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roughly behind the lot lines. The water would filter through a 
bit of an area before it hit the lake but there is a possibility 
that some improvements could be made. 
Councillor Hendsbee asked if there would be any flooding or 
runoff problems. 
Mr. Morgan said if this was to be considered it would have to be 
engineered. He said you would not want it to discharge into a 
low lying portion and have the waters back up onto the rear lots 
or onto the lots backing onto Charles Road. 
Councillor Hendsbee asked if there was any problem with accepting 
the subdivision fee for the lots even though there is no policy 
with regards to this. 
Mayor Ball said this is not a fee but a negotiated part of the 
agreement as a contribution which is different than a specific 
fee which the county is going to charge. This is something that 
was negotiated as a contribution. It is not a policy but rather 
a part of the development agreement process. 
Councillor Hendsbee asked if this was over and above the parkland 
contribution. 
Mr. Morgan confirmed this. He said the proposal was made to the 
applicant to be considered because, in this community, there are 
a lot of demands to develop the existing parklands. This is not 
mandatory but is something that, for a modest fee, could go a 
long way to help the community achieve its objectives with 
regards to parkland and the applicant was prepared to make this 
commitment. 
Councillor Hendsbee asked if there was any concern with regards 
to the narrow right of way access to the park. What problems 
would the developer have if council were not to approve one or 
two lots that were wide in that area. 
Mr. Morgan said the frontage as shown as 100 feet would not be 
inconsistent with the policy. It does say that council would 
like to have the minimum of one hundred feet. one of the 
problems is that where a lot of the lands are behind houses, 
residents have complained that kids hang out there and it is 
unsafe for younger kids because they can't be seen from houses. 
He said mothers don't feel safe taking kids in there. He said, 
in terms of the development, by increasing it some they felt that 
it would be close to the street and this would give more 
flexibility. 
Councillor Hendsbee asked if there is going to be more than one 
entrance to the park.
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Mr. Morgan outlined, on a map of the area, possible entrances and 
exits to the park. 
Councillor Barnet referenced the E type lots. He asked if staff 
has looked at the numbering situation with regards to civic 
numbering. 
Mr. Morgan said they have not specifically dealt with this. He 
said the numbering will presumably be placed on a small ground 
sign. 

Councillor Barnet asked if there is provision for this type of 
lot other than going through a CDD in the current plan. 

Mr. Morgan said it would only be through agreement. There is no 
zone that allows for this. The planning act allows the 
municipality to vary it's subdivision regulations and land use 
standards. He said in this situation the county would be 
reluctant to do this if there were too many houses but here there 
are four houses that would be sharing a driveway. He said since 
they are going to be in off the main road they are going to have 
to cooperate with three other people and make sure the road is 
upkept. 
Councillor Barnet asked how the drainage reserve would be 
developed. Would it be developed as a drainage corridor or 
landscaped. 
Mr. Morgan said except for the mail box site where there is going 
to be fill placed and other than that it will be left in an 
undisturbed state as will the open space on the other side. He 
there will be an onus come subdivision stage to show that lot E—4 
that is abutting the drainage reserve could be developed without 
posing undue risk of flood potential to a house on it. If that 
can't be achieved it becomes part of the open space that is part 
of the contract. 
Councillor Barnet asked if services for these lots will be 
provided through an easement on the initial E lot that comes out 
to the front. 

Mr. Morgan referenced the map and showed where the common 
easement would be. 
Councillor Peters referenced the walkways and asked who was going 
to construct them and at what stage they are going to be 
constructed. 
Mr. Morgan said they will be paved with asphalt and there will be 
four foot chain link fence on each side which will be the 
responsibility of the applicant. It will be done at the time of 
the approval of the abutting lots. He said he would also like
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to note that with regards to the parkland the chain link fence is 
going to extend along the common lot lines with the abutting 
residents. He said this is above normal subdivision 
requirements. 
Councillor Peters said she approves of the amount of land that 
has been given in reserve. She asked who was responsible for the 
buffer zone. 
Mr. Morgan said that this is under the contract. When a final 
plan of subdivision comes in, there will be a conservation 
easement shown. When the lands are conveyed to the lot owners 
the easement has to be shown in the deed. The property owner is 
prohibited from cutting any trees down or removing vegetation. 
Councillor Peters referenced the area that is the easement for 
the four lots. She asked if that would then be technically a 
private right of way that would have to be maintained by those. 
Mr. Morgan said it would be part of the last lot but when the 
lots are conveyed to the other property owners they would have a 
right of way easement over it. The municipality would have the 
maintenance easement over this. 
Councillor Peters asked who would build the road. 
Mr. Morgan said the developer would and it has to be paved as 
well. 

Councillor Deveaux asked whether the developer or the 
municipality would be responsible for the pumping station. 
Mr. Morgan said there is no centralized pumping station at the 
present time. The problem being experienced at the present time 
is that lands around the reservoir are so close in elevation that 
it does not give adequate pressure for showers and normal daily 
consumption. Under the terms of this agreement no lots will be 
approved until the pumping station is in place. It will ensure 
that all this development will have adequate pressure. He said 
the report is suggesting the possibility that this pump may 
resolve some of the other problems. Upsizing the pump to meet 
the additional lands for other areas is not a significant cost. 
some of the more significant costs are incurred in installing 
valves and things within the existing distribution main. In some 
cases there would have to be extensions. 
Councillor Deveaux asked if it could be of benefit, in future, to 
other areas beyond this subdivision. 
Mr. Morgan said there could be benefits that extend beyond the 
boundaries of this. He said there is a target set of seventy 
percent single unit dwellings and thirty percent higher density
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which would include semi detached housing, mobiles, mobile home 
parks, townhouses, apartment buildings, etc. He said that target 
is set for the Timberlea plan area. The most recent survey, in 
1993, found that in the current state of affairs roughly fifty 
five percent of the housing stock is single unit dwellings. The 
housing target is achieved at this point in time. He said 
to some extent that reflects a lot of semi detached housing 
developments allowed by right through the previous plan. The 
biggest such subdivision is right next door; Greenwood Heights, 
Maplewood Subdivision where all the block lands were zoned R-2. 

A lot of semi detached housing was built there. He said the 
strategy says that council is required to consider this housing 
target. It also says that, where lands are designated as CDD and 
negotiated through an agreement, because of the additional 
controls and benefits the municipality could achieve through a 
good designed subdivision, it could allow for up to fifty percent 
of the units, within the development, to be higher density. In 
this case the semi detached is considered higher density and you 
can see that the applicant is looking for forty eight percent of 
the total units.to be higher density development. 

He said there are other considerations here as well. He said 
there is another CDD application underway in this district. It 
is a very large project located on the lands of North American 
Real Estate Ltd., the principal being Stan Havill who has roughly 
600 acres. He said a master plan has been prepared and is 
currently under review. He said the plan is proposing, over 
those 600 acres, half the units would he higher density 
development. The scale of this project has a population 
projection of over ten thousand people. If council approves half 
the units within that development as higher density it will have 
a significant effect on the housing mix. 

Mayor Ball said that staff believes, on this report, that it is 
in conjunction with the development plan that exists there. 

Councillor Rankin said this would be examined within the context 
of what has been addressed in the MPS. 

Councillor Cooper said the July 18th report refers to water 
pumping and distribution system design criteria and make a 
reference to Schedule E. He asked if this was referring to the 
water booster pumping system. 
Mr. Morgan confirmed this. He said the agreement that was 
attached to the July 18th report did not have the Schedule E, the 
design specifications, for the water booster station. The 
specifications were provided and staff have indicated that they 
were satisfactory to the engineering department. There were 
four recommendations from his department, to council, which 
should be considered. The most important of them was the lot



PUBLIC HEARING 2 AUGUST 10, 1994 
grading certification. Under this subdivision another feature 
would be that at the time building permits are submitted lot 
grading plans will also be forwarded. He said that is not 
required under standard R-1 zoning. Before an occupancy permit 
will be issued there will have to be certification from a 
professional engineer that the lots were graded in accordance 
with the approved plans. The objective of this was to try to 
preclude, especially where the houses are closer together, 
nuisance problems such as pending on the lots or flooding 
basements. He said staff felt this would go a long way to 
achieving that end. Initially the applicant was not prepared to 
accept this recommendation or the others. He said the Armoyan 
Group is now prepared to accept these recommendations, including 
the lot grading certification, on the condition that no other 
amendments be made. He said he has outlined in his memorandum to 
council that if they are prepared to accept this position these 
are the resolutions to approve the proposal. 
Councillor Cooper asked if the distribution system design 
criteria has been dropped altogether as a requirement or concern 
of the municipality as originally called for under Schedule E. 

Mr. Morgan said the developer is very much committed to building 
a centralized booster station on the water reservoir site. That 
is mandatory. 
Councillor Cooper said the specifications which council has are 
strictly for the booster station and have nothing to do with the 
distribution system. 
Mr. Morgan said the applicant would not be committed to expend 
any money to fix up problems within existing subdivisions. 
Councillor Cooper asked if the municipality has dropped that 
requirement from the earlier report. 
Mayor Ball said it is his understanding that what the 
municipality is saying is that the booster station, if it is put 
in place, the county has the option, in conjunction with the 
developer, to enhance that booster station in order to address 
water problems in other areas. The developer themselves must 
meet the requirements of servicing the subdivision they are 
applying for. He said if the municipality wants to enhance, in 
conjunction with that, it has to pay the fees. 
Councillor Cooper said the fax refers to a telephone conversation 
of August 9th advising that the Armoyan Group is willing to 
accept all recommendations regarding the above. He asked which 
recommendations was being referred to. 
Mr. Morgan said July 25th was the memorandum to Municipal PAC. 
He said the memorandum, today's date, has included four
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recommendations. 
Councillor Cooper said that reference is made to exemption with 
regards to the Topsoil By—law provided there is a plan submitted 
with the Department of the Environment. He asked if there was 
provision in there that if the Department of the Environment does 
not require this plan to be put in place then it goes back to the 
Topsoil or Lot Grading plans. 
Mr. Morgan said one of the amendments would read such that if the 
Department of the Environment decides it is going to review lot 
grading requirements, the Municipality would require compliance 
with the Topsoil By-law. The reason for the exemption is that 
staff wanted to avoid duplication effort between two levels of 
government. It is the feeling of staff that the municipality's 
role would be more primarily in terms of drainage dealing with 
storm drainage. Making sure that you are not getting pending on 
the property or nuisances or flooding basements, etc. Protecting 
the watercourse should be more the responsibility of the 
Provincial Department of the Environment. As long as the 
Department of the Environment was reviewing erosion and 
sedimentation control plans and prepared to take action in the 
event that there was pollution of the lakes there was no need for 
county engineering department to duplicate that effort. 

Councillor Cooper asked if the plans have to be submitted before 
any development takes place on the lots and approval of such 
plans submitted to the municipality before any action is taken on 
this. 

Mr. Morgan said the erosion and sedimentation plans won't be 
forwarded to the municipality but they will be reviewed by the 
Department of the Environment. 
Councillor Cooper said his question is will they have to be 
reviewed and approved and this municipality notified of that 
situation before any development takes place on the land. 

Mr. Morgan said notification will be required before final 
subdivision approval is granted. It is possible the applicant or 
developer can go in and start doing site preparation prior to 
granting final subdivision approval provided that approvals have 
been obtained both from Department of Transportation and the 
Department of Environment. 
Councillor Cooper asked if council would be approving the funding 
in Mr. wdowiaks report. 

Mayor Ball said this is for the information of council to make 
them aware that this is something that council may have to look 
at down the road if council approves this tonight.
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Mr. Wdowiak said he would like to make council aware that under 
the CDD agreement, as negotiated, specifically in terms of the 
water booster station, the availability of accessing that pumping 
station is there but the infrastructure would be required to make 
service improvements in areas outside of the CDD area under 
agreement. He said it is practical, it is possible, it is 
available; however, there would be an associated cost for the 
infrastructure within the subdivision which would remain with the 
developer. The improvements to the county system would have to 
be taken into consideration for funding by council in the future. 

Councillor Cooper asked if there was presently, in this 
agreement, provisions for expenditures by the municipality with 
regards to the booster station. 
Mr. Morgan said it is not binding on either party. He said 
section 5.3 states the developer at it's own discretion or upon 
request from the municipality must prepare a design for a pumping 
distribution system which would be capable of providing service 
to the lands comprising property as well as lands in the vicinity 
of the property which are not subject to the agreement. The 
municipality may consider cost sharing. It also states that 
nothing in this agreement shall obligate the developer to design 
an alternative system or the municipality to enter into a cost 
sharing agreement. 
Mayor Ball said it leaves the municipality's options open but it 
does not commit the municipality to expending dollars unless it 
chooses to do so in the future. 
Councillor Fralick said the school has expressed concerns about 
the adequacy of schools which will serve this development. It 
has also been noted that the main highway for this development is 
approaching capacity. He asked if there had been any further 
discussions. 
Mr. Morgan said the policies do ask the municipality to consider 
the adequacies of school facilities, the traffic on the St. 
Margaret's Bay Road. He said there is going to be a judgement 
call on the part of the county. He said the school board is 
saying that they are getting close to capacity and come this fall 
the schools will be filled. Because of the strong growth in this 
community some of the kids from the elementary school will be 
sent to the high school. He said that the school board has said 
that if this rate of growth keeps up there will be some serious 
difficulties ahead. Funding for new school construction might 
not be available for another number of years. A traffic impact 
study done in conjunction with the master plan for Stan Havill's 
land shows that the highway is nearing capacity. There can be 
about another three hundred homes in this area before the road 
reaches the level of a category E which means there is a fair 
amount of inconvenience with stop and start traffic. He said
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there may also be some associated safety problems. The more you 
have people turning off there more chance there will be for an 
accident. He said the municipality has made a substantial 
investment in infrastructure; namely, the sewage treatment plant. 
He said if council turns this down these lands could still be 
developed as of right under R-1 zoning as can a number of other 
properties. 
Councillor Fralick asked if anything has been mentioned about 
exit 3 onto highway 3. 

Councillor Rankin said he would like to respond to the letter 
from the Armoyan Group. He said the letters states that Mr. 
Armoyan would accept the recommendations conditional on no 
further amendments or requirements to the CDD receive approval. 
He said the letter should not influence council. He said 
concerns were brought forward with regards to a number of semi's, 
the amount of sidewalk, etc. He said the letter from Mr. Armoyan 
should not bias the council as to what he can accept or what he 
can't. 

Mayor Ball said what is being said is that if council makes a 
decision and it is not in agreement with what Mr. Armoyan has 
expressed, he has the right not to accept that agreement. He 
said the County can't impose a contract on him. He can either 
accept the contract or reject it. 

Mayor Ball said the four lots on James Street Extension is a 
private driveway and what is being said is on a private road we 
can develop four lots where there is going to be a shared 
driveway and the four people must live there cooperatively to 
ensure that the driveway is shovelled and plowed etc. He said he 
has difficulty with this because in essence it is a private road 
that does not even meet the proper road requirements of 66 feet 
in width. 

Mr. Morgan said it is not a proper road but a shared driveway. 

Mayor Ball said in the municipal plans he is familiar with there 
is a regulation there of 14.1 or 14.3 where you can develop one 
lot and another. Everywhere else in the municipality 
theoretically there are two lots available to you on most 
municipal development plans. If you want more than two you have 
to have what is called the paper road which is a private road 
with the ability to be upgraded to a public which is 66 feet. He 
asked if this road met any of those conditions. 

Mr. Morgan said it does not. He said what is being said is that 
it is going to be very low traffic volume; four houses are going 
to share a driveway. 
Mayor Ball said what would happen if someone came in from another
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plan area and wanted to do the same will have to be told what the 
rules are. 
Mr. Morgan said this lot frontage exemption normally applies 
within serviced areas. He said under a negotiated agreement the 
legislation of the planning act says standards can be varied as 
well as road width requirements, lot frontage requirements, and 
lot areas. He said at the present time there is no zone that 
permits forty foot lots and four thousand square foot area. This 
is an unusual piece of land and it is the feeling of staff that 
this did not seem unreasonable. 
Mayor Ball said he understands what Mr. Morgan is saying but is 
trying to get a point across that he has known some situations 
where some other people have had unusual pieces of land but they 
are only developing four homes on that unusual eight acres 
‘because they are restricted because they can't met the road 
frontage requirement. He asked if the area outlined in green on 
the map had potential for development or was it parkland. 

Mr. Morgan said there are parts of this land that are quite low 
and it would probably be desirable to leave them as such. 

Mayor Ball said the land could become active with children 
playing there. 
Mr. Morgan said to some extent staff wanted the community to 
decide how it wanted to develop it but there is potential. If 
the residents wanted to, in future, the grades could be altered 
to put in a baseball or soccer field etc. 

Mayor Ball said it had also been suggested that it become a storm 
run off area for the rest of the subdivision and the feasibility 
down the road to address that might be to construct retention 
ponds before it eventually goes into the lake. He said, as a lay 
person, he sees a conflict between parkland and retention ponds. 

Mr. Morgan said when he says construct retention ponds there may 
not be a lot of construction necessary. They may already be 
there with very little modification. He said if that happens, 
some of the land would be lost to the possibility of active 
recreation. He said he would suggest that there is enough land 
left. 

Mayor Ball said what he is suggesting is that the storm drainage 
is going into the access where the people would be accessing at 
the same time. 
Councillor Hendsbee asked if the chain link fence would also run 
along the back of the lots. Mr. Morgan said is along the common 
side lot lines to the rear lot lines.
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Councillor Hendsbee asked if there was any separation of the lots 
with the parkland in behind. Mr. Morgan said there is no 
requirement to put a fence along the rear lot line. 
SPEAKER§_IN FAVOUR 
Mr. Barry Zwicker spoke in favour of the application. He said in 
their opinion this project is not reasonably inconsistent with 
the planning strategy. He said in their opinion it is consistent 
with the planning strategy. He said over and above the 
memorandum that has been presented tonight indicating that the 
Armoyan Group has agreed with the additional four requirements to 
be added in the contact there are already a significant number of 
engineering requirements, in particular, that are already built 
into that design that are significantly over and above the normal 
requirements to build within.a single family subdivision or a 
subdivision presently contained within the subdivision 
regulations. He said the second issue has to do with parkland. 
He said parkland in this plan is now shown to be 35% of the area 
occupied by lots and there has been a suggestion that two things 
have changed: 1) that the frontage for the parkland should 
increase and 2) that the cash donation should be increased. He 
said council should be aware that that 35% equates to a normal 
requirement of 5%, so in essence there are seven times the amount 
of parkland that is legally required to be provided. He said it 
is a CDD and it is a negotiated deal and they are not saying they 
have a problem with putting the 35% but that is the comparison 
that should be used. He said the requirement for frontage is the 
same as is in the planning strategy. If the municipality was 
going out looking for a piece of parkland to be provided in 
these areas the strategy says a minimum of 100 feet. He said if 
there is something wrong with the standard he would strongly 
suggest that council reconsider what is in the strategy and, at 
some point in time, rethink the standard. 

Frontage for parkland is a direct cost to the developer. Streets 
in Timberlea cost approximately $425.00 per foot to build. He 
said if council is considering increasing the frontage he said he 
is sure the Armoyan Group would be prepared to negotiate the sale 
of some of those lots that are fronting along there to enable the 
municipality to increase that frontage, if so desired, at some 
point in time. That offer can always be made available until 
there is a house on the lot. 
He said at this point fencing is proposed on the two lots where 
the access is provided. There is clearly no intention to fence 
the back lot lines of all the properties that back on it. It was 
suggested that you might want to increase the frontage and 
security because you can't see through it. There are two ways of 
doing this: one is to increase the frontage and the other is that 
the area behind the lots can be reduced. He said if they are 
14.7 acres and they are going to cause some concern with the
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municipality then some of the lots can be extended back to the 
lake. It was discussed during the early discussions with 
recreation and planning that that size land in that configuration 
is something that would be of a useful nature to the municipality 
in this specific area and that is why it is being presented that 
way. If there was a real concern that the Armoyan Group was 
going to have to provide 200 feet of frontage they would have to 
recoup that in some other fashion. 
A ratio of mix CDD 50/50 versus 70/30. He said it is true to say 
that the planning strategy in this area doesn't require or states 
as an objective a ?O/30 mix. It says in the CDD area that you 
can consider up to a 50/50 mix. He said they have suggested a 
52/48 mix slightly in favour of the overall family use. There 
are a couple of options with respect to use that are also 
available in that CDD. Townhousing and apartments could have 
also been proposed in this area which in essence would have 
driven up density. One of the things that should be compared is 
not just ratio of single family to two family but also cognisant 
of density. He said density drives up requirements for other 
facilities like water and sewer, parkland and schools. The 
density of this project is at 4.5 units per acre. In any 
standard that is a very low density. Four units per acre is the 
standard single family density that is available anywhere within 
a serviced community. He said this is dealing with a mix that 
has singles and semi's but the density is still only at 4.5 units 
per acres. Overall it is very small. 
Water booster station was a major issue. It was an issue at one 
of the very first meetings. There is an existing water pressure 
problem in sections of Glengarry Estates now and there was a 
desire to look at some method of trying to improve that through 
provision of infrastructure within this project. He said they 
indicated the last time that there are two ways of increasing the 
water pressure. They can put in individual booster stations in 
each of the units and that will solve the problem for the 66 
acres or approximately half of it that has a pressure problem. 
It does not do anything for the community. He said they have 
agreed to the terms of reference put forward by the engineering 
department to put in a central booster station. They have gone 
further and suggested that upgrading that can be made available 
to the county at marginal costs, not based on percentage of use, 
so that if it costs a certain amount of dollars to put the 
booster station in and there is a slight percentage increase to 
upgrade that then those are the costs that could be attributable 
to the municipality versus sharing it based on percentage of use 
within the booster station. He said there was never a suggestion 
that the municipality was giving up on having this developer 
upgrade infrastructure in the adjoining subdivision. He said he 
has been involved in the project for a year and a half and there 
has never been a suggestion, that he is aware of, where this 
developer was going to be upgrading infrastructure in Glengarry
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Estates. It only ever dealt with ensuring that there would be 
some level of infrastructure within the 66 acres to allow the 
municipality the opportunity to upgrade an existing problem and 
hopefully solve it. 
He said he has indicated that the developer has agreed with the 
four items put forward at the July 25th meeting with some 
reluctance. The issue of the estate lots and frontage has been 
proposed as a unique way to try and utilize an odd piece of land. 
It is a way that allows for four units to be built on eight 
thousand square foot plus lots sharing one driveway where there 
is really no cost to the municipality to maintain that. Sidewalk 
construction is being proposed down James Street from the 
entrance to the school down through to the intersection of 
Meadowdale and Darrell Court. Those are elements of the plan 
that are not normally required. There is also a consideration, 
based upon discussions with the Department of Transportation, for 
the rest of James Street that may see that entire road have 
sidewalks on it depending on negotiations with respect to right 
of way. Presently they are showing that at fifty feet and the 
Department of Transportation would like to see it at sixty six 
feet or some equivalent. The equivalent being some houses set 
back further and the provision of a sidewalk. He said they are 
in the negotiation stage with that particular one. 

He said one of the other features is the creation of the 
supermailbox pad and a pull off area on the street which is over 
and above what would normally be required. He said it was felt 
in the early stages of the project that this would be an element 
that would help jell this community and provide a centralized 
safe location to access community mailbox systems. He said from 
their perspective the project that has been put forward as it 
presently stands and as the developer has agreed to have those 
clauses amended in the agreement is, in their opinion, consistent 
with the planning strategy for this area within the municipality. 
He said he would encourage council to adopt the development 
agreement as it is proposed to be amended. 

QUESTIONS FROM COUNCIL 
Mayor Hall said Mr. Zwicker had indicated that they had allocated 
35% parkland which is seven times the norm. Mr. Zwicker said the 
provision of parkland is at 35% of the lot area which is 14.7 
acres and that equates to seven time the norm which is 5%. 

Mayor Ball asked if it would be fair to say that normally 5% 
would be allocated to any development. He asked if the lands in 
question may not be economically developable for the subdivision. 

Mr. Zwicker said they can hold some of these remaining lands and 
consider for development in the future. He said it is in their 
opinion and the developers opinion not economically viable to



PUBLIC HEARING ll AUGUST 10, 1994 

develop it at this point. 
Councillor Rankin said in relation to the parkland dedication 
that represents some 22% and perhaps what Mr. Zwicker included 
was remaining lands into that 35%. 

Mr. Zwicker said the total green of 14.7 acres is equal to 35% of 
the area covered by lots. The area covered by lots is 41.6 
acres. He said that is the way parkland dedication is calculated 
within the municipality. Five percent would actually equate to 
two acres approximately. 
Mr. Morgan said under normal subdivision what would be 5% of the 
area of the land excluding lands devoted to public roadways. It 
would be 5% of the lot areas. 
Mayor Ball said that in this particular subdivision it would be 
the forty four acres that is being developed. 

Mr. Morgan said the gross area of this is 66 acres but it 
wouldn't be 5% of 66 acres, it would be 5% of 66 minus the 
roadway dedications and mailbox site as well. 
Mr. Zwicker said that is the area he has utilized. 

Councillor Rankin said the report states that parkland dedication 
is now 22.3 %. He said he wanted it on record that it referred 
to the split between multiple and single. He said they are also 
asking for reduced lots to forty feet. That is also a concession 
to the developer with regards to the MP5. 
Mr. Zwicker said one of the three areas that are actually being 
requested over and above the norm is to have an element of two 
family units, forty foot single wide units, and the four estate 
lots. From a land use point of view those are the total 
variations from the norm that is being requested. 
Councillor Rankin said variation from the norm (forty foot lots) 
constitute 15/25 of the total units so that is a substantive 
deviation from the norm as there are zero forty foot lots in 
district 2. 

Mayor Ball said the purpose of the CDD is to allow a degree of 
flexibility of change in lot frontages that would not normally be 
sixty feet. It allows that flexibility based on the kind of 
agreement or development that is being done. It doesn't have to 
strictly adhere to sixty feet. 
Councillor Rankin said a CDD does not have to have a reference to 
frontage especially when you are talking about a 13 acre 
parkland.
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Councillor Sutherland asked if James Street right of way was a 
consistent 50 foot right of way. 
Mr. zwicker said the existing built up portion is at 66 feet. 
The proposal within the plan is at 50 feet. setbacks would be 
normal setbacks as per the land use by-law. He said what is 
being discussed with the Department of Transportation is pushing 
them back to 30 feet and the provision of a sidewalk on one side. 

Councillor Sutherland asked if the right of way would remain at 
fifty. Mr. zwicker confirmed this. 

Councillor Deveaux asked if this compares to the Heritage Hills 
development in the Eastern Passage area. 

Mr. zwicker said it is similar in that it has a mix of 60 foot 
lots and 40 foot lots and semi detached lots. This development 
is at a lower density than the Heritage Hills project was 
proposed at. He said Heritage Hills has 616 units, this has 298. 

SPEAKERS IN OPPOSITION 
Mr. David Briers, 88 Forestglen Drive, spoke in opposition. He 
said the pictures that Mr. Morgan took do not justify what this 
area is like. He indicated an area on the map and_informed the 
council that all the trees had been removed from that area. He 
said he lives near a drainage ditch area which has between the 
spring and the fall anywhere from three to four feet of water. 
He said the area where the four homes are proposed is presently a 
hill which may have to be completely dug out. He said with all 
the open area there is going to be some form of drainage problem. 
Mr. Morgan said there are contour elevations shown in the staff 
report of July is, 1994. He referenced page 5 which shows them 
being on a hill with an elevation. 

Mr. Briers asked if the land would have to be levelled before 
being developed. Mr. Morgan said it could be developed on the 
hill. He said the pictures do not give a good description of 
what the park area is like. He said it is swamp area with holes, 
pits and inlets. He said, in his opinion, it is fairly 
undevelopahle land unless a lot of money is spent to develop that 
particular area. He said they are not at the meeting to dispute 
the Armoyan Group building homes but rather that they made 
requests for exceptions to building certain types of homes such 
as "0" lot frontages. He said what is being proposed is a large 
development with a school that will not handle it. He said there 
are problems with traffic existing at the present time. He said 
this development will require a large expenditure by the 
municipality in the near future. He said his main concern is 
with the fact of the number of semi detached homes being put into 
the area.
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Councillor Cooper had Mr. Briers confirm, on the map, the area 
that is presently grubbed out. 
Mayor Ball asked for clarification on what was meant by grubbed 
out. Mr. Briers said the land is clear out. 
Mr. Morgan said he had visited the site. The trees have been cut 
down but the soils have not been exposed at this time. He said 
no grubbing has taken place. He went on to explain that grubbing 
is when the roots are pulled out of the soil. He said there was 
some concern with trees being cut in the open spaced areas where 
the agreement says they are to be preserved in a natural state. 
He said surveys have been done to verify that the open space has 
not been encroached upon. 
Mr. Bries said the trees on A6 and A5 are gone. 
Councillor Hendsbee asked if the 60 foot lot frontages that are 
planned to be there are consistent with the area. 
Mr. Briers said they were concerned with the drainage problem. 
He said there has been cutting going on and he showed an area 
where extensive cutting is taking place. 
Councillor Cooper said one of the prime aspects of this 
development is the deferral to the Department of the Environment 
for the excavation sedimentation topsoil control. He asked if 
the staff of the municipality have talked to the Department of 
the Environment and found out whether or not they are going to 
require such a plan and when it must be submitted. 
Mr. Morgan said staff from Planning, Engineering and the 
Department of the Environment met regarding soil and erosion 
control measures because they wanted to try, as much as possible, 
to avoid duplication in efforts. He said the erosion and 
sedimentation control plans would have to be prepared, viewed by 
the Department of the Environment and a permit to construct 
issued from the Department. 
Councillor Cooper asked if the Department of the Environment said 
they are going to require such a plan. 
Mr. Morgan said what they have advised staff is they will review 
the plans as part of their review process of the service systems. 
The Department also reviews the sewer systems etc. He said the 
department does not actually grant approval of but rather they 
review and if they see any perceived deficiencies will advise the 
proponent and ask for changes to the plans. If they are 
satisfied with the plans they don't grant approvals but they will 
expect them to be in place. If there are any unacceptable levels 
of runoff of sediments etc, into the lake, they will take action. 
Request cooperation or take action under the environmental




