
   

 

 

 

CBLCA Executive Meeting 
October 7, 2021 

 
 
Attendees:  Kevin Brewer, Suzanne Boisvenu, Carrie Elliott, Amanda Firby, Ian McConnachie, 
Alan Morantz, Rick Nelson, Monica Patten, Andi Plitz, Merv Sullivan 
Non-attendees: Amanda Martinez, Nick Martinez  
 
 
 

1. Approval of Minutes  
 

• Minutes of September 9 approved. 
 

2. President’s update 
 

• Kevin welcomed Andi Plitz as a new Zone Rep.  
• The association’s Zoom subscription has been renewed.  
• Kevin received a request from a resident to borrow tables from Maki House, to 

be used at a community Halloween celebration. Executive unanimously 
approved the use of the card tables from the basement of Maki House. 
Suzanne also offered tables for this event. 

 
3. Business arising 

 
• Crystal Beach Lakeview Garden of Resilience: Kevin still waiting for a reply from 

the city regarding approval and potential locations. ACTIONS: Monica will 
investigate potential city grants that could cover some of the costs of the 
garden. Andi will reach out to the community gardening group to gauge 
interest in leading this initiative. 

• Rotary Club sent CBLCA a cheque of $125 as part of the earnings from the 
recent garage sale. 
 

4. Development at 3368 Bedale 
 

• Some discussion regarding disruptions from the construction activity that has 
re-started. Access in the Bedale-Carling area is sometimes limited due to idling 
trucks and the parked cars of workers. It was suggested that complaints should 
be forwarded to the City of Ottawa 311 help line.  
 

5. Tennis Courts 
 

• Kevin reported on discussions with Ian Ashe of the community tennis club 
regarding the status of cash-in-lieu funds. A couple of years ago, CBLCA 
received assurance from Councilor Kavanagh that the CIL funds would be 
directed toward tennis court improvement. Because of Covid and city staff 
changes, however, he status of the CIL funds is no longer clear. The consensus 
was that the funds should stay in Crystal Beach Lakeview rather than be used in 



   

 

 

 

other areas of the ward. ACTION: Kevin to follow up with Councilor 
Kavanagh. 

 
6. Committee Reports 

 
• Parks and Recreation  

• Maki House: Opened on Monday. Amanda reported some teething 
problems with security badges, as well as the need to secure an 
additional set of keys to the facility. 

• Trivia Night: Planning is largely done for the event in a couple of weeks; 
some discussion on prizes. ACTION: Kevin to get a $50 gift card from 
the Brew Table and Suzanne will get a $30 gift card from Suzie Q’s.  

• Ian asked whether the CBLCA should support efforts to connect the 
winter skiing/walking trail between Kanata and Britannia. The Kanata 
cross-country skiing group needs funds to prepare and maintain the 
section of the trail between Holly Acres and Carling. ACTION: Amanda 
to follow up. 
 

• TTIC 
• New Official Plan: TTIC’s response to the city regarding the latest version 

of the new official plan will focus on green space and the environment. 
See attached. 

• 3430 development: TTIC has prepared an extensive response opposing 
this development. See attached. 

• Transit at Moodie interchange: No response from OC Transpo on TTIC’s 
concerns for pedestrian safety. See attached.   

• Corkstown Road Realignment: TTIC is concerned about the landscaping 
plans near the LRT station re. the need for a safety zone for small 
mammals and deer. See attached. 
 

 
7. Cleaning the Capital 

 
• Kevin reported that the cleanup has been re-scheduled for Oct. 16; rain date 

Oct. 17. 
 

8. Annual General Meeting 
 

• The AGM will be held on Nov. 10, on Zoom. Format will be similar to last year’s 
AGM, and Carrie is the revising the slide deck that was used at that time. It was 
suggested we use the opportunity to announce plans for the Garden of 
Resilience. ACTION: Kevin to invite Councillor Theresa Kavanagh to make a 
presentation to the AGM. 

 
 
Next meeting: November 4, 2021 
 



   

 

 

 

TTIC Report to Executive October 7, 2021 
1. The Official Plan 

The city’s official plan goes to a joint meeting of the Planning and Agriculture and Rural Affairs 
committees for preliminary vote on October 14. It then goes to full Council on October 27 for 
final vote. 
The October 7 meeting will be a full day of presentations with a number of motions being put 
forward prior to the vote on the entire package.  
 
Following our discussion at the last Executive meeting, TTIC decided that it would restrict its 
efforts to our concerns about Moodie Station and the risk of future developmental intensification 
around the station beyond what is currently in the new Official Plan. We have taken the position 
that because Moodie Station is the only one to be built within the Greenbelt, it needs a specific 
protection placed in the OP against any developmental intensification beyond normal “as-built” 
growth within the community. We simply don’t trust that some future Council or NCC won’t 
open this area up to significant development that would destroy the mature ecosystem that this 
area of the Greenbelt has achieved as well as profoundly changing our community. 
 
We have presented to Councilor Kavanagh a request for support on a motion to amend the draft 
new official plan. She has both agreed to support the motion as well as arranging with one of the 
Councilors on the joint committee to present the motion on our behalf. I will be speaking on this 
for the allowed 5 minutes. 
 
We also forwarded the information to both the Federation of Citizens Associations (FCA) and 
Greenspace Alliance. Both organizations support this motion. 
 
The specific details on the motion are provided in a separate attached document  

2. Villa Lucia Proposed Development 

Following the second public consultation hosted by Councilor Kavanagh on the proposed two 
tower development on the Villa Lucia site at 3430 Carling Avenue, TTIC reviewed the available 
information in detail and concluded that CBLCA should oppose this development. This 
opposition comes both from specific concerns with the proposal as well as the overwhelming 
opposition expressed by the community through the survey done by the association. It is of 
further note that Councilor Kavanagh has also indicated her opposition to the design as currently 
envisioned.  

We have now submitted our opinion to the Planning Department. The proposal will be dealt with 
by committee on November 27. Our submission is provided to you in a separate document. 
There was also a separate submission done by Rick. It had some input also from committee and 
covered areas different from our association submission. This second document is also superb. 

3. OC Transpo 

Following the fiasco around the city closing the transitway last month for the next 4 years and 
the sifting of the Moodie Station access for our community to the offramps of the 417, we have 



   

 

 

 

now heard nothing from OC Transpo regarding our request for discussion about improvements 
for our community. This despite Councilor Kavanagh specifically requesting that they meet with 
us. With the busyness of the committee, actions on this item have lagged, but we intend to take 
up the challenge in the coming days.  

4. Corkstown Road Realignment 

Work on this realignment is scheduled to begin later this fall. This unfortunately includes the 
removal of a grove of trees on the west side of the multi-use-pathway on the north side of its 
crossing of Corkstown Road. We have been back and forth on this seeking modification of 
landscaping plans and timing of the tree removal. We are not satisfied with status of 
communication and actions of the LRT team. We have kept Councilor Kavanagh in the loop as 
well as the Ottawa Carleton Wildlife Centre. Among the items raised is the concern that the loss 
of the grove prior to the winter with no alternative replacement area in place will result in higher 
than normal mortality of wildlife in the area. We also believe the final design of the landscaping 
can be improved to better protect wildlife 

 

 

 
 
 
  



   

 

 

 

Motion From CBLCA on Draft New Official Plan 
 
Proposed Change: 
 
Amend "Table 3a Hubs, Corridors, and Protected Major Transit Station Area (PMTSA) Density 
and Large Dwelling Requirements," page 48 
 
after the section, Protected Major Transit Station Areas (PM TSAs) without Hub Designation 
 
add a new section, Transit Station Areas Not Subject to Developmental Intensification 
 
In the section add Moodie 
 
Rationale: 
 
Moodie Station, unique among all existing and proposed LRT stations, was built in a natural 
linkage area on Greenbelt land, next to a natural watercourse, all of which must be maximally 
protected. Any development in proximity to this station beyond the as-built nature of the 
neighborhood introduces a high risk of environmental degradation of the Greenbelt here and 
must be specifically prohibited. 
 
Additional Rationale: 
 
Moodie Station was built on a Natural Linkage Area in the NCC Greenbelt, next to the Stillwater 
Creek natural watercourse. There are references in the Official Plan to the value of preservation 
and enhancement of greenspaces and coordinated protection of Greenbelt lands (Sec. 7.1 pg. 
198, Sec. 8.2 pg. 203). Protection for this entire mature ecosystem is paramount. 
 
Protection from the sequelae of any residential intensification is less assured. The neighboring 
Crystal Beach Lakeview area is part of the Outer Urban Transect. It is not designated as a 
design priority area nor is the Moodie Station currently designated as either a Hub or a 
Protected Major Transit Station Area. While this, along with the as-yet unwritten zoning by-
laws, would possibly provide adequate protection for this greenspace, there is insufficient 
assurance of this in the Official Plan. 
 
There is a well-noted legal cliché, “If it isn’t written, it didn’t happen”. Without specific 
designation for Moodie Station as a station not subject to developmental intensification, a 
future City Council may well choose to change designations thus permitting intensification 
adjacent to Moodie Station with consequent degradation of this critical ecosystem. The 
addition of the proposed exclusion for Moodie Station in the Official Plan precludes that from 
happening. 
 
To be submitted By CBLCA to Joint Committee Meeting of Planning Committee and 
Agriculture and Rural Affairs Committee October 14, 2021 
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1.0 Introduction 
Crystal Beach Lakeview Community Association (CBLCA) was grateful to receive the advanced 
notice about the Zoning Bylaw Amendment application for 3430 Carling Avenue application 
from Lisa Stern and Councillor Theresa Kavanagh and that a preliminary meeting was held in 
February between CBLCA president, Kevin Brewer, representatives of Omnipex, and Councillor 
Kavanagh. We are grateful to have been able to attend two public meetings on the proposal 
arranged by Councillor Kavanagh in June and September 2021. We also appreciate that the 
proponents wanted to avoid the summer rush to have a better turnout for public consultation.  
Members of our association do have concerns about the proposal as we explain in this 
submission. 

2.0 The lot is simply too small 
The lot is simply too small for the proposed buildings—in either of the versions (the wide six-
storey or two tall nine-storey) presented to the CBLCA at the June 22 meeting.  

2.1 The area claimed as of right does not map to the lot size 
They cannot, in fact, build such huge buildings with such small setbacks. The current zoning of 
the lot, GM20[2628], has a Floor Space Index (FSI) ratio of 2. The applicant is seeking a bylaw 
amendment to almost double the permitted height from 18.5 m to 30 m. 
The applicant’s proposal summary does not show the FSI ratio, the depth of the lot, or the 
aggregate floor space of the buildings. It does give the area of the lot as 6,149 square metres 
(1.52 acres). If the lot size in the application document (6,149 square metres or 1.52 acres) is 
correct, the proponent cannot achieve the required Floor Space Ratio (FSI) of 2 (that is, the ratio 
is 6149 x 2 = 12,298 sq m). The planning Rationale and Design Brief says the proposed 
development will incorporate a total floor area of 18,853 square metres. 
In fact, at the June public meeting, the developer's consultants Fotenn Consultants Inc., told the 
public that they could build up to 27,210 sq meters as of right! 

2.2 The lot is too shallow 
The shallowness of the lot prevents a graceful transition to the low-rise residential homes 
abutting it to the south. 
The Planning Rationale and Design Brief says, “Prior to a required Right-of-Way (ROW) 
widening along Carling Avenue, the subject site has a depth of approximately 46 metres.” (Page 
5) The Carling Avenue right-of-way really has nothing to do with anything; it would be helpful 
to have the document say what the depth actually is, but it looks shallow. 
This outer urban neighbourhood, well away from the LRT, is not intended to intensify quickly. 
At a meeting of the Planning Advisory Committee, June 15, 2021, Alain Miguelez, Manager, 
Policy Planning gave some guidance on how neighbourhoods should begin to transition to more 
intensity. He said, “Neighbourhoods are low-rise, so that stays.” He stressed the importance of 
having lots deep enough to give a graceful transition to neighbouring homes and remarked that it 
is important “to get it [small-scale intensification] right.” 
This development, if approved, would be an example of getting the small scale wrong. 



   

 

3.0 The height is inappropriate for the neighbourhood 
 Carling west of Bayshore is not classified as a major or even as a minor corridor. According to 
the new Official Plan, it should be treated as part of a neighbourhood in the Outer Urban 
transect, which means buildings will be “Low-rise: no minimum and generally, zoning will permit 
at least 3 storeys but no more than 4 storeys” (from page 128, in Table 7, Minimum and Maximum 
Height Overview Based on Official Plan Policy). 

3.1 Neighbouring buildings are three storeys or less 
Although the zoning permits six storeys at this site, on Carling west of Holly Acres, other than 
the five-storey retirement home, none of the neighbouring buildings is taller than three storeys 
and both the home and the three-storey apartments are surrounded by large, pleasant 
greenspaces. 
Keep in mind that, in fact, an additional three-storey apartment building would introduce 
significant intensification by replacing the restaurant and parking lot. In fact, 613 flats or 
townhomes would be more appropriate for this location. 

3.2 Even in Bells Corners, nothing is taller than six storeys  
Even in commercially developed Bells Corners, amongst the office buildings and hotels at 
Richmond Road and Moodie Drive, nothing is taller than six storeys. Only down at the Bayshore 
hub and the part of Carling that is designated main street corridor do buildings exceed four 
storeys.  

4.0 The community response is negative 
The comments on the CBLCA web site and in the recordings and chats from the public meetings 
as well as the response to the survey are mainly negative regarding this development. CBLCA 
has concerns over the buildings, especially their height, for several reasons. 
• Loss of privacy, noise, damage to property values 
• Shadow and sunset damage 
• Fear it will set a precedent 
• The built form does not “fit” 
• There is a risk of flooding 

4.1 CBLCA survey 
In July, the CBLCA conducted a survey of residents’ thoughts on the proposals presented at the 
first public meeting in June 2021. From our email distribution list of 850 addresses, we received 
365 responses—a terrific 43 percent response rate. This shows we have an engaged community 
that is concerned about how our neighbourhood develops. 
Here’s what we learned: 
• 84 percent of respondents are opposed to nine-storey towers (the current design). 
• Privacy and property values are concerns for those in proximity to the proposed towers. 
• The community is generally not opposed to development, so long as it fits in with the 

existing Crystal Beach Lakeview environment. 

For more information on the survey, including residents’ comments, see 



   

 

https://crystalbeachlakeview.ca/community-views-on-proposed-villa-lucia-development/ 
Further resident comments follow articles in the community association newsletter: 
• in July, https://crystalbeachlakeview.ca/2021/07/ 
• in August, https://crystalbeachlakeview.ca/2021/08/ 
• in September, https://crystalbeachlakeview.ca/2021/09/ 

4.2 Nearest neighbours fear loss of privacy, noise, damage to property values 
The nearest residents, for example, those on Elterwater Avenue, fear the windows and balconies 
of nine-storey buildings that would hang over their homes. They fear the impact the proposed 
development will have on residential properties abutting on Elterwater Ave in terms of noise, 
encroachment, construction, lack of privacy and loss of potential market value. Our political 
system gives residents little recourse and no recompense when their quality of life and their 
property value are damaged by neighbouring development.  

4.3 Shadow and sunset damage 
This stretch of Carling Avenue rather “comes into its own” in the evening, and people love to 
stroll along Carling Avenue, at the sailing club, or in Andrew Hayden Park. The sunsets are 
spectacular. At certain times, these proposed buildings would cast shadows, not just on the 
properties across the street, but on the sidewalk and multi-use path. It may ruin the sunset for 
some neighbours and will intrude on the skyline for everyone. The June evening shadow on 
homes to the south is a depressing prospect. 

4.4 Fear of precedent 
Throughout the neighbourhood is a concern that this development can be used as a precedent 
anywhere in the community for future developments that seek to build higher than the zoning 
permits.  

4.5 The built form does not “fit” 
Will these buildings “fit in” with the character of our community(s)? The built form is 
dramatically different from the rest of the buildings in the neighbourhood. While it is on the far 
side of the community for many, what happens here can happen near anyone in the future. 

4.6 Risk of flooding 
It would be important that the developers explain how they would deal with the extra load on the 
storm and sewage systems. There is already a major issue with flooding in the immediate area.  
Digging a deep underground parking lot this close to the river`s floodzone may also result in 
water table flooding issues (as happened in Constance Bay where flooding occurred despite the 
sandbagging).   

5.0 Inappropriate transportation 
The location is a bad choice for the addition of 216 residential units and 266 parking spaces. The 
development does not align with the City’s goals as outlined in the new Official Plan. 
The community is pleased to see sufficient parking to keep vehicles from parking on 
neighbouring streets. Unfortunately, however, inclusion of 266 parking spaces is an admission 
that cars are needed here and that this development will put more of them on the road. 



   

 

5.1 Nowhere near the LRT 
Unfortunately, the section in the Planning Rationale and Design Brief is filled with misleading 
statements about transit. The proposed site is well away from either of the two nearest LRT 
stations.  According to Google, Bayshore station is a 31-minute walk away and Moodie station 
24 minutes away. 

5.2 Not even near the third stage of the LRT 
As the LRT expands in its third phase, it will be well south of Carling Avenue, heading out to 
Kanata in close parallel with highway 417, and giving a wide berth to this western stretch of 
Carling, the national patches of greenspace that line Carling west of Moodie, and the narrow 
railway underpass still further west. 

5.3 Infrequent local bus service 
The local bus routes are route 58 and, in rush hour, route 258. Route 258 will probably cease to 
exist when stage two of the LRT is complete. The local bus, route 58, comes half-hourly, hourly 
on weekends.  It’s a short trip to get from Crystal Beach Drive and Carling to Bayshore, and then 
the route meanders to Lincoln Fields (if that’s of use to anyone).  It only takes five or ten-
minutes to get to Bayshore, but the wait to get on the bus can be long. The bus shuts down early 
at night, starts late on weekends, and runs infrequently most of the time. 
58 bus, Sunday schedule: 
https://www.octranspo.com/en/plan-your-trip/schedules-maps/?sched-
lang=en&date=20211003&rte=58 
58 bus route map 
https://www.octranspo.com/images/files/routes_pdf/map_carte_058.pdf 

5.3.1 Low ridership will continue to prevent improved service 
OC Transpo made it clear to our community association in August, and, in the past, on more than 
one occasion, that low ridership levels will continue to preclude better service, particularly to 
Bells Corners, which is the community’s (almost 15-minute) destination, a frustrating five-
minute drive away. We all (including any new residents on Carling Avenue) will continue to 
need vehicles. We are one of many communities that want better bus service.  
OC Transpo is increasing service on route 57 from Bells Corners down Moodie Drive to the 
DND Campus, but that won’t help new residents on Carling Avenue. 
New residents on Carling Avenue, like the rest of us, will need to have vehicles. 

5.4 Traffic concerns 
Anyone who does take the bus will have trouble crossing Carling Ave to and from the bus stops. 
The proposed buildings will have vehicle entrances directly off Carling Avenue and anyone who 
attempts to drive out of the buildings’ parking lot will have trouble, especially making left turns.  
Drivers will have trouble getting out in rush hour and will be at risk from speeding drivers even 
at other times of the day. 
It is noteworthy that the neighbouring three-storey apartment buildings have entrances onto side 
streets (Crystal Beach Drive and Ullswater Drive); they do not attempt to exit directly onto 
Carling Avenue. 



   

 

6.0 Reclaim the vision for lac Deschenes 
At one time, Nepean had a vision that the southern shore of lac Deschenes would be a 
destination. Andrew Hayden Park was created as a regional park, and the Nepean Sailing Club 
was built with its Dick Bell Park. Automobiles ruled back in that day, so they made Carling 
Avenue too wide, but they did create magnificent spaces. The sunsets in the summer are 
particularly spectacular in those parks. 
The park and the sailing club are popular and busy. In the summer, their parking lots are full in 
the evenings. This stretch of shoreline is an asset that the City should guard and enhance. We 
should not lose site of Nepean’s vision. 

6.1 The proposal does nothing to enhance this special location 
The bland boxy architectural design does not enhance or take advantage of the truly special 
location. These buildings could be built anywhere.  
Just putting in windows and balconies does not make creative reference to the nautical flavour 
that other developers have already added to the street. 

7.0 What Crystal Beach Lakeview would welcome 
Based on the survey about this development, on comments on the website, and on feedback on 
other developments along Carling, the community association can see that Crystal Beach 
Lakeview understands that development occurs, and that their neighbourhood will change over 
time. The neighbourhood is generally not opposed to reasonable change and would welcome 
some improvements. The following are criteria the community does want to see: 
• A reasonable size, preferably three storeys 
• A fresh design with a nautical flair 
• Setbacks in keeping with the rest of the street 
• Fewer, bigger units 
• Amenities for seniors 
• Small-scale commercial development 

7.1 A reasonable size, preferably three storeys 
While recognizing that 18.5 m (six storeys may be allowed, with large enough setbacks), 
residents would prefer to see no more than three storeys, that is, the maximum height of nearby 
apartment buildings and town homes, to fit in with the existing character of the neighbourhood 
and to maintain privacy and property values for the homes nearby.  
By replacing the existing restaurant and parking lot, even a three-storey building would add 
substantial intensification. 

7.2 Setbacks in keeping with the rest of the street 
The community would like to see setbacks similar in size to those of the nearby apartment 
buildings, to maintain the style and look of the street.  

7.3 Fewer, bigger units 
Ideally, the proponent would consider exploring other options, such as building townhomes, 613 
flats, or fewer, larger units that might accommodate families or downsizing seniors. The 



   

 

community also supports affordable housing including for family-sized units that seem to be in 
short supply across Ottawa. 

7.4 Amenities for seniors 
Although the application declares, “The target demographic for this development is seniors 
looking to downsize from a detached home,” the proposal seems unlikely to attract seniors. 
Rather it seems aimed at the usual young, single, working people catered to everywhere else. 
The Carling Avenue vehicular access with no traffic lights and speeding traffic is not a selling 
point for retired downsizers. 
Most seniors who move to a new home are looking for less property upkeep. This means that 
they are looking for a nice apartment with recreational amenities within the building, that is, a 
main floor “living room” where people can sit and chat, play cards, exchange books in a library 
alcove, hold minor events, and so on, and look out on to a lovely outdoor terrace and gardens 
area. Where is the swimming pool and mini gym? 
To attract seniors, a developer must offer an appealing building that seniors can make their 
home; where they will meet new friends in communal indoor activity spaces, or at the pool or 
gym, or at an outdoor communal area. There would need to be larger units, more greenspace, 
maybe a bit of private gardening space to make the project more inviting to seniors, although, 
truthfully, it would be difficult to solve the transportation and traffic issues. 

7.5 A fresh design with a nautical flair 
The proposed bland boxy design does not enhance or take advantage of the truly special location. 
These buildings could be built anywhere.  
Just putting in windows and balconies does not make creative reference to the nautical flavour 
that other developers have already added to the street 

7.6 Small-scale commercial development 
When development along Carling is proposed, CBLCA residents always mention that they are in 
favour of small-scale commercial development and the zoning does allow it. Residents have 
made many suggestions for what they would like to see, such as: 
• Coffee shop (that one comes up a lot) 
• Ice cream shop 
• Day care centre 
• Little mall 
• Bakery 
• Grocery store 

Wouldn’t it be terrific to have a pub or restaurant here that catered to sailors and park visitors, 
maybe with takeout picnic baskets? Even the former convenience store at Bedale and Carling 
Avenue that sold popsicles and milk is still missed. It’s unfortunate that the neighbourhood will 
lose still more commercial space if Villa Lucia disappears. 

8.0 Were the proponents aware of Ottawa’s new Official Plan? 
It’s hard to imagine, but perhaps the proponents were considering this proposal just before the 
first draft of Ottawa’s new Official Plan was released and were not aware of the plan’s intent.  



   

 

The proponents may not have realized that Ottawa would want to stimulate public transit and 
reduce the use of cars by encouraging development along the transitway. They may not have 
realized intensification would all be based around transit and their application shows they did not 
recognize that this site is not near the LRT, nor that local bus service is limited. 
They may not have realized that Carling Avenue would cease to be a main street corridor at 
Holly Acres Road and that the nearest hub would be a half-hour walk away at Bayshore. 
The proponents may not have known that shady, grassy, low-rise Crystal Beach Lakeview would 
be designated an Outer Urban neighbourhood with no intensification overlay and no plan for a 
great rush towards intensification.  
Sometimes it’s obvious that planning mistakes have been made when developers (or planners) 
don’t visit a site in person. The developers may not have realized what it would be like to drive 
out from the buildings onto Carling, how long a walk it would be to the stations, how hard it can 
be to cross Carling Avenue, how cold it is waiting for the 58 bus, what the neighbourhood looks 
like, and just what an intrusion such buildings would be.  

8.1 Just too many exceptions for the wrong location 
For the above reasons, the nine-storey height is inappropriate and an amendment to the zoning 
bylaw to allow it is inappropriate and counter to the City and community’s goals. An exemption 
to allow an FSI of greater than 2 is inappropriate and counter to the City and community’s goals. 
As one neighbour said, “I hope they reconsider the height and mass of the proposed design to be 
more in keeping with what is around here, while respecting the privacy of the people in this 
neighbourhood.” 
  



   

 

 

Comments on D02-02-21-0082  
The Proposal for 3430 Carling Avenue 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Submitted by 
Rick Nelson 
8 Maki Pl 
 
 
Summary 
This development  

1. Would not have been allowed under the old City of Nepean zoning, 
2. is not allowed under the existing 2003 official plan zoning  
3. will not be allowed under the 2021 Official Plan that will shortly be signed off by City 

Council. 

The developer (and his consultants) engaged in misleading the residents of the local community 
by making assumptions that they could get changes in the zoning and then using these 
assumptions to tell neighbouring residents that they were allowed to build something that, in fact, 
they were not.  They also assumed that the planning department would not hold them to the 
zoning restrictions imposed by the floor space index (FSI) requirements and them miss-
interpreted the 2003 official plan in ways to suit their needs. 
With a glaring lack of rapid transit and missing a 15 minute neighbourhood, this site is not 
presently suitable for intensification. 

Misleading Public Consultation 
At the first public meeting, the developer claimed (through Fotenn Consultants) that they could 
build up to 27,210 sq. metres as a right to build.  As a result, the community believed it had only 
two choices—a short, fat lot-filling building or a taller ,more slender building. The truth is that 
the developer was misleading the residents, as they could not build to 27,210 sq . metres due to 
the zoning having a FSI restriction of 2.  The FSI would restrict the building size (excluding 
common areas, etc) to about 13000 sq. metres. 
The developer (through Ryan Koolwine) repeated the same false information at the second 
public meeting and, when challenged on it, said they had ignored the FSI requirement as they felt 
that planning would not hold them to it. However, because it is part of the existing zoning it was 
a method of deception. 



   

 

At both public meetings the developer (through Ryan Koolwine and others) said that they are 
allowed to exceed the building height restriction because the neighbouring lots are zoned for 
R5A with a height limit of 34 metres but they “forgot” to mention a restriction that 30% of the 
lot area under R5A must be provided as landscaped area. 

Carling Ave Widening: 
There are numerous references both in the public presentations and in submitted documents 
about Carling Ave. being widened. The authors of these reports/presentations should know about 
road allowances and what they mean. There are no plans to widen the actual driven roadway as 
implied. What could happen “someday” is an LRT could run down the middle, a nice green 
median could be created, etc. I think this is another attempt to intimidate the residents of the 
community. 

Zoning 

History 
Back in the City of Nepean days, the zoning was CH (commercial highway). The rear yard 
setback was related to the height; to achieve the 18.3 m height, a 25 m (approximately) rear yard 
setback would have been required. This was done to prevent tall buildings from encroaching on 
nearby residences. The Nepean bylaws said: 
“In cases where a COMMERCIAL HIGHWAY ZONE - CH zone abuts lands which are zoned Residential, the 
YARD(S) that so abuts shall be a minimum of 1.4 times the BUILDING HEIGHT or the Zone Requirement for the 
YARD that so abuts, whichever is the greater. In cases where a COMMERCIAL HIGHWAY ZONE - CH zone is 
separated by a STREET from lands which are zoned Residential, the YARD FRONT for that part of the land so 
separated by a STREET, shall be a minimum of 1.4 times the BUILDING HEIGHT less one-half the width of the 
STREET, or the Zone Requirement for the YARD FRONT, whichever is the greater” 

Present Zoning:  
In 2008, when the city harmonized all the zoning from the various municipalities that had been 
combined in addition to following guidance from the 2003 Official Plan, the zoning was changed 
to GM20 [2628] H (18.5), where GM is “General Mainstreet” and the height limit is 18.5 
m.  The rear yard setback requirements are 7.5 m where it abuts a residential zone and there is a 
maximum FSI of 2. The use of the FSI mimics the intent of the original Nepean zoning in that it 
limits the possibility of a large building filling the entire lot.   

Future Zoning 
The upcoming (soon to be passed) official plan calls for this to be considered as a neighbourhood 
in the outer urban transect. For height limitations, it says a couple of somewhat contradictory 
things. 

1. Predominantly ground-oriented  forms in  Neighbourhoods located away from frequent 
street transit and Corridors, with Low-rise multi-unit dwellings permitted near rapid transit 
and frequent street transit routes; 

2. Low-rise: no minimum and generally, zoning will permit at least 3 storeys but no 
more than 4  storeys 



   

 

Since there is no nearby rapid transit this seems to imply that even a low-rise of 4 storeys may be 
prohibited. 

Adjacent Zoning 

Historical 
The apartment complex to the west (former Minto rental units) was zoned R7 with a maximum 
building height of 33.6 metres. The setback from a lot line abutting residential property was 9.1 m. 
for an apartment, or 1.4x the building height, whichever is greater. Again, there was an attempt 
to protect the neighbouring residential area from high large buildings. 

Present 
With the zoning changes of 2008, the zoning became R5 with the height limit unchanged. The 
setback equation relating to building height was removed but a requirement that 30% of the lot 
area must be provided as landscaped area (which excludes parking areas). Rear yard setback is 
7.5 m, front yard setback 6 m and side yard setback 7.5 m. This is important because the 
developer is trying to claim that what they want is already allowed in neighbouring lots—which 
is incorrect. 

Comments Directed at Specific Sections of Application  D02-02-21-0082 

Planning Rationale 

 Mistakes or Misleading Claims (numbering as  pre report) 

Section 2.1 Surrounding Areas 
South: This location is not part of Britannia Village 

Section 2.3 Existing Transit Network 

• No connections to O-Train (as it runs from downtown south to the airport area) 
• No existing Transitway stations (Moodie was closed) 
• Future LRT station is more than 1200 metres if you cannot fly like a bird 
• No nearby(present or planned) LRT stations 
• Poor local transit which OC Transpo says they will not improve due to low ridership 
• No safe way to access or depart from westbound buses (Carling Ave. is not safe to cross 

at this location) 

Section 3.1 Building Height and Massing 
Comments on existing GM zoning do not reflect the presence of an FSI=2 factor. 

Section 4.1 Provincial Policy Statement 
1.1.1 Claim is incorrect—no local schools, no local retail except for the small Ullswater plaza. 



   

 

Section 4.2 Ottawa OP (2003) 
Proposed development is not allowed under the present Official Plan and not allowed under the 
new (2021) proposed official plan 
Section  4.2.1 This is not an under-utilized lot.  It is occupied by a restaurant complex that was 
used recently by Elections Canada. This development is NOT included under Policy 3 “targets 
for intensification” 
Section 4.2.2 Adjacent properties are a maximum of 3 storeys. While some are allowed to build 
higher, they have a restriction that 30% of the lot must be a landscaped area. The claim that the 
planned function of these properties at 1 Ullswater Dr and 3A Crystal Beach Dr for high-rise 
buildings is ridiculous.  
The claim that although currently zoned for 6 storeys, the subject site could be developed with 
greater building height, in keeping with Policy 3.6.1.4 b) is misleading. If you do a close study of 
the policies under section 3.6.1 (General Urban Area) you will see that the intent is you must 
meet all the a, b, c etc. sections. The developer is conveniently claiming it is a 4a “or” 4b which 
is incorrect. Actually, if you look closely at policy 4a they give options i and ii with an “OR” 
between them. 
The rationale for requiring compliance with 4a and 4b is to discourage taller buildings in areas 
not serviced by rapid transit or on a transit priority corridor. Foteen seems to not understand that 
basic concept. 

4. Notwithstanding Policy 3, new taller buildings may be considered for sites that: 

a.front an Arterial Road on Schedules E or F of this Plan and which are: 

i. within 800 metres walking distance of a Rapid Transit Station on 
Schedule D of this Plan,or 

ii. on a Transit Priority Corridor on Schedule D of this Plan. For the 
purposes of this policy only, the “Transit Street” defined in the 
Riverside South Community Design Plan is considered an Arterial 
Road; 

b.are in an area already characterized by taller buildings or sites zoned to 
permit taller buildings. [Amendment #150, LPAT October 22, 2018] 

 
 

Section 4.2.4 Massing and Scale 
The claim “The proposed development features a low-rise podium and mid-storey form that is 
compatible with the existing and planned context along Carling Avenue.” Is false because: 

• There are no 9-storey buildings anywhere either existing or planned (except for this 
development) along Carling west of Holly Acres.  

• Planned context, as outlined earlier the areas zoned R5 have a stipulation as to 30% 
green space that this development cannot match. 



   

 

There is mention of “a significant road widening requirement for Carling Ave”. There are no 
plans to widen Carling. There is a road allowance that the developer seems to be surprised about. 

Outdoor Amenity Area: 
Balconies:  The development at 3358 Carling was required to have no balconies on the south side 
overlooking existing residences (Zoned R2L[ 1731] (bylaw 2010-61). This precedent should be 
continued.   
Section 4.4 City of Ottawa Zoning By-law (2008-250) 
The planning rationale document is wrong again.   
The current zoning does NOT permit mid-rise apartment building use. They need relief from 
building height, FSI and parking requirements. 
The use of the parking lot for a temporary period of 3 years does not reflect in a new use of this 
property. Villa Lucia is a “supper club” that is normally not very frequented during the day. The 
parking lot was to help out DND with a major parking problem they have at the Carling Campus. 
(and earn a few dollars). The use of the parking lot by DND employees and patrons of Villa 
Lucia does not overlap. 
The developer also claims that “the existing General Mixed Use (GM) zoning on the site allows 
for a continuous, longer building along Carling Avenue and a larger and deeper building into 
the site, in closer proximity to the low-rise residential dwellings along Elterwater Avenue to the 
south.”. This is fundamentally incorrect as the FSI=2 requirementsprevent such large buildings. 
The FSI requirement is designed to prevent large buildings that would use the entire footprint 
available.  This is crucial to prevent large infill projects that overwhelm the neighbourhood. The 
new Official Plan would limit this site to 4 storeys maximum. 
Reduction in Required Vehicle Parking: 
Seeing that transit is very limited in this area and since there is little to no shopping within 
walking distance, private vehicles will predominate as the preferred method of transportation.  
The recent development at 9 Leeming (an old school site) claimed that they needed fewer 
parking spaces due to the homes being targeted at seniors but the outcome is just the opposite – 
many more families and lack of parking. To say the development is targeted at seniors sounds 
“nice” but there is no way to make it happen. 
Reduced Landscape Buffer:   
The developer keeps claiming that the properties zoned R5A would allow this type of 
development but in fact the 30% landscaping buffer requirement would prevent it from 
happening. 
Public Consultations: 
The value of these public consultations was negated by the misleading information that the 
developer and his agents presented. 

Geotechnical Study 
A geotechnical study seems to be missing. Issues that need addressing are: 

• Impact of Leda clay 
• Water table level and possible need to d e-water during construction and if so impact on 

existing residences 



   

 

• Elevation of bottom of lower parking garage relative to “new” high water marks for the 
Ottawa River during a 100 yr event. 

Transportation Impact Assessment 

Transit Network 
Route #58 is half hourly only on weekdays and reverts to hourly service on weekends and 
holidays with a late start and early stop on weekends. 
Bus stops: 
The author has conveniently left out that is impossible to safely access the bus stops on the north 
side of Carling unless you are willing to walk back to the traffic signals at Bedale. Carling is 4 
lanes wide at this location with little respect shown by vehicle drivers for the 60 km/hr speed 
limit. 
Peak Hour Traffic Demands: 
It will be very difficult for vehicles to access Carling westbound from this site during busy hours 
due to both the traffic volume and the average speed of this traffic. In the AM rush hour 
whenever the 417 becomes congested, traffic spills onto Carling and often Carling’s eastbound 
lanes are backed up past this site.  

3.1.2 Trip Distribution and 3.1.2 Trip Assignment 
This section is scary. It shows 65% of traffic going to/from the south. Traffic exiting this site to 
go south will have to turn left onto Carling and then south on Moodie. If they find this too 
dangerous (and it can be scary) they then will cut through the Crystal Beach neighbourhood to 
access either Bedale or Corkstown Rd. 

3.2.2 Background Growth 
This section ignores the fact that a lot of the traffic on Carling is to/from Kanata and the hi-tech 
park. This traffic will grow at more than 1% a year. If the bottleneck at the Shirley’ Bay railway 
overpass is ever removed, the traffic will definitely increase. Carling Ave. west of Moodie is 
often (in pre-covid times) bumper to bumper going west in the morning and east in the evening. 

Traffic intersections 
This report ignores the intersection of Crystal Beach and Carling which, while unsignalled, is the 
main point of access to/from the community. It is also the intersection that OC Transpo and some 
school buses use.  

In Appendix D TDM Checklists have incorrect checkmarks  
 
12.1 A Fails: This site does NOT meet this requirement as there are no stations or rapid transit 
routes within 600 metres.  
1.2.5 Fails: no safe and easy way to get to facilities such as bus stops, MUP, etc. on the north 
side of Carling due to lack of any safe crossing of Carling Ave. 



   

 

Shadow Studies 
Dec 21 why are only 4 times shown? Where is later in the day after 4 PM? 

Tree Conservation Report 
With the push by the city to expand and preserve our green canopy, it is criminal to remove trees 
9, 10 and 11 that are healthy and fairly large. If the developer honours the FSI=2 requirement 
then the building footprint will be smaller and these trees can be saved. Construction activities 
need to start working around instead of destroying our tree canopy. The new Official Plan has a 
target to preserve and increase our green canopy. Why not start here? 
 


