the subject lands is open space as currently regulated by 

the existing zoning. 

Section 4.10 Greenspace Requirements is part of Section 4 - Review of Development Applications 

which provides direction in the review of the subject applications. Section 4.10 in particular provides 

policy guidance on the location and use of greenspace throughout the City. From this section, the 

following policies are most relevant: 

“Policy 4.10.5 Notwithstanding policies 2, 3 and 4 above, parkland dedication requirements for 

development or redevelopment on land in: 

b. The area of Kanata Lakes defined in the Parkland Dedication By-law: the parkland 

requirements for all development that is subject to the legal agreement to provide 40% 

greenspace, will be determined based upon that agreement.” 

“Policy 4.10.9 The Parkland Dedication By-law will identify those uses that will be exempt from 

parkland dedication requirements, such as development or redevelopment by the Governments 

of Canada, Ontario or agencies thereof. The Parkland Dedication By-law will also identify and 

address all other policies listed above.” 

It is clear in these policies that the subject lands and Kanata Lakes in general are given special treatment 

with respect to greenspace dedication requirements and the importance of the 40% Agreement is 

enshrined in the Official Plan for determining the necessary quantities of lands. This policy is also 

reflected in the parkland dedication by-law as noted in this excerpt from the applicant’s Planning 

Rationale on page 37:  

“It is noted that Section 8 of the City’s Parkland Dedication By-law 2009-95 provides that the 

rates described in Table 1 “do not apply to that area of Kanata shown on Schedule 1 of this by-

law where there is an agreement between the developer and the City to provide forty percent 

(40%) of the total land area being developed as open space”. 

Notwithstanding the outcome of the legal challenge to the 40% Agreement, it is my opinion that this 

Section of the Official Plan ensures that the operative provisions of the Agreement continue as part of 

the Plan. In my opinion, these policies as supported by the implementing Parkland Dedication By-law 

can only be interpreted as requiring the subject lands to be maintained as greenspace. In view of this, 

the subject applications to rezone and develop the lands for urban residential purposes do not conform 

to the Plan and would necessitate an amendment to the Plan should the 40% Agreement not be upheld. 

Section 4.11 Urban Design and Compatibility provides specific guidance on the review of the subject 

applications to determine whether they represent good planning. The following excerpts from the 

preamble provide insight into the intent of the section:  

“It is recognized that because land use designations such as General Urban Area, Mainstreets 

and Employment Area contain broad use permissions, it will be necessary for the zoning by-law 
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to establish more specific permitted use lists and development regulations within areas and on 

individual sites in a manner that achieves compatibility among proximate uses and built forms. 

At the scale of neighbourhoods or individual properties, issues such as noise, spillover of light, 

accommodation of parking and access, shadowing, and micro-climatic conditions are prominent 

considerations when assessing the relationships between new and existing development. Often, 

to arrive at compatibility of scale and use will demand a careful design response, one that 

appropriately addresses the impact generated by infill or intensification. Consequently, the issue 

of ‘context’ is a dominant theme of this Plan where it speaks to compatibility and design.” 

The applicants have submitted a Design Brief pursuant to Policy 4.11.1 to address the requirements of 

this section. It is my opinion that the Design Brief suffers from a fatal flaw in that it starts with a premise 

that this is a greenfields site adjacent to developed lands and not part of an overall master planned 

community that was based on a very different set of guiding principles. As such, it is my opinion that it 

does not and I would go so far as to say it cannot, address the requirements of this section and thus is 

inadequate. An appropriate approach, in my opinion, would have been to start with the original master 

plan for Kanata Lakes and from there determine where and how much if any, new development could 

be added without adversely impacting the principles of the original design. In my opinion, the original 

master plan was a community design plan in the context of the Official Plan which requires compliance 

with the intent of Policy 1 c) which states:  

“A Design Brief will be required as part of a complete application, except where identified in the 

Design Brief Terms of Reference. The focus of this Brief will vary depending on the nature of the 

development. The Brief shall evaluate consistency and demonstrate that the following content is 

considered and/or incorporated into the development proposal with:  

c) The design provisions of a community design plan or secondary plan.” 

Policies 4.11.5 to 8 and .19 and .20 provide more detailed design considerations relating to building 

types, street orientations, setbacks and outdoor amenity among other things. The Design Brief does 

speak to these matters but again does so without in my opinion, the necessary perspective and 

principles that underlie the existing adjacent development.  This is particularly evident when one 

considers the original housing was designed to open up onto the golf course with large windows and 

walk out basements with their rear yards blending seamlessly with the golf course lands. Under the 

proposed development, this open vista with no overlook impacts on privacy in outdoor amenity spaces 

or views into rear windows will now be replaced by a row of new housing in close proximity separated 

only by a newly planted vegetative buffer and in some cases a public pathway which raises additional 

security risks as an unsupervised area. The following images from 47 Windeyer Crescent provide an 

example of this intrusion. 



 
 

14 | P a g e  

 

  

This in my opinion does not represent good planning nor is it in the public interest. With this I conclude 

my opinion on issue of conformity with the Official Plan required by this provision of the Act.. 

(d) the suitability of the land for the purposes for which it is to be subdivided; 

While this provision of the Planning Act is generally applied to the physical nature of the land, it is my 

opinion the intent of the section can be extended to include the context in which the land is located 

within. In this regard, the over arching response to the land’s suitability for subdivision has to be tied 

back to the original master plan for this community and as outlined in the 40% Agreement. In these 

documents, the lands were never intended for any form of development other than open space and 

recreational uses to be shared with the neighbouring residents. As such, it is my opinion that the lands 

are not suitable for the subdivision as proposed.  

 (d.1) if any affordable housing units are being proposed, the suitability of the proposed units for 

affordable housing; 

Affordability is addressed by the applicant and I have no opinion on this issue. 
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(e) the number, width, location and proposed grades and elevations of highways, and the adequacy of 

them, and the highways linking the highways in the proposed subdivision with the established 

highway system in the vicinity and the adequacy of them; 

The subject applications propose the following roadway network to support the development. 

 

As can be seen, the network is constrained by the elongated and disconnected nature of the 

development parcels. As a result, there are a number of overly long cul-de-sac links proposed which are 

highlighted on the drawing. In my opinion, these street links are not good planning from the perspective 

of emergency access/egress; do not promote interconnectivity; and so do not conform to this provision 

of the Act. 

(f) the dimensions and shapes of the proposed lots;  

Both the Planning Rationale and the Design Brief provide considerable detail on the proposed lot and 

building configurations proposed.  While the unit types are similar to what is found in the community, to 

quote from the Design Brief page 6 they: “Incorporate a Variety of Built Form that is Unique, yet Fosters 

a Harmonious Environment with the Existing Community;” This uniqueness coupled with the significantly 

smaller lot sizes and frontages, particularly for single detached dwelling types, will introduce an 

incompatible change in streetscape character. The maximum width of the proposed lots for single 
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detached is 43 feet while the existing lot fabric is primarily 60 to 70 foot lot widths. Similar reductions in 

lot widths between the proposed and existing can be found in the street townhomes. This dramatic 

change in both streetscape and the relationship of back yards will have adverse impacts on overall 

neighbourhood character and is not in conformity with the intent of this provision of the Act. 

(g) the restrictions or proposed restrictions, if any, on the land proposed to be subdivided or the 

buildings and structures proposed to be erected on it and the restrictions, if any, on adjoining land; 

The description of the conceptual building standards found in the Design Brief is typical of new, 

greenfields, suburban development but does not reflect the performance standards of the adjacent 

lands. In my opinion, this results in an incompatible built form relationship between the proposed and 

existing communities. 

(h) conservation of natural resources and flood control;   

Given that the intent of the subject applications is to convert lands developed for open space purposes 

to a residential subdivision, there is limited opportunity to conserve existing natural resources. As 

previously noted, there are existing issues with storm water management and related flood control 

during storm events. Storm water management in particular requires a broader review possibly at the 

subwatershed level to ensure this issue is adequately addressed. Currently these lands allow for 

significant natural infiltration and serve as an informal outlet for drainage from the adjacent developed 

lands. It is my opinion that the applicant’s submissions in this regard do not satisfy the intent of this 

provision of the Act.  

(i) the adequacy of utilities and municipal services;  

I am not qualified to offer an opinion on these matters. 

(k) the area of land, if any, within the proposed subdivision that, exclusive of highways, is to be 

conveyed or dedicated for public purposes; 

The following table taken from the applicant’s submission provides a comparison of alternatives for land 

dedication. 

 

Given that the City has enshrined in both its Official Plan and its Parkland Dedication By-law the 

principles of the 40% Agreement previously noted in this letter, it is my opinion that anything less than 

the 40% would not conform to the Official Plan or to this provision of the Act. Thus the proposed 

dedication does not conform to this provision of the Act. 
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(l) the extent to which the plan’s design optimizes the available supply, means of supplying, efficient 

use and conservation of energy; and 

I have no opinion to offer on this provision. 

(m) the interrelationship between the design of the proposed plan of subdivision and site plan control 

matters relating to any development on the land, if the land is also located within a site plan control 

area designated under subsection 41 (2) of this Act or subsection 114 (2) of the City of Toronto Act, 

2006.  1994, c. 23, s. 30; 2001, c. 32, s. 31 (2); 2006, c. 23, s. 22 (3, 4); 2016, c. 25, Sched. 4, s. 8 (2). 

I have no opinion to offer on this provision. 

__________________________________________________________________________________ 

This concludes my review of the subject applications. In summation, it is my professional opinion that 

the subject applications should be refused as they do not conform to the Official Plan of the City of 

Ottawa or to the various provisions of Section 51 (24) of the Planning Act R.S.O. 1990.  

Yours truly  

 

Dennis Jacobs MCIP, RPP 
Principal Planner 
 
Cc Kanata Greenspace Protection Coalition 

https://www.canlii.org/en/on/laws/stat/rso-1990-c-p13/latest/rso-1990-c-p13.html?autocompleteStr=planning&autocompletePos=1#sec41subsec2_smooth
https://www.canlii.org/en/on/laws/stat/so-2006-c-11-sch-a/latest/so-2006-c-11-sch-a.html#sec114subsec2_smooth
https://www.canlii.org/en/on/laws/stat/so-2006-c-11-sch-a/latest/so-2006-c-11-sch-a.html
https://www.canlii.org/en/on/laws/stat/so-2006-c-11-sch-a/latest/so-2006-c-11-sch-a.html

