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CITY COUNCIL PLANNING COMMITTEE MEETING 
 
 
 
1. ATTENDANCE 
 
 Councillor Paul Carr Councillor Bill Sandison 
 Councillor Pat Culhane Councillor Ryan Williams 
 Councillor Sean Kelly     
  
 
 
2.   DISCLOSURE OF PECUNIARY INTEREST AND THE GENERAL 

NATURE THEREOF 
 
 
 
3. PUBLIC MEETING - THE PLANNING ACT 

 
3.1 NOTICE OF APPLICATION AND INTRODUCTORY PUBLIC 

MEETING FOR A PROPOSED CONDOMINIUM 
CONVERSION, 217 BRIDGE STREET EAST, CITY OF 
BELLEVILLE 

  OWNER:  PARKWOOD APARTMENTS LIMITED C/O 
REALSTAR MANAGEMENT 

  FILE NO.: 12CD-19002 
 AGENT: MHBC PLANNING LIMITED  
    
 Notice of Meeting and Map 1 
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3.2 NOTICE OF APPLICATION AND INTRODUCTORY PUBLIC 

MEETING FOR A PROPOSED CONDOMINIUM 
CONVERSION, 230-232 MOIRA STREET EAST, CITY OF 
BELLEVILLE 

  OWNER:  MOIRA STREET APARTMENTS LIMITED C/O 
REALSTAR MANAGEMENT 

  FILE NO.: 12CD-19003 
 AGENT: MHBC PLANNING LIMITED  
    
 Notice of Meeting and Map 3 

 
 
    

4. ADJOURNMENT 
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BELLEVILLE PLANNING ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 

A G E N D A 
 

JULY 2, 2019 
5:30 P.M. 

COUNCIL CHAMBER 
   Starting 
   Page No. 

      PLANNING ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING 
 
 
1. ATTENDANCE 
 
 Councillor Paul Carr  John Baltutis 
 Councillor Pat Culhane Kathryn Brown 
 Councillor Sean Kelly Paul Jennings 
 Councillor Bill Sandison David Joyce 
 Councillor Ryan Williams  
 
 
 
2.   DISCLOSURE OF PECUNIARY INTEREST AND THE GENERAL 

NATURE THEREOF 
 
 
 
3. CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES 
 
 3.1 Minutes of the City Council Planning Committee Meeting and 

Planning Advisory Committee Meeting held on June 3, 2019 
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4. DEPUTATIONS 
 
 
 
5. CORRESPONDENCE 

 
 5.1  June 24, 2019 emails from residents of 217 Bridge Street East 5 
 
  RESOLUTION 
 
  “THAT the June 24, 2019 emails from Bill and Helen Woolgar 

and Dave Crockett residents of 217 Bridge Street East 
supporting Application No. 12CD-19002 for Proposed 
Condominium Conversion be received and referred to 
Referrals from Public Meeting Item 6.1.” 

 
 
6. REFERRALS FROM PUBLIC MEETING 
 

6.1 NOTICE OF APPLICATION AND INTRODUCTORY PUBLIC 
MEETING FOR A PROPOSED CONDOMINIUM 
CONVERSION, 217 BRIDGE STREET EAST, CITY OF 
BELLEVILLE 

  OWNER:  PARKWOOD APARTMENTS LIMITED C/O 
REALSTAR MANAGEMENT 

  FILE NO.: 12CD-19002 
 AGENT: MHBC PLANNING LIMITED  
    

  Manager of Approvals’ Report No. APS-2019-22  7 
  Correspondence Item 5.1 refers 
   
  RESOLUTION 
 
   “THAT Report No. APS-2019-22 regarding Notice of 

Application and Introductory Public Meeting for a Proposed 
Condominium Conversion, 217 Bridge Street East, City of 
Belleville be received as information; and 

 
  THAT Staff report back at such time as input from the public, 

commenting agencies, and municipal departments has been 
received, assessed, and addressed to the satisfaction of the 
Engineering and Development Services Department.” 
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6.2 NOTICE OF APPLICATION AND INTRODUCTORY PUBLIC 

MEETING FOR A PROPOSED CONDOMINIUM 
CONVERSION, 230-232 MOIRA STREET EAST, CITY OF 
BELLEVILLE 

  OWNER:  MOIRA STREET APARTMENTS LIMITED C/O 
REALSTAR MANAGEMENT 

  FILE NO.: 12CD-19003 
 AGENT: MHBC PLANNING LIMITED  
    

  Manager of Approvals’ Report No. APS-2019-23  38 
   
  RESOLUTION 
 
   “THAT Report No. APS-2019-23 dated July 2, 2019 regarding 

Notice of Application and Introductory Public Meeting for a 
Proposed Condominium Conversion, 230-232 Moira Street 
East, City of Belleville be received as information; and 

 
  THAT Staff report back at such time as input from the public, 

commenting agencies, and municipal departments has been 
received, assessed, and addressed to the satisfaction of the 
Engineering and Development Services Department.” 

 
 
 
7. REPORTS 

 
7.1 RECOMMENDATION REPORT, PROPOSED ZONING BY-

LAW AMENDMENT (BY-LAW 10245), 250 SIDNEY 
STREET, CITY OF BELLEVILLE 

  FILE NUMBER:    B-77-1076 
 APPLICANT/OWNER: 2589989 ONTARIO INC. 
 AGENT: RFA PLANNING CONSULTANT INC.  
    
  Principal Planner’s Report No. PP-2019-49    67 

 
  RESOLUTION 
 
   “THAT the Planning Advisory Committee recommends the 

following to City Council:  
 

1. THAT Zoning By-law Number 10245, as amended, be 
amended by rezoning the subject lands described as 250 
Sidney Street to add Cannabis Processing Facility as a 
permitted use to the Restricted Industrial (M1-11) Zone 
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with special provisions to recognize the existing 15 metre 
front yard setback.”  

 
2. THAT a by-law to approve and authorize the execution of a 

Development Agreement between 2589989 Ontario Inc. 
and The Corporation of the City of Belleville be prepared 
for Council’s consideration.”  

 
 
7.2 RECOMMENDATION REPORT, REVISED APPLICATIONS 

FOR ZONING AMENDMENT, PLAN OF SUBDIVISION, 
PLAN OF COMMON ELEMENTS CONDOMINIUM, 427 
FARNHAM ROAD, CITY OF BELLEVILLE 

  FILE NUMBER:    B-77-1079 AND 12CD-19001 
  OWNER: HERITAGE PARK J/V 
 AGENT/APPLICANT: RFA PLANNING CONSULTANT INC.  
    

  Manager of Policy Planning/Manager of Approvals’ Report No. 
PP-2019-46  136 

   
  RESOLUTION 
 
   “THAT the Planning Advisory Committee recommends the 

following to City Council: 
 

1. THAT Zoning By-law Number 3014, as amended, be 
amended by rezoning the subject lands described as 427 
Farnham Road from Rural Residential (RR) Zone to Low 
Density Residential Type 2 (R2) with special provisions to 
permit a 10 unit semi-detached common elements 
condominium development. 

 
2. THAT approval of a Draft Plan of Subdivision, as shown on 

Attachment #14 to the Manager of Policy Planning and 
Manager of Approvals’ Report No. PP-2019-46, be 
finalized for those lands described in Attachment #13 
(File:12CD-19001), subject to the draft plan conditions 
outlined in Attachment #15 of same. 

 
3. THAT approval of a Draft Plan of Common Elements 

Condominium, as shown on Attachment #16 to the 
Manager of Policy Planning and Manager of Approvals’ 
Report No. PP-2019-46, be finalized for the lands 
described in Attachment #13 (File: 12CD-19001), subject 
to the draft plan conditions outlined in Attachment #17 of 
same.” 
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7.3 RECOMMENDATION REPORT FOR PROPOSED ZONING 

BY-LAW AMENDMENT (BY-LAW 3014), 1437 & 1455 
MUDCAT ROAD, CITY OF BELLEVILLE 

  FILE NUMBER:    B-77-1085 
  APPLICANT: CLINT HAMILTON 
 OWNER: ROBERT ROLLINS  

 
  Principal Planner’s Report No. PP-2019-47  318 
   
  RESOLUTION 
 
   “THAT the Planning Advisory Committee recommends the 

following to City Council: 
 
  THAT Zoning By-law Number 3014, as amended, be amended 

by rezoning the severed parcel, described as 1455 Mudcat 
Road, from Prime Agriculture (PA) Zone and Rural (RU) Zone 
to Prime Agriculture (PA-56)  Zone with special provisions to 
prohibit future severances; and the retained parcel, described 
as 1437 Mudcat Road, from Prime Agricultural (PA) Zone to 
Rural Residential (RR) Zone as a condition of consent for 
application B8/19.”  

 
 
 
8. INFORMATION MATTERS 

 
 8.1  OFFICIAL PLAN AND ZONING BY-LAW AMENDMENT 

MONITORING REPORT  
 
   Report to July 2, 2019 338 
 
 
 
9. GENERAL BUSINESS AND INQUIRIES 
 
 
 
10. ADJOURNMENT 
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Background: 
 

The Engineering and Development Services Department Policy Planning 
Division received a rezoning application for 250 Sidney Street on January 30, 
2019. The purpose of the application is to add cannabis processing facility as 
a permitted use for the property. 

 
The Planning Advisory Committee reviewed Report No. PP-2019-15 
(Attachment #1) at the March 4, 2019 meeting. Now that input from the 
public, commenting agencies, and municipal departments had been 
received, assessed, and addressed to the satisfaction of the Engineering and 
Development Services Department, staff has prepared a recommendation 
report. 

 
The subject land is identified on the attached Location Map (Attachment #2). 
Site details for the subject land: 
 
Site Review Description 
Site Location The subject lands are municipally known as 

250 Sidney Street and located west of 
Sidney Street, north of Bridge Street West, 
and south of Wilson Avenue. 

Site Size 7.73 Hectares. 
Present Use(s) Business, professional and/or 

administrative office; medical sports injury 
clinic; personal fitness training facility. 

Proposed Use Cannabis processing facility. 
Belleville Official Plan Designation Industrial. 
Present Zone Category M1-11 – Restricted Industrial with special 

provisions. 
Proposed Zone Category M1-11 – Restricted Industrial with special 

provisions. 
Land uses to the north Elementary school and industrial uses. 
Land uses to the east Residential lots and local commercial. 
Land uses to the south Exhibition Park. 
Land uses to the west An industrial zoned lot partially vacant and 

partially used for recreational facilities. 
Adjacent are residential lots. 

 
Documents submitted as part of the application include: 
 
• A Planning Rationale by RFA Planning Inc.  (Attachment #3); 
• A proposed site plan of the subject property (Attachment #4); 
• A memo from RFA Planning Inc. summarizing Planning Advisory 

Committee and City Council meetings between March 5, 2018 and April 9, 
2018 regarding a previous application (File B-77-1044) for an 
amendment to modify the provisions of the Restricted Industrial (M1-11) 
Zone to add a medical marihuana production facility as a permitted use 
(Attachment #5); 
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• A memo from CannDelta: Canadian Regulatory & Scientific Cannabis 
Consulting on Physical Security Requirements of the Cannabis Regulations 
SOR/2018-144 (Attachment #6);and  

• A document outlining Existing Fencing & Lighting Conditions (Attachment 
#7). 

 
These documents have been available for public review at the Planning 
Department.   
 
Proposal:  
 
The Applicant proposes a rezoning to add ‘Cannabis Processing Facility’ as a 
permitted use in the Restricted Industrial (M1-11) Zone and recognize the 
existing 15 metre minimum front yard depth, where the opposite side of the 
street is a residential zone. The proposed use does not include the 
production of cannabis. 
 
Provincial Policy Statement: 
 
Municipalities are required to ensure all decisions related to land use 
planning matters shall be consistent with the Provincial Policy Statement. 
 
The Provincial Policy Statement provides that a municipality will provide new 
employment opportunities to help diversify its economic base. The applicant 
has indicated the use will employ up to fifty (50) employees at full capacity.  
 
The City’s long-term economic prosperity will be maintained by permitting a 
use in an emerging economic sector; which in return shall promote economic 
competitiveness of the municipality. A Statistics Canada survey conducted 
throughout 2018 and continuing into 2019 has shown that (3.5%) more 
Canadians are using cannabis since legalization and usage in Ontario has 
increased from 13.5% to 20%. (Attachment #8).  
 
Official Plan 
 
The land is designated "Industrial" in the City’s Official Plan (Attachment #9 
– Official Plan Designation Map). 
 
Areas designated as industrial are intended to serve as the major 
concentrations of industrial activity and employment in the City and the 
policies of this Plan are intended to provide flexibility to enable firms to 
respond quickly to changing economic conditions. This Plan encourages 
diversification of the types and sizes of industrial activities in the City. 
 
Uses permitted in areas designated Industrial land use include activities 
associated with the manufacturing, assembling, fabricating, packaging or 
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processing of goods and services, including transportation/truck terminals, 
warehouses, railway uses, and other similar uses. The applicant is proposing 
packaging and processing of goods of a small scale located within an 
enclosed building, with limited to no outdoor storage and will not produce 
levels of noise, dust, or odours typical of general industrial uses. 
Notwithstanding this, the building will be outfitted with specialized air 
filtration systems to mitigate any odours that may occur as a result of the 
proposed Cannabis Processing Facility. 
 
It is Staff’s opinion that this proposal conforms to the City of Belleville 
Official Plan. 
 
Zoning By-law 
 
The subject lands are currently zoned Restricted Industrial (M1-11) with 
special provisions to permit a medical sports injury clinic and a personal 
fitness training facility in addition to the uses permitted in the M1 Zone. The 
subject lands are the only lot zoned M1-11 in the City of Belleville.   
 
The application proposes to add Cannabis Processing Facility as a permitted 
use in the Restricted Industrial (M1-11) Zone and recognize the existing 15 
metre minimum front yard depth, where the opposite side of the street is a 
residential zone. 
 
Permitted uses in the Restricted Industrial (M1) Zone include: 
 

• light manufacturing, assembling, processing and for fabricating of 
goods and materials; 

• warehousing and storage of goods, but not including salvage yards; 
• wholesale business; 
• research and development facility; 
• training facility and/or commercial school; 
• business, professional and/or administrative office; 
• printing and/or publishing establishment; 
• commercial and/or industrial rental/service business; 
• industrial and office equipment sales, rental, supply and service; 

and 
• business and industrial incubator. 

 
It is Staff’s opinion that the proposed use of a cannabis processing facility is 
consistent with other uses permitted in the Restricted Industrial Zone as it 
involves packaging and processing of goods. Moreover, if the proposed use 
of the facility was for processing of any other type of good a rezoning would 
not be necessary. 
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Public Comments 
 

On February 13, 2019 a written notice and location map was mailed by first 
class mail to all registered owners of land within 120 metres of the subject 
property.  The notice provided information that a public meeting was 
scheduled for March 4, 2019. 
 
Similarly, a sign was placed on the subject lands notifying the general public 
that a Public Meeting was scheduled for March 4, 2019. 
 
Both notices state that additional information is available in the City’s 
planning files for review by any member of the public during business hours. 
 
Written correspondence from the public has been included in this report (See 
Attachment #10). 
 
Submitted written comments of concerns and/or opposition include: 
 

• that this type of use should be in an industrial area; 
• impact on surrounding properties including odour, lighting, 

aesthetics of the fencing, vehicle traffic noise and emissions; and 
• proximity to school and residential areas. 

 
One letter was submitted in support of the application stating the lighting 
from the former sport fields never impacted the dwellings on Boyce Court, 
that they did not foresee an increase in traffic would affect Boyce Court, and 
that they supported an opportunity for new jobs in the City. 
 
Public Meeting 
 
At the public meeting on March 4, 2019, the Agent, Shawn Leger of RFA 
Planning Inc. provided an overview of the proposal. Virginia MacLean, 
Council of the applications, spoke about Health Canada’s strict guidelines 
including required security measures. Owners/Applicants Frank Mondelli and 
Michael Sannella of “2589989 Ontario Inc.” answered questions regarding 
their intent to lease the facility to possibly two companies for cannabis 
processing.  
 
There were three members of the public who spoke at the public meeting 
regarding this application and the minutes of the meeting are included as 
Attachment #11. 
 
The primary concerns and/or opposition from the public include: 
 

• the affect the facility will have on property values; 
• concerns with security; specifically lights/cameras/fencing; 
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• increased traffic; 
• proximity to schools; and 
• appearance of building; specifically regarding high fences and 

cameras. 
 
Two of the most prominent concerns from the public has been fencing and 
lighting. These issues are further addressed below. 
 
Fencing 
 
Concern at the public meeting was raised regarding barbed wire fencing 
surrounding the site. The site must be designed in a manner that prevents 
unauthorized access. Part 4 of the Cannabis Regulations establishes 
requirements pertaining to physical security measures; in order to ensure 
that a licence holder’s site is adequately secured and safeguarded at all 
times to protect public safety and to minimize the risks of diversion. 
 
The memo from CannDelta: Canadian Regulatory & Scientific Cannabis 
Consulting on Physical Security Requirements of the Cannabis Regulations 
states that the current fence plan for 250 Sidney Street is adequate since a 
perimeter fence is not required by Health Canada if other physical security 
measures are put in place as per the Cannabis Regulations. For example, 
physical security measures such as including long-range motion detectors 
and weatherproof cameras with video analytics to detect unauthorized 
access to the site, flood lights for increased visibility of the site perimeter, or 
use of a night guard may be applied to circumvent the need for a fence. 
 
Staff is satisfied that the concern over barbed wire fencing has been 
addressed by the Applicant and that no barbed wire is required to be added. 
Staff is recommending a development agreement be registered on title to 
ensure the fencing has minimal impact on the surrounding properties. 
 
Lighting 
 
Licence holders for standard processing must meet the following strict 
requirements for intrusion detection and visual surveillance as required 
under Part 4 of the Cannabis Regulations in order to be issued a cannabis 
licence by Health Canada. As previously mentioned, this may include flood 
lights for increased visibility of the site perimeter.  
 
The Applicant submitted an existing lighting plan which shows floodlights 
and semi-flush mounted lights on the interior of the property, and full cut-off 
lights around the perimeter of the property. The full cut-off lighting design 
increases illumination of the target area, reduces glare and light spillage on 
surrounding properties, and eliminates upward light and sky glow. 
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Staff is recommending that a lighting plan also be registered on title as part 
of a development agreement to ensure public concerns are addressed.  
 
Staff and Agency Comments 
 
External Agency Circulation  
 
The subject application was circulated for comment to the Algonquin & 
Lakeshore Catholic School Board, the Hastings & Prince Edward District 
School Board, Hastings and Prince Edward Health Unit, Bell Canada, Canada 
Post, Ontario Power Generation, Union Gas, Elexicon Energy, Hydro One, 
TransCanada Pipeline, Enbridge Pipelines, Trans-Northern Pipelines, MPAC, 
Quinte Conservation, and the Health Unit. 
 
To date, Quinte Conservation, Elexicon Energy, and Hydro One have 
provided correspondence and have no concerns.  No other comments have 
been received regarding this application. 
 
Internal Department Circulation  
 
The subject application was circulated for comment to the Belleville Fire 
Department, Belleville Police Service, the Development Engineer, the 
General Manager of Transportation & Operations Department, General 
Manager of Environmental Services, the Director of Recreation, Culture and 
Community Services, the Manager of Parks & Open Spaces, the Chief 
Administrative Officer, the Manager of Economic & Strategic Initiatives, the 
City Clerk, and the Chief Building Official.  
 
To date, the Belleville Fire Department, the City’s Development Engineer, 
Recreation, Culture & Community Services, Transportation & Operations 
Services, and Parks & Open Space departments have provided 
correspondence and they have no concerns. 
 
No other comments have been received regarding this application. 
 
Planning Analysis: 
 
Consistency with Provincial Policy Statement, Official Plan and Zoning By-law 

This application is consistent with the Provincial Policy Statement as the 
proposed development would promote new economic development and 
help the City compete in an emerging market. This application should help 
diversify the economic base of the City. The proposed development is 
located in a designated industrial area which will assist in mitigation of 
nuisances such as odour which provides consistency with the PPS. 
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The Official Plan encourages flexibility within the Industrial land use area 
to allow for the ability to respond to changing economic conditions, 
including diversification of the types and sizes of industrial uses. The 
application is for an emerging product.  However, the activity of the 
proposed use is similar to other industrial activities (i.e. manufacturing, 
assembling, and processing). It is staff’s opinion that the application 
conforms to the Official Plan. 

Public concerns regarding odour should be mitigated by Health Canada’s 
requirement for an air filtration system to mitigate any odours. 
Considering these facilities are subject to Health Canada inspections on a 
regular basis, Staff are of the opinion that odour will not be an issue from 
the facility. Moreover, there will be no outdoor storage of cannabis.  

To address fencing and lighting concerns, the Agent, submitted a 
document outlining existing fencing and lighting on the subject land. The 
document shows multiple views surrounding the property including from 
the property between the subjects land and the dwellings on Boyce Court. 
Staff are of the opinion that any changes to the fencing would have 
minimal impact. Staff are recommending that the Applicant enter into a 
development agreement with the City of Belleville that is to be registered 
on title to ensure concerns over fencing and lighting are addressed as per 
public comments. 

Regarding concerns over proximity to the school to the north of the 
subject land, Staff note that the school board was circulated and received 
no feedback regarding the proposed use.  

Conclusion: 
 
The Policy Planning Section of the Engineering and Development Services 
support the rezoning of the subject lands to add ‘Cannabis Processing 
Facility’ as a permitted use in the Restricted Industrial (M1-11) Zone and 
recognize the existing 15 metre minimum front yard depth, where the 
opposite side of the street is a residential zone.  
 
 
Respectfully submitted 
 
 
 
 
____________________________  
Thomas Deming, Principal Planner 
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Attachments 
 
Attachment #1 – Report No. PP-2019-15 
Attachment #2 – Location Map 
Attachment #3 – Planning Rationale – RFA Planning Consultant 
Attachment #4 – Proposed Site Plan 
Attachment #5 – A memo from RFA Planning Inc. summarizing Planning 

Advisory Committee and City Council meetings between 
March 5, 2018 and April 9, 2018 regarding a previous 
application (File B-77-1044) 

Attachment #6 – A memo from CannDelta: Canadian Regulatory & Scientific 
Cannabis Consulting on Physical Security Requirements of 
the Cannabis Regulations SOR/2018-144 

Attachment #7 – Existing Fencing & Lighting Conditions 
Attachment #8 – Statistics Canada National Cannabis Survey, first quarter 

2019 
Attachment #9 – Official Plan Designation Map 
Attachment #10– Written Public Correspondence 
Attachment #11– March 4, 2019 Planning Advisory Committee Meeting 

Minutes  
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CITY OF BELLEVILLE 
Thomas Deming, Policy Planner  

Engineering and Development Services Department 
Report No. PP-2019-15 

March 4, 2019 

To: Belleville Planning Advisory Committee 

Subject: Notice of Complete Application and Introductory Public Meeting 
For Proposed Zoning By-law Amendment (By-Law 10245) 
250 Sidney Street 
City of Belleville 
APPLICANT/OWNER: 2589989 Ontario Inc. 
AGENT: RFA Planning Consultant Inc.  

File:  B-77-1076

Recommendation: 

“That Report No. PP-2019-15 dated March 4, 2019 regarding Notice of 
Complete Application and Introductory Public Meeting For Proposed 
Amendment to Zoning By-Law Number 10245, as Amended – 250 
Sidney Street, City of Belleville, County of Hastings be received as 
information, and;  

That Staff report back at such time as input from the public, 
commenting agencies, and municipal departments has been received, 
assessed, and addressed to the satisfaction of the Engineering and 
Development Services Department.” 

Background: 

The initial public meeting is held in accordance with the requirements of the 
Planning Act. The purpose of this meeting is for Committee Members to 
formally hear and receive public comments. The intent of this statutory 
public planning meeting is to receive public feedback and incorporate it into 
a recommendation report from staff. 

The subject Land is identified on Attachment #1 Location Map. 

In support of the application, the following was submitted: 

• A Planning Rationale by RFA Planning Inc.  (Attachment #2);
• A proposed site plan of the subject property (Attachment #3); and

APPROVAL BLOCK 
DE& DS__________ 
MPP____________
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• A memo from RFA Planning Inc. summarizing Planning Advisory 
Committee and City Council meetings between March 5, 2018 and 
April 9, 2018 regarding a previous application (File B-77-1044) for an 
amendment to modify the provisions of the Restricted Industrial (M1-
11) Zone to add a medical marihuana production facility as a 
permitted use (Attachment #4). 

 
These documents are available for public review at the Engineering and 
Development Services Department Planning Division.   
 
Site details for the subject land: 
 

Site Review Description 
Site Location The subject lands are municipally known as 

250 Sidney Street and located west of 
Sidney Street, north of Bridge Street West, 
and south of Wilson Avenue. 

Site Size 7.73 Hectares. 
Present Use(s) Business, professional and/or 

administrative office; medical sports injury 
clinic; personal fitness training facility. 

Proposed Use Cannabis processing facility. 
Belleville Official Plan Designation Industrial. 
Present Zone Category M1-11 – Restricted Industrial with special 

provisions. 
Proposed Zone Category M1-11 – Restricted Industrial with special 

provisions. 
Land uses to the north Elementary school and industrial uses. 
Land uses to the east Residential lots and local commercial. 
Land uses to the south Exhibition Park. 
Land uses to the west An industrial zoned lot partially vacant and 

partially used for recreational facilities. 
Adjacent are residential lots. 

 
Proposal 
 
The Applicant proposes a rezoning to add Cannabis Processing Facility as a 
permitted use in the Restricted Industrial (M1-11) Zone and recognize the 
existing 15 metre minimum front yard depth, where the opposite side of the 
street is a residential zone. The proposed use does not include the 
production of cannabis. 
 
Provincial Policy Statement 
 
Municipalities are required to ensure all decisions related to land use 
planning matters shall be consistent with the Provincial Policy Statement. 

Planning Staff will consider the following policies in the PPS: 
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1.3.1  Planning authorities shall promote economic development and 
competitiveness by: 

a) providing for an appropriate mix and range of employment and 
institutional uses to meet long-term needs; 

b) providing opportunities for a diversified economic base, including 
maintaining a range and choice of suitable sites for employment uses 
which support a wide range of economic activities and ancillary uses, 
and take into account the needs of existing and future businesses; 

c) encouraging compact, mixed-use development that incorporates 
compatible employment uses to support liveable and resilient 
communities; 

1.7.1  Long-term economic prosperity should be supported by: 

a) promoting opportunities for economic development and community 
investment-readiness; 

Official Plan 
 
The land is designated "Industrial" in the City’s Official Plan (Attachment #5 
– Official Plan Designation Map). Planning Staff will use the policies within 
the Official Plan to make a recommendation. Official Plan policy that will be 
considered includes: 
 

• Lands within the Industrial Land Use designation shall be used 
predominantly for manufacturing, assembling, fabricating, packaging 
or processing of goods and services, including transportation/truck 
terminals, warehouses, railway uses, and other similar uses. Other 
compatible uses such as commercial uses accessory to industrial uses, 
commercial uses which primarily serve the industrial area, wholesale 
establishments, office uses, equipment rental uses, data processing 
establishments, other quasi-industrial, service or business uses such 
as automotive services uses and utility or service companies, and 
commercial uses which require large sites for storage are permitted. 

 
• This Plan encourages diversification of the types and sizes of industrial 

activities in the City. Certain lands designated Industrial Land Use are 
located immediately adjacent to residential areas or land uses that can 
be sensitive to the impacts of industrial activity. In such areas, the 
range of uses should be limited to service industrial uses which are 
less likely to cause significant off-site impacts. 

 
• Where industrial development is proposed adjacent to lands 

designated or used for sensitive land uses such as residential 
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development, the Municipality should determine, using the Ministry of 
Environment’s guideline on compatibility between industrial facilities 
and sensitive land uses, the separation distances or mitigative 
measures that should be employed to  reduce the potential of land use 
conflict. Separation distances may vary depending upon the nature of 
the proposed industrial use and the sensitive land use. 

 
• Where an existing industrial Land Use is located in close proximity to 

sensitive land uses, the Municipality should encourage the 
establishment of mitigative measures to reduce the impact of the 
industrial use on adjoining land uses (i.e. fencing, landscaping, 
berming, limited building fenestrations oriented towards the sensitive 
land uses). 

 
Zoning By-Law 
 
The subject lands are currently zoned Restricted Industrial (M1-11) with 
special provisions to permit a medical sports injury clinic and a personal 
fitness training facility in addition to the uses permitted in the M1 Zone. The 
subject lands are the only lot zoned M1-11 in the City of Belleville.   
 
The application proposes to add Cannabis Processing Facility as a permitted 
use in the Restricted Industrial (M1-11) Zone and recognize the existing 15 
metre minimum front yard depth, where the opposite side of the street is a 
residential zone. 
 
Permitted uses in the Restricted Industrial (M1) Zone include: 
 

• light manufacturing, assembling, processing and for fabricating of 
goods and materials; 

• warehousing and storage of goods, but not including salvage yards; 
• wholesale business; 
• research and development facility; 
• training facility and/or commercial school; 
• business, professional and/or administrative office; 
• printing and/or publishing establishment; 
• commercial and/or industrial rental/service business; 
• industrial and office equipment sales, rental, supply and service; and 
• business and industrial incubator. 

 
Public Comments 
 
On February 13, 2019 a written notice and location map was mailed by first 
class mail to all registered owners of land within 120 metres of the subject 
property.  The notice provided information that a public meeting was 
scheduled for March 4, 2019. 
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Similarly, a sign was placed on the subject lands notifying the general public 
that a public meeting was scheduled for March 4, 2019. 
 
Both notices state that additional information is available.  This additional 
information includes a planning rationale, a proposed site plan, and a memo 
summarizing past Planning Advisory Committee and City Council meetings 
regarding a previous application at this site. These documents are available 
for review by any member of the public during business hours.  
 
At the time of writing this report, one member of the public has indicated 
they would like to be informed of the decision, and no other correspondence 
from the public has been received by the City regarding this application. 
 
Staff and Agency Comments 
 
External Agency Circulation  
 
The subject application was circulated for comment to the Algonquin & 
Lakeshore Catholic School Board, the Hastings & Prince Edward District 
School Board, Hastings and Prince Edward Health Unit, Bell Canada, Canada 
Post, Ontario Power Generation, Union Gas, Veridian Connections, Hydro 
One, TransCanada Pipeline, Enbridge Pipelines, Trans-Northern Pipelines, 
MPAC, and the Health Unit. 
 
At the time of writing this report, no comments or concerns have been 
received regarding this application. 
 
Internal Department Circulation  
 
The subject application was circulated for comment to the Belleville Fire 
Department, Belleville Police Service, the Development Engineer, the 
General Manager of Transportation & Operations Department, General 
Manager of Environmental Services, the Director of Recreation, Culture and 
Community Services, the Manager of Parks & Open Spaces, the Chief 
Administrative Officer, the Manager of Economic & Strategic Initiatives, the 
City Clerk, and the Chief Building Official.  
 
The Development Engineer, Belleville Fire Department, and Transportation & 
Operations Department, have provided correspondence and they have no 
concerns. 
 
At the time of writing this report, no other comments have been received 
regarding this application. 
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Considerations: 
 
Public 
 
Circulation to the public complies with the requirements of the Planning Act, 
R.S.O. 1990. 
 
Financial 
 
The fees of the application have been received by the City. 
 
Impact on and input from other Departments/Sources 
 
Circulation of this application to other departments/agencies has occurred. 
 
Strategic Plan Alignment 

The City of Belleville’s Strategic Plan identifies nine strategic themes 
including Industrial and Commercial Development. The strategic objectives 
of the Industrial and Commercial Development theme are: 

• Ensure suitable serviced employment lands are available to meet the 
needs of all potential industrial and commercial investments  

• Market the City‘s unique strengths to attract leading-edge industries 
that provide high paying job opportunities 

• Encourage remediation and redevelopment of underutilized lands 

• Support initiatives that create an available skilled labour force, 
including programs to retain youth in the community 

Conclusion: 
 
Comments received at this public meeting, as well as subsequent written 
comments will be considered by the Engineering and Development Services 
Department in analysis of the application received to amend the City of 
Belleville Zoning By-law 10245. A recommendation report will be brought 
forward upon receipt of all agency and public comments. 
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Respectfully submitted 

____________________________  
Thomas Deming, CPT 
Planner, Policy Planning 
Engineering and Development Services Department 

Attachments 
Attachment #1 – Location Map 
Attachment #2 – Planning Rationale by RFA Planning Inc. 
Attachment #3 – Proposed site plan of the subject property 
Attachment #4 – Memo from RFA Planning Inc. summarizing Planning 

Advisory Committee and City Council meetings 
between March 5, 2018 and April 9, 2018 regarding 
the amendment to modify the provisions of the 
Restricted Industrial (M1-11) Zone to add a medical 
marihuana production facility as a permitted use. 

Attachment #5 – Official Plan Designation Map  
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Planning Rationale 
To: Stephen Ashton, MCIP, RPP, CAHP, Manager, Policy Planning 

From: RFA Planning Consultant Inc. 

Cc: Frank Mondelli, 2589989 Ontario Inc., Applicant/Owner 

Date: January 30, 2019 

Re: Application for an Amendment to the Zoning By-law – 250 Sidney 
Street, City of Belleville (2589989 Ontario Inc.) 

This memo is to summarize our planning opinion in support of the Application for an 
Amendment to the Zoning By-law for 2589989 Ontario Inc., for conformity to the 
Provincial Policy Statement and the Belleville Official Plan general policies within 
the Industrial land use designation. We have also assessed the applicable Zoning 
By-law provisions and offer the following planning opinion in support of the 
applications. 

BACKGROUND 

We were retained in November, 2018 by the applicant, 2589989 Ontario Inc., to 
undertake a rezoning application for the subject property. The land described as 
Part of Lots 7, 10 and 11, RCP 1819 Sidney, Part 2 Plan 21R-19819, Belleville, 
County of Hastings being all of PIN 40457-0148 (LT) and Part of Lots 7 and 11, RCP 
1819 Sidney, Part 2 Plan 21R-19819, Belleville, County of Hastings being all of PIN 
40457-0153 (LT). The subject property has an area of 7.73 hectares (19.1 acres) 
with 253.2 metres (830.7 feet) of frontage on the west side of Sidney Street. The 
land to be rezoned contains a 25,845-square-metre (278,193.3-square-foot) 
principal building gross floor area and eight outbuildings, including a gatehouse 
building. The subject property is serviced by municipal piped water and sanitary 
services. The south and west yards are bordered by chain link perimeter fencing. 
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Secure loading areas are located along at the southern portion of the building 
complex, adjacent to Exhibition Park. There are a series of tenants that currently 
occupy the existing complex, including, but not limited to: Avaya, Quinte 
Orthopedics, One-to-One Health and Fitness Centre, Metroland Media, Canadian 
Mental Health Association, Continuing On In Education and various other offices. 
The property is known as the former Nortel site and was originally constructed in 
1947, with various renovations and additions in 1951, 1954, 1961 and 1982. Refer 
to enclosed Existing Conditions sketch for further detail. 
 
The subject property is designated “Industrial Land Use” in the City of Belleville 
Official Plan and within the “Special Restricted Industrial (M1-11) Zone” of Zoning 
Bylaw Number 10245. The special provision for the M1-11 Zone indicates that “a 
medical sports injury clinic and a personal fitness training facility shall be a permitted use in 
additional to those uses permitted by Section 1(1) of this Part V.” The surrounding land uses 

are a mix of industrial, community facility and residential. 
 
PREVIOUS LAND USE APPROVALS 
 
In January, 2018 an application was filed with the Belleville planning department 
under File No. B-77-1044. The proposal at that time was to add a Medical Marihuana 
Production Facility as a permitted use to the site-specific Restricted Industrial (M1-
11) Zone for the subject property. Medical Marihuana Production Facility is defined 
in Zoning By-law 10245 as “premises used for growing, producing, testing, destroying, storing, 
or distribution of medical marijuana or cannabis authorized by a license issued by Health Canada.” 

The application was recommended by staff and the Planning Advisory Committee 
(PAC) for approval but was refused by Council on April 9, 2018. Shortly thereafter, 
the applicant appealed Council’s decision to the Local Planning Appeal Tribunal, but 
later withdrew the appeal to conduct a fulsome review of its business model and 
planned use for subject property.  
 
Key issues raised during the respective meetings are as follows: 
 
 Security requirements 
 Signage 
 Displacement of current tenants 
 Clarity on research and 

development component of facility 
 Number of employees 

 Appropriateness of location 
 Wording of amending By-law 
 Types of jobs 
 Number of cannabis plants on-site 
 Production volume
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A memo addressed to the applicant’s current solicitor is enclosed for further detail 
on the proceedings of the PAC public meeting and Council meeting that took place 
in March and April, 2018, respectively. 
 
APPLICATION FOR REZONING 
 
The purpose of the rezoning application is to add Cannabis Processing Facility as a 
permitted use on the subject property and to recognize the existing 15.0-metre front 
yard depth. The front yard depth of the subject property is a pre-existing condition; 
however, the opposite side of the street is in a residential zone and it is deficient. 
The proposed Cannabis Processing Facility will utilize 5,574 square metres (60,000 
square feet) of the existing Sidney Street complex. A Cannabis Processing Facility 
use is not currently defined within Zoning By-law Number 1024 and may require a 
new definition. Through consultation with staff, it is understood that 
recommendations are coming forward to consider updating the Zoning By-law for 
cannabis-related uses. Specifically, it is requested the existing M1-11 Zone special 
provision – a medical sports injury clinic and a personal fitness training facility shall be a permitted 
use in additional to those uses permitted by Section 1(1) of this Part V – be amended to add a 

Cannabis Processing Facility as a permitted use and to permit a minimum front yard 
depth of 15.0 metres where the opposite side of the street is in a residential zone. 
All other provisions of the M1-11 Zone can be met and no other special provisions 
are necessary. 
 
The applicant, 2589989 Ontario Inc., has applied to Health Canada to obtain a 
licence for standard processing for the making of cannabis products in accordance 
with the new Cannabis Act (Canada) and its cannabis regulations, which came into 
effect October 17, 2018. Health Canada will not issue a licence unless it meets 
municipal zoning regulations. Standard processing of cannabis consists of receiving 
raw cannabis, processing, packaging, labelling and distribution of the various 
cannabis products that are manufactured to an authorized licence holder. If for 
medical purposes, a prescription is received by a Federal Medical Sales Licence 
holder, who verifies the prescription and places an order with a processing licence 
holder, who then ships the order directly to the patient to fulfill the prescription. If for 
recreational purposes, an order is received by a holder of a Licence for Sale of 
cannabis under the Provincial Act and it is shipped to a provincially licenced store. 
The proposed Cannabis Processing Facility cannot cultivate, propagate or harvest 
cannabis or sell cannabis or cannabis products directly to the public. It is important 
to note that light manufacturing and processing are permitted as-of-right uses on the 
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subject property. This is consistent with the proposed Cannabis Processing Facility, 
but where cannabis is a regulated product under Health Canada. The subject 
rezoning is required in accordance with City of Belleville policy on this basis only. 
 
CONFORMITY TO THE PROVINCIAL POLICY STATEMENT (2014) 
 
The Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) has applied to all planning applications since 
April 30, 2014. It provides policy direction on matters of provincial interest related to 
land use planning and development. All decisions related to land use planning 
matters “shall be consistent with” the PPS. The application for Official Plan 
Amendment is consistent with the 2014 PPS. 
 
The subject proposal will benefit the financial well-being of the Province and 
municipality over the long term since the commercial use will add to the local tax 
base by contributing to the viability of an underutilized industrial site and distributing 
its products throughout the province under applicable legislation (PPS 1.1.1(a)). The 
development is an adaptive re-use of an underutilized industrial site with municipal 
services, which is a cost effective development pattern that mitigates land 
consumption and servicing costs (PPS 1.1.1e)). Due to the nature of the proposed 
cannabis processing facility, the subject property was selected as the required 
electricity infrastructure is available to the site to meet current needs and there are 
no apparent concerns for the electricity infrastructure to meet projected needs to 
due the previous Nortel operations (PPS 1.1.1g)). 
 
The proposed use is considered regeneration growth within a settlement area, which 
shall be promoted (PPS 1.1.3.1). The proposed use will be a pharmaceutical grade 
facility, which will consist of a “clean” operation that is not anticipated to contribute 
to any negative impact to air quality. The projected $250,000 in required renovations 
is intended to implement modern energy efficiency standards (PPS 1.1.3.2a)3.) 
along with Health Canada requirements, specifically security and air filtration system 
to remove potential odours emitted to the outside. A municipal transit stop is located 
centrally along the Sidney Street frontage of the subject property. An increase in the 
number of employees working on-site may support the existing transit system 
through adding potential users (PPS 1.1.3.2a)5.). The subject property is considered 
freight-supportive due to its close proximity (approximately four kilometres) to the 
nearest Highway 401 transportation corridor on-ramp. 
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The business will provide additional employment opportunities. At full capacity it is 
anticipated that the proposed facility will employ approximately 50 non-workers. 
(1.3.1(a)). The site is located with Belleville’s Sidney Street industrial area, which 
provides facilities for diverse economic activity for restricted light 
industrial/employment uses that do not have characteristics that warrant a location 
in a heavy/general industrial area (1.3.1(b)). The proposed use is considered 
packaging and processing of goods of a small scale, which is a compatible 
employment use within a mixed use area. The site is already developed, is within a 
built up area of the Sidney Street industrial area – a designated employment area – 
and is considered compact on this basis (PPS 1.3.1c)). The necessary infrastructure 
is provided to support current and projected needs (PPS 1.3.1d)). 
 
Municipal sewage and water services are provided to the site, which is the preferred 
form of servicing for settlement areas (1.6.6.2). The site is already developed and 
there are no apparent concerns with respect to minimizing or preventing increased 
contaminant loads or minimizing erosion. It is intended to maintain the landscaped 
yards, which will also assist in maximizing the extent and function of vegetation and 
pervious surfaces (1.6.6.7). 
 
CONFORMITY TO THE OFFICIAL PLAN 
 
The subject property is designated “Industrial Land Use” on Schedule ‘B’ Land Use 
Plan – Urban Serviced Area, which forms part of the City of Belleville Official Plan. 
The Official Plan was approved by the Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing on 
January 7, 2002. The relevant Industrial Land Use policies have been assessed 
below for conformity to the Official Plan. 
 
Within the Industrial Land Use designation, activities associated with the 
manufacturing, assembling, fabricating, packaging or processing of goods and 
services, including transportation/truck terminals, warehouses, railway uses are 
permitted uses. Other compatible uses such as commercial uses accessory to 
industrial uses, commercial uses which primarily serve the industrial area, wholesale 
establishments, office uses, equipment rental uses, data processing 
establishments, other quasi-industrial service or business uses such as automotive 
services uses and utility or service companies and commercial uses which require 
large sites for storage are permitted (OP 3.12.1). Industrial Land Use areas are 
intended to serve as major concentrations of industrial activity and employment and 
are considered major enterprise zones (OP 3.12). The proposed Cannabis 
Processing Facility may be considered a service industrial use as activities will be 
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located within an enclosed building, with limited to no outdoor storage and will not 
produce levels of noise, dust or odours characteristic of general industrial uses. 
 
The lot area is 7.73 hectares and the overall lot coverage including the principal and 
accessory buildings is 30%. The subject property appears to have sufficient area to 
accommodate the buildings, parking and loading areas along with landscaping, and 
meets or exceeds the M1 Zone provisions, including setbacks to residential uses. 
There are 780 existing parking spaces on-site plus visitor parking along Sidney 
Street, which exceeds the projected needs for off-street parking for manufacturing 
or warehousing uses with the anticipated number of employees working in shifts. At 
full capacity, it is anticipated that there will be approximately 50 non-shift employees 
working at the proposed facility. It has been calculated that 56 parking spaces are 
needed to meet the off-street parking requirements. The precise number of company 
vehicles is currently unknown (OP 3.12.2a)). 
 
The existing industrial complex has existed in various forms for over 70 years, and 
any impact from industrial uses in the immediate vicinity is considered to be a pre-
existing condition. Notwithstanding this, the building will be outfitted with specialized 
air filtration systems to mitigate any odours that may occur as a result of the 
proposed Cannabis Processing Facility. There are otherwise no apparent land use 
concerns that may result from the proposed development and the location (OP 
3.12.2b)/c)). Furthermore, separation distance to residential uses to the west exceed 
the M1 Zone requirements, by 15 times (180 metres). Distances to residential uses 
to the east are a pre-existing condition, where the single-storey manufacturing 
portion of the complex exceeds the required 22.8-metre separation to residential 
zone on the opposite side of the street but where the two-storey office portion of the 
complex is deficient at approximately 15 metres. 
 
With respect to off-street parking requirements, the available parking and loading 
areas exceed the requirements for the intended number of employees. The 
proposed cannabis processing facility is understood to have minimal outdoor 
storage, as the operations – consisting of processing, packaging and distribution – 
will be contained within the principal building (OP 3.12.2f)). 
 
The above analysis has carefully considered the applicable Official Plan general 
policies for development within Industrial Land Use areas. It is our planning opinion 
that the proposed rezoning application conforms to the intent of the Official Plan and 
that policies of the Official Plan appear to conform to the 2014 PPS. 
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DISCUSSION 
 
It is requested the existing M1-11 Zone special provision – a medical sports injury clinic 
and a personal fitness training facility shall be a permitted use in additional to those uses permitted 
by Section 1(1) of this Part V – be amended to add a Cannabis Processing Facility as a 

permitted use and to permit a minimum front yard depth of 15.0 metres where the 
opposite side of the street is in a residential zone. All other provisions of the M1-11 
Zone can be met and no other special provisions are necessary. It is understood 
that the existing tenants of the former Nortel complex are aware of the proposed 
Cannabis Processing Facility. It is further understood that there is no Site Plan 
Agreement registered on title to the subject property. With respect to the previous 
rezoning (File No. B-77-1044), we appreciate the new subject application clarifies 
inconsistencies from the former proposal and addresses key issues such as specific 
activities related to the intended Health Canada licence and appropriateness of the 
location. 
 
The main purpose of this report is to assess whether the 2002 Belleville Official Plan 
is in conformity with the 2014 Provincial Policy Statement (PPS). From our analysis 
of the relevant policies for the above-noted planning policy documents, it is our 
planning opinion that the proposed rezoning application conforms to the intent of the 
Official Plan and that policies of the Official Plan appear to conform to the 2014 PPS. 
 
 
If you have any questions about this information, please do not hesitate to contact 
me at extension 206. 
 
 
Yours truly,  
 
 
 
Shawn Legere, MCIP, RPP 
RFA Planning Consultant Inc. 
 
 
Encl. 
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Memo 
To: Virginia MacLean, Q.C., Barrister & Solicitor 

From: RFA Planning Consultant Inc. 

Date: January 8, 2018 

Re: File No. B-77-1044 – PAC and Council Meeting Summary – 250 
Sidney Street, City of Belleville, County of Hastings  

The purpose of this memo is to provide a summary of the PAC and City Council 
meetings that took place on March 5, 2018 and April 9, 2018, respectively, regarding 
the amendment to modify the provisions of the ‘M1-11 – Restricted Industrial’ Zone 
to add a medical marihuana production facility as a permitted use at 250 Sidney 
Street, in the City of Belleville.  

QUESTIONS & CONCERNS ADDRESSED BY PAC 
The Belleville Planning Advisory Committee (PAC) meeting took place on March 5, 
2018. A number of questions and concerns were raised by PAC members. The 
following is a list of those questions/concerns. 

1. What are the security requirements for the perimeter of the facility?
Health Canada has strict guidelines; approx. 8-foot-tall fencing, barbed wire,

cameras throughout and gates with card swipe access only.

2. Will there be signage? If so, what will be included on the sign?
The company’s name “Kent-A-Venture Corp.” would be displayed in
Industrial Park.

3. Will tenants be displaced?
No tenants will be displaced as the property is currently vacant.

4. How will the products be transported?
Products will be transported in compliance with the ACMPR (Access to
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Cannabis for Medical Purposes Regulations). Health Canada would screen 

the property to ensure the location is conducive to the regulations. There 

was a mention of the possibility of police escort with product. 
5. What will the “research and development” component of the facility

entail?
Testing product with other licensed products to find appropriate concentration
for medical uses. Extraction for medicinal purposes (oils, etc.)

6. How many people will be employed?
25-50 people; 200 people when at full capacity. Described as “high-paying
white-coat lab jobs.”

7. Although the building and the zoning may potentially permit a cannabis
production facility, the physical location of the building (being adjacent
to a school) does not seem to lend itself as a plausible location for a
cannabis production facility.
The building will have multiple security measures to ensure only employees
have access to the facility (IE. card swipe access, security clearance, gated
entrance). Health Canada requires cannabis production facilities to have
HVAC systems that are “Class A” or “high-level”. This will help ensure that no
odours are omitted so as to not negatively impact the nearby school. The
license obtained from ACMPR will only allow for research, development and
extraction purposes. Cultivation will not be permitted. There is no intent to
obtain a license for cultivation.

QUESTIONS & CONCERNS ADDRESSED BY THE PUBLIC 
A number of questions and concerns were raised by the public at the PAC Meeting 
on March 5, 2018 regarding the proposed development at 250 Sidney Street. The 
following is a list of those questions/concerns. 

1. Area resident, Kathy Launderville, is concerned with the security aspect and
proximity to schools and residential neighborhood. Also concerned with

wording in the by-law. If approved by council, the language in the by-law needs

to be tightened to ensure cannabis cannot be cultivated at the site in the future.

2. Area resident, Bin Xia, concerned with increased drug use in the City and as

a result, potential branding for the City.

3. Area resident, Henry Yu, is concerned with the potential negative effects on

the neighborhood.

4. Area resident, Kevin Wu, is concerned with the proximity to schools and
residential neighborhoods.
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QUESTIONS AND CONCERNS ADDRESSED BY CITY COUNCIL 
The City Council meeting took place on April 9, 2018. A number of questions and 
concerns were raised by council members. The following is a summary of the 
discussions/questions/concerns that were addressed to the agent, Gregory Parker, 
of Baldwin Law. 

At the March 5, 2018 PAC Meeting, the application had previously called for zero 
cultivation on site. However, the application being presented to City Council on April 
9, 2018, had been amended to allow for the cultivation of cannabis on site strictly 
for “research & development (scientific) purposes.” Council was disappointed the 
new application was not circulated to nearby residents of the site prior to this meeting 
- particularly to the residents who expressed concerns at the March 5, 2018 PAC
Meeting. Residents at the March 5, 2018 were assured there would be zero
cultivation of any kind on the site. In other words, the application as presented to
PAC did not seek clarification for cultivation.

Discussions with Loyalist College have occurred with the possibility of introducing a 
proposed cannabis curriculum that would be situated at the site, within the 
“educational room.” An MOU (memorandum of understanding) has been signed 
between the applicant and Loyalist College. 

1. What kind of jobs?
Security for facility, ground floor workers (managing the site), high-paying
jobs akin to a pharmaceutical company IE. White-lab coat jobs

2. How many plants?
Would need to adhere to the regulations for a licensed dealer standard.
Roughly 10 plants for this site, although this was a ball-park number stated
by the agent.

3. What are the anticipated production volumes?
Around 10 plants are to be grown at any given time, which would produce dry
product. The plan calls for 45,000 square foot for an auditorium and 60,000
square foot for R&D testing.

The applicant is not opposed to going back to PAC considering adjustments to the 
application have been made.  

Discussion continued amongst Council members and staff regarding the lack of a 
“Research and Development” definition in the zoning by-law, as related to cannabis, 
which was concerning to staff. The original application, which calls for a “medical 
marijuana production facility” is entirely different than a “Research and 
Development” facility. Council wants to ensure “R&D” is included in the zoning by-
law to ensure it doesn’t provide the opportunity to have a production facility on the 
site in the future.   
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The amending motion to include “the facility at 250 Sidney Street is to be used for 
Research and Development purposes only” within Zoning By-law 10245 was 
carried. 

Further discussion ensued regarding the amending motion not being explicit enough 
and that the amending by-law should include “a limit of ten plants at all times and no 
selling or production of cannabis on site.” Certain council members did not want to 
see any cultivation on the site whatsoever. However, cultivation needs to occur on 
site for testing and extraction purposes. There seemed to be a disconnect between 
“medical marijuana production facility,” which can involve large scale production and 
selling of cannabis and “research and development,” where the cultivation of 
cannabis – at a much smaller scale – can also be required. It was argued that a cap 
on how many plants can be permitted on site and that no selling of cannabis should 
be included in the by-law to ensure the facility does not turn into a production and 
selling facility in the future.  

After further discussion, a tabling motion was put forward. Certain council members 
believed council was rushing into the motion and felt no advancements were being 
made. A request for more specificity, a clearly defined report with a resolution was 
requested to ensure council is not making decisions “on the fly.” Believed that staff 
needed to gain a better understanding of what was being proposed. The tabling 
motion failed after the vote.  

A final vote on the main motion as amended was cast and it failed. 

DISCUSSION 
Council appears to be hesitant with this development and reluctant to grant approval 
as the application has altered since the agent first met with PAC on March 5, 2018. 
The request to permit for cultivation on the site was concerning to council. There 
also seems to be a disconnect and misunderstanding between the terms “licensed 
producer” and “licensed dealer” by certain council members. It is understood that 
licenses for producers and dealers are different under Health Canada and serve 
different functions. It is critical these two terms are understood and that they are not 
used interchangeably. Council wants to ensure effective parameters are put in place 
(IE. explicit wording in the zoning by-law) in order to prevent the production or selling 
of cannabis on the site and regulate the scale of the facility as a permitted use. 
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If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.  
 
 
Yours truly,  
 
 
 
Shawn Legere, MCIP, RPP  
RFA Planning Consultant Inc. 
 
SL/DB 
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May 25th, 2019 

RE: Physical Security Requirements of the Cannabis Regulations SOR/2018-144 

This document outlines the physical security requirements enforced under the Cannabis Act and 
Cannabis Regulations, which provides the framework for legal access to cannabis and the control and 
regulation of its production, distribution and sale. Part 4 of the Cannabis Regulations sets out physical 
security measures that are required and are necessary to secure sites where licence holders conduct 
activities with cannabis.  Physical security requirements must be met for federal licences for micro- and 
standard cultivation, nursery, micro- and standard processing, sale for medical purposes, analytical 
testing, and research. 

Licence holders for standard processing must meet the following strict requirements for physical 
barriers, intrusion detection, restricted access and visual surveillance as required under Part 4 of the 
Cannabis Regulations in order to be issued a cannabis licence by Health Canada.  

Site Design Section Description 

Site Design 63 The site must be designed in a manner that prevents unauthorized 
access. 

Perimeter of Site Section Description 

Visual Monitoring 64(1) The perimeter of the site must be monitored at all times by visual 
recording devices to detect any attempted or actual unauthorized 
access to the site. 

Visual Recording 
devices 

64(2) The devices must, in the conditions under which they are used, be 
capable of making a visible recording of any attempted or actual 
unauthorized access. 

Intrusion detection 
system 

65 The perimeter of the site must be secured by means of an intrusion 
detection system that operates at all times and that allows for the 
detection of any attempted or actual unauthorized access to the site 
and any attempted or actual tampering with the system. 

Monitoring and 
response 

66(1) The intrusion detection system referred to in section 65 must be 
monitored at all times. 

Appropriate 
measures 

66(2) The holder of the licence must determine the appropriate measures 
to be taken if any occurrence referred to in section 65 is detected. 

Record of detected 
occurrences 

66(3) If any such occurrence is detected, the holder of the licence must 
ensure that a document is retained that contains the following 
information: 

a) the date and time of the occurrence; and

b) the measures taken in response to it and the date and time when
they were taken.
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Operations Areas 
and Storage Areas Section Description 

Location of storage 
Area 

67 Each storage area must be located within an area that satisfies the 
security measures set out in subsection 68(1), section 69, 
subsections 70(1) and (3), subsection 71(1) and section 72 

Restricted access 68(1) Access to each operations area and storage area must be restricted 
to individuals whose presence in the area is required by their duties. 

Record — storage 
area 

68(2) A record must be maintained of the identity of every individual 
entering or exiting a storage area. 

Physical barrier 69 Each operations area and storage area must be surrounded by a 
physical barrier that prevents unauthorized access. 

Visual monitoring 70(1) Each operations area and storage area must be monitored at all 
times by visual recording devices to detect illicit conduct. 

Exception — grow 
area 

70(2) (2) For a grow area, only the entry and exit points of the area must
be monitored by the devices. 

Visual recording 
devices 

70(3) The devices must, in the conditions under which they are used, be 
capable of making a visible recording of any illicit conduct. 

Intrusion detection 
system 

71(1) Each operations area and storage area must be secured by means of 
an intrusion detection system that operates at all times and that 
allows for the detection of any attempted or actual unauthorized 
access to the area, any unauthorized movement in the area and any 
attempted or actual tampering with the system. 

Exception — grow 
area 

71(2) The intrusion detection system is not required to detect 
unauthorized movement in a grow area. 

Monitoring and 
response 

72(1) The intrusion detection system referred to in section 71 must be 
monitored at all times. 

Appropriate 
measures 

72(2) The holder of the licence must determine the appropriate measures 
to be taken if any occurrence referred to in section 70 or 71 is 
detected. 

Record of detected 
occurrences 

72(3) If any such occurrence is detected, the holder of the licence must 
ensure that a document is retained that contains the following 
information: 

a) the date and time of the occurrence; and

b) the measures taken in response to it and the date and time when
they were taken.

Retention 73 A holder of a licence referred to in subsection 62(1) must retain: 

a) a visual recording made under section 64 or 70 for at least one year
after the day on which it is made;

b) a document referred to in subsection 66(3) or 72(3) for at least two
years after the day on which it is prepared; and

c) the information in the record referred to in subsection 68(2) for at
least two years after the day on which the information is recorded.
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Therefore, as outlined in this letter, Part 4 of the Cannabis Regulations establishes requirements 
pertaining to physical security measures, in order to ensure that a licence holder’s site is adequately 
secured and safeguarded at all times to protect public safety and to minimize the risks of diversion. 

Note that a fence is not a physical security requirement under the Cannabis Regulations, rather it is up 
to the licence holder to indicate the proposed perimeter of the site such as the exterior building walls, a 
fence, or by any other means taking into consideration the appropriateness of the chosen measures for 
the site.  For example, physical security measures such as including long-range motion detectors and 
weatherproof cameras with video analytics to detect unauthorized access to the site, flood lights for 
increased visibility of the site perimeter, or use of a night guard may be applied to circumvent the need 
for a fence.  As such, the current fence plan for 250 Sydney Street, Belleville, Ontario is adequate since a 
perimeter fence is not required by Health Canada and instead other physical security measures will be 
put in place as per the Cannabis Regulations prior to issuance of a cannabis licence. 

CannDelta Inc. is a cannabis regulatory and scientific consulting company founded and led by former 
Health Canada officials in key positions (Sherry Boodram, PhD and Lucas C. McCann, PhD), with a 
primary focus on preparing cannabis licensing applications and providing guidance through the 
regulatory framework of the Canadian cannabis industry. Of note, I, Dr. Sherry Boodram was employed 
by Health Canada/Government of Canada for 7 years (leaving in May 2017) and specifically worked in 
the Medical Cannabis Program as a Senior Compliance and Enforcement Officer where I was responsible 
for reviewing cannabis licensing applications and conducting on-site inspections of applicants and 
Licensed Producers in Ontario under the former Marihuana for Medical Purposes Regulations (MMPR) 
and former Access to Cannabis for Medical Purposes Regulations (ACMPR). I was also involved in 
providing feedback on the draft Cannabis Regulations that is currently enacted. As such, I am very well-
versed in Health Canada’s cannabis regulatory requirements and compliance related to cannabis 
facilities and activities. 

CannDelta Inc. is committed to working diligently with their clients as well as with all municipalities to 
ensure the necessary licensing requirements are met for proposed facilities and activities, and that 
zoning approvals are processed as quickly as possible to support cannabis licensing applications. 

Please feel free to contact us should you have any questions or require additional information.  

Warm regards, 

Sherry Boodram, Ph.D.  (CEO, CannDelta Inc.) 
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Existing Fencing Conditions EXISTING 1.2m HIGH
CHAIN LINK FENCE

EXISTING 1.8m HIGH
CHAIN LINK FENCE

EXISTING 2.4m HIGH
CHAIN LINK FENCE

EXISTING 3.0m HIGH
CHAIN LINK FENCE

EXISTING 3.0m HIGH 
METAL CLADDING
WALL

EXISTING GATE

LEGEND

NOTE:
CHAIN LINK FENCE HEIGHTS 
ARE APPROXIMATE.

EXISTING BUILDING
FOOTPRINT
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DETAIL “D”

DETAIL “C”

DETAIL “B”

DETAIL “A”

Existing Fencing Conditions - Key Plan
EXISTING BUILDING
FOOTPRINT

EXISTING 1.2m HIGH
CHAIN LINK FENCE

EXISTING 1.8m HIGH
CHAIN LINK FENCE

EXISTING 2.4m HIGH
CHAIN LINK FENCE

EXISTING 3.0m HIGH
CHAIN LINK FENCE

EXISTING 3.0m HIGH 
METAL CLADDING
WALL

EXISTING GATE

LEGEND

NOTE:
CHAIN LINK FENCE HEIGHTS 
ARE APPROXIMATE.
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Existing Fencing - Detail  “A”

DETAIL “A”
  
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Existing Fencing - Detail “B”

DETAIL “B”








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Existing Fencing - Detail “C”

DETAIL “C”

DETAIL “C”






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Existing Fencing - Detail “D”

DETAIL “D”

 

 


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Existing Lighting Conditions

LEGEND
EXISTING BUILDING
FOOTPRINT

FLOODLIGHT*

FULL CUT-OFF LIGHT**

SEMI-FLUSH MOUNT
LIGHT***

NOTE:

* LIGHT FIXTURE POINTED
OUTWARDS.

** LIGHT FIXTURE POINTED
DIRECTLY AT THE GROUND.

*** LIGHT MOUNTED ON THE 
BUILDING’S EXTERIOR. 
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Existing Floodlight Examples
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Existing Cut-Off Light Examples
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Existing Semi-Flush Mount Light Examples
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National Cannabis Survey, first quarter 2019 
Released at 8:30 a.m. Eastern time in The Daily, Thursday, May 2, 2019 

About 5.3 million or 18% of Canadians aged 15 years and older reported using cannabis in the last three months. 
This was higher than the 14% who reported using just one year earlier, before legalization. 

The increase in cannabis use between the first quarters of 2018 and 2019 can be partly explained by greater use 
among males and people aged 45 to 64. For  example,  rates  of  cannabis  consumption  for  males  increased 
from 16% to 22% over this period, while rates rose from 9% to 14% for persons aged 45 to 64. Levels of 
consumption remained stable for females, at 13%, and were unchanged for persons in the other age groups (such 
as young people under 25 and seniors). 

At the provincial level, there was minimal change in rates of cannabis consumption between the first quarters 
of 2018 and 2019, with the exception of Ontario where prevalence increased from 14% to 20%. 

The National Cannabis Survey (NCS), which was designed to monitor cannabis consumption and related 
behaviours before and after legalization, has collected data every three months since February 2018. Today's 
release features the first Canada-wide results entirely in the post-legalization period, including changes in 
consumption and sources of cannabis, as well as beliefs about when it is safe to drive after using. 

Number of new cannabis users increasing 

More Canadians began to use cannabis in the first quarter of 2019. Some of these new cannabis consumers were 
first-time users, while others were former cannabis users who tried cannabis again post-legalization. 

During the first quarter, 646,000 cannabis users reported trying cannabis for the very first time in the past three 
months. This number of first-time users was nearly double the corresponding estimate of 327,000 people one year 
earlier, when non-medical cannabis use was not yet legal. 

Results suggest that first-time users in the post-legalization period are older. Half of new users were aged 45 or 
older, while in the same period in 2018, this age group represented about one-third of new users. 

Males and young Canadians remain more likely to consume cannabis 

While early indications suggest an increase in cannabis use in the period immediately following legalization, many 
other aspects of cannabis use appear to be unchanged. For example, cannabis use continued to be higher among 
males (22%) than females (13%). Use also remained more common among 15- to 24-year-olds (30%) than among 
people aged 25 and older (16%). 

More cannabis users report obtaining cannabis from legal sources; fewer from illegal 
sources 

Initial data indicate that Canadians are changing the source from which they obtain cannabis. In the first three 
months of 2019, a greater proportion of users reported obtaining cannabis from legal sources compared with the 
first quarter of 2018. An estimated 47% of cannabis users or 2.5 million Canadians obtained cannabis from legal 
sources in the first three months of 2019, compared with 23% or 954,000 people over the same period in 2018, 
when non-medical cannabis use was not yet legal. Examples of legal sources of cannabis include authorized 
retailers and online licensed producers. 

Fewer  users  reported  obtaining  cannabis  from  illegal  sources  (such  as  a  dealer)  in  the  first  three  months 
of 2019 (38%) compared with the first quarter of 2018 (51%). A similar decrease was noted for the proportion 
reporting friends or family as a source (47% to 37%). 
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Some users obtained cannabis from multiple sources, which could have included both legal and illegal sources. 
During the first quarter of 2019, obtaining cannabis from multiple types of sources was more common among daily 
or almost daily users (33%) than among those who used occasionally (once or twice) (14%). Results also indicate 
that cannabis consumers who began using in the past three months were less likely to obtain cannabis from an 
illegal source (23%) compared with other users (40%). 

 
Daily or almost daily cannabis use remains unchanged, while weekly and occasional use 
increases 

 
Current cannabis consumption, regardless of frequency of use, is one of several indicators which can be used to 
monitor changes in cannabis use behaviours over time. Higher frequency cannabis use, typically defined as daily or 
almost daily consumption, is often regarded as a more informative indicator of the impact of legalization, due to its 
association with the risk of addiction, poor mental health, and lower academic achievement. 

 
After legalization, 6% of Canadians aged 15 and older or nearly 1.8 million people reported using cannabis on a 
daily or almost daily basis. Another 4% reported using weekly, 2% monthly and 6% just once or twice in the last 
three months. Comparisons with the first quarter of 2018 (pre-legalization) suggest daily and monthly use remained 
stable, whereas weekly use increased (from 2% to 4%), as did occasional use (from 4% to 6%). 

 
Ongoing monitoring will be required to determine whether changes (or alternatively, stability) in user status 
observed in the period immediately following the implementation of the Cannabis Act are temporary (and related  to 
a desire to try a previously illegal substance) or the beginning of longer-term trends. 

 
Patterns of consumption varied by both age and gender. Daily or almost daily cannabis consumption was more 
common among 15-to-24 year-old Canadians (10%) than among those aged 25 and older (6%). Males were more 
likely than females to be daily or almost daily users (8% versus 5%). These estimates remained unchanged from 
the first quarter of 2018 for both gender and age groups. 

 
While many of the harms associated with cannabis pertain to daily or almost daily consumption, less frequent users 
can still engage in risky behaviour such as consuming cannabis and getting behind the wheel of a motor vehicle. 

 
Almost half of Canadians believe people should wait at least three hours to drive after 
using cannabis 

 
Safety concerns remain about whether legalization of cannabis will increase incidents of cannabis-impaired driving. 
The main source of information on drug-impaired driving comes from official police-reported statistics. 

 
While the NCS does not directly measure impaired driving, questions about perceptions and behaviours related to 
driving after cannabis use have been included in the survey to provide a fuller statistical picture of  this 
phenomenon. 

 
Nearly half (49%) of Canadians think that an individual should wait at least three hours before operating a motor 
vehicle after using cannabis. A relatively small share of the population (6%) believe that it is safe to do so within 
three hours. The remainder of Canadians (45%) think that other factors, such as a person's weight or the method of 
consumption, determine when it is safe to drive after using. 

 
Beliefs about when it is safe to drive after consuming differed by gender and the person's cannabis use experience. 
By a slim margin, males (7%) were more likely than females (5%) to think that it was safe to drive within three hours 
of consuming cannabis. 

 
In addition, daily and almost daily cannabis consumers were more than twice as likely as other Canadians to 
believe that it was safe to drive within three hours of consuming. About 18% of daily users reported this belief, while 
the same was true for 7% of other current users, 5% of former users, and 4% for those who have never consumed 
cannabis. 
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Beliefs about when it is safe to drive after consuming cannabis are reflected in behaviour 
 

Overall, 15% of cannabis users with a valid driver's license reported driving within two hours of consuming 
cannabis, according to combined data from the fourth quarter of 2018 and the first quarter of 2019. This was 
unchanged from the first half of 2018. 

 
Perceptions of when it is safe to drive were linked to the likelihood of driving within two hours of consuming 
cannabis. Among cannabis consumers who felt it was safe to drive soon after using, 36% drove within two hours. 
Driving soon after cannabis consumption was far less common among those who believed driving is only safe after 
three hours (2%). Driving within two hours of cannabis use was also less prevalent among those who believed that 
other factors, such as weight and mode of consumption, should be considered in determining the capacity to drive 
(19%). 

 
An estimated 4% of (or 1.1 million) Canadians aged 15 years and older reported being a passenger in a vehicle 
operated by a driver who had consumed cannabis within two hours. Similar to operating a motor vehicle, getting 
into a vehicle with a driver who had consumed cannabis was more common among those who felt it was safe to 
drive within three hours of consuming cannabis (20%), compared with those who felt that at least three hours 
should pass (2%) or that other factors were relevant (7%). 

 
Risk-taking behaviours are often related. Results show that 57% of people who had driven a vehicle within two 
hours of using cannabis also reported being passengers in vehicles operated by drivers who had consumed within 
two hours. 

 
For the first time, it is possible to look at the co-use of alcohol with cannabis. Consuming both substances is 
considered to be a particularly risky combination while operating a motor vehicle. Close to 20% of those who 
reported driving after consuming cannabis indicated that  they  had  also  consumed  alcohol.  This  represents 
about 123,000 people, or 3% of cannabis users with a valid driver's license. 

 
More than half a million workers reported using cannabis before heading to work or while 
on the job 

 
In addition to operating a motor vehicle soon after consuming cannabis, the risk of harms associated with use may 
be present in the workplace. An estimated 13% (about 514,000) of Canadian workers who are current cannabis 
users consumed  cannabis  before  or  during  work.  This  is  based  on  combined  data  from  the  fourth  quarter 
of 2018 and first quarter of 2019. While the likelihood of engaging in this potentially dangerous behaviour did not 
differ by age or gender, it did vary by cannabis use frequency. Over one-quarter (27%) of daily or almost daily 
consumers reported using before or while at work, compared with 7% of other cannabis consumers. 
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Note to readers 

 
The Cannabis Act (C-45) became law on October 17, 2018. To prepare for this change, Statistics Canada has been adapting the national 
statistical system to measure the social and economic impacts of legalized cannabis. 

 
Statistics Canada has been conducting the National Cannabis Survey (NCS) every three months (quarterly) since February 2018. The 
main objective of the NCS is to monitor changes in cannabis-related behaviours during the period preceding and following legalization on 
October 17, 2018, of non-medical cannabis use by adults. 

 
This release features the first Canada-wide results entirely in the post-legalization period, including changes in consumption and sources 
of cannabis, as well as beliefs about when it is safe to drive after using. The NCS falls under the 'Rapid Stats' program being offered by 
the Centre for Social Data Integration and Development Division of Statistics Canada, to rapidly respond to pressing data needs. 

 
The 2019 first quarter data were collected in the provinces in February and March. For 2018, first quarter data were collected in February 
and March (provinces only), the second quarter data were collected in May and June (provinces and territorial capitals), the third quarter 
data were collected in August and September (provinces only), while the fourth quarter data were collected in November and December 
(provinces only). 

 
The target population for the survey is the household population aged 15 years or older and excludes residents of institutions, the 
homeless and people living on indigenous reserves. 

 
The 2019 first quarter survey response rate 50.6%, yielding a sample of 5,686. Response rates were similar throughout 2018 (50.4% in 
the fourth quarter, 51.6% in the third quarter, 51.3% in the second quarter, and 51.2% in the first quarter) and correspond to samples 
of 5,684, 5,798, 7,285, and 5,817. 

 
Cannabis includes marijuana, hashish, hash oil or any other preparation of the cannabis plant. 

 
Data on current, former and no (never) cannabis use are based on responses to the following questions: "During the past three 
months, how often did you use cannabis?" and "Have you ever used or tried cannabis?" Current cannabis users were also classified 
according to how frequently they used cannabis in the three months before they were interviewed: once or twice (referred to as less than 
monthly), monthly, weekly, or daily or almost daily. 

 
Data on respondents who began using cannabis in the past three months are based on responses to the following question: "Did you 
start using cannabis in the past three months?" 

 
Data on the source of cannabis are based on responses to the following question: "In the past three months, where did you get the 
cannabis you used?" Eleven response categories were provided and reduced to 5 for this analysis: 1) Grow – I grow or someone else 
grows; 2) Legal – authorized retailer or online from a licensed producer; 3) Illegal – Compassion club, dispensary or storefront, online 
from another source, acquaintance, or dealer; 4) Friends or family – family member or friend or shared around a group of friends; 5) 
Other. 

 
Data on beliefs about when it is safe to drive after using cannabis are based on responses to the following question: "As far as you 
know, when is it safe for someone to drive a motor vehicle after using cannabis?" Nine response categories were provided and reduced 
to three for this analysis: 1) Within three hours – immediately, 30 minutes to just under 1 hour or 1 hour to just under 3 hours; 2) 3 hours 
or above – 3 hours to just under 5 hours, 5 hours to just under 7 hours, 7 hours to 8 hours or more than 8 hours; 3) Other – depends on 
each person, weight, quantity and method of consumption or other. 

 
Survey sampling weights were applied so that the analyses would be representative of the Canadian population. 

 
All differences between characteristics and the comparison groups discussed are statistically significantly at the p < 0.05 and were tested 
using t-test statistics and bootstrap replicate weights to account for the survey's complex sampling design. 

 
Data limitations and cautions 

 
The information in this release is self-reported and has not been validated. Social desirability and fear of punishment, both of which are 
potential sources of bias, may be especially relevant to this analysis. Changes over time in respondents' willingness to admit drug use 
may be influencing the statistics but remains difficult to measure. 

 
The majority of the cannabis use questions from the first quarter of 2019 reference a three-month period following the enactment of the 
Cannabis Act (C-45). The 2018 fourth quarter data were also collected after the enactment of the Cannabis Act (C-45), but most of its 
cannabis use questions reference a three-month period preceding the survey interview which could have included days occurring prior to 
legalization (October 17, 2018) in addition to those occurring after. 

 
Small sample sizes for some analyses may also have reduced the ability to reach statistical significance. Combining cycles and averaging 
results across quarters can improve statistical power and the stability of the estimates. As well, not all relevant covariates were available 
and it was sometimes necessary to use broader categories than would have been desirable. 
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Additional information 
 

For more information regarding cannabis statistics, consult the Cannabis Stats Hub. 
 

Statistics  Canada  is  collecting  information  on  cannabis  prices  through  a  crowdsourcing  site,  StatsCannabis.  Please  visit  the  site  and 
share your information with confidence; participation is anonymous. 

 
For other information on cannabis, see 

 
• Cannabis in Canada—Get the facts 

• Cannabis market data 

• Impaired driving and impaired driving laws. 
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Table 1 
Number and percentage of people reporting cannabis use in the past three months by quarter, 
gender, age group and province, household population aged 15 years or older, Canada, first 
quarter 2018 and first quarter 2019 

 
 

People 95% confidence interval7 
 

 thousands %  lower limit (%) upper limit (%) 

First quarter 2019      
Canada 5,306.0 17.52  16.1 19.0 

Gender      
Female1 1,937.7 12.7  11.0 14.5 
Male 3,321.0 22.32 3  20.0 24.8 

Age group      
15 to 241 1,072.0 29.5  23.5 36.2 
25 to 44 2,592.1 24.2  21.5 27.1 
45 to 64 1,370.1 14.02 4  11.9 16.3 
65 or older 271.8 4.44  3.3 6.0 
25 or older 4,234.0 15.92 4  14.5 17.4 

Province      
Newfoundland and Labrador 81.0 18.5  14.6 23.2 
Prince Edward Island 19.5 15.4  11.7 19.9 
Nova Scotia 144.3 18.2  13.9 23.4 
New Brunswick 113.9 18.2  14.2 23.1 
Quebec 770.5 11.05  8.8 13.8 
Ontario 2,388.9 20.02 6  17.2 23.2 
Manitoba 132.6 13.05  9.7 17.2 
Saskatchewan 138.2 15.7  12.5 19.4 
Alberta 749.8 21.56  17.6 26.0 
British Columbia 767.4 19.1  15.6 23.1 

First quarter 2018 
Canada 4,178.8 14.0 12.7 15.4 

Gender 
Female1 1,842.2 12.2 10.6 14.1 
Male 2,319.8 15.83 13.9 17.9 

Age group     
15 to 241 815.7 23.2 17.0 30.8 
25 to 44 2,252.1 21.4 19.0 24.1 
45 to 64 871.0 8.84 7.4 10.6 
65 or older 240.0 4.04 2.9 5.5 
25 or older 3,363.2 12.84 11.6 14.1 

Province     
Newfoundland and Labrador 72.3 16.4 12.6 21.1 
Prince Edward Island 17.4 14.1 10.3 18.9 
Nova Scotia 158.1 20.06 15.5 25.5 
New Brunswick 88.9 14.3 10.3 19.5 
Quebec 712.0 10.45 8.2 13.0 
Ontario 1,583.3 13.5 11.2 16.3 
Manitoba 168.5 16.6 13.0 21.0 
Saskatchewan 132.4 15.1 11.8 19.2 
Alberta 570.9 16.6 13.2 20.6 
British Columbia 675.0 17.1 13.9 20.9 

1. Reference category. 
2. Significantly higher than corresponding estimate from the first quarter of 2018. 
3. Significantly higher than reference category. 
4. Significantly lower than reference category. 
5. Significantly lower than the rest of Canada. 
6. Significantly higher than the rest of Canada. 
7. Confidence intervals are used to express the precision of the estimate. 
Source(s):   National Cannabis Survey (5262). 
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Table 2 
Number and percentage of cannabis users reporting that they began using cannabis in the past 
three months by gender and age, household population aged 15 years or older, Canada, first 
quarter 2018 and first quarter 2019 

 
 

People 95% confidence interval4 
 

 thousands %  lower limit (%) upper limit (%) 

First quarter 2019      
Canada 645.6 12.2  9.5 15.5 

Gender      
Female1 283.6 14.7E 2  10.1 20.9 
Male 362.0 10.9E  7.8 15.0 

Age group      
15 to 24 F F  ... ... 
25 to 44 240.9 9.3E 3  6.3 13.5 
45 or older1 331.7 20.32  14.5 27.7 

First quarter 2018 
Canada 327.0 7.8E 5.1 11.9 

Gender 
Female1 138.6 7.5E 4.2 13.1 
Male 

Age group 
15 to 24 

188.4 
 

F 

8.1E 
 

F 

4.3 
 

... 

14.7 
 

... 
25 to 44 121.2 5.4E 2.9 9.9 
45 or older1 104.8 9.4E 5.8 14.9 

...  not applicable 
E    use with caution 

    
F   too unreliable to be published 
1. Reference category. 
2. Significantly higher than corresponding estimate from the first quarter of 2018. 
3. Significantly lower than reference category. 
4. Confidence intervals are used to express the precision of the estimate. 
Source(s):   National Cannabis Survey (5262). 
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Chart 1 
Percentage of cannabis users reporting that they began using cannabis in the past three months 
by quarter, household population aged 15 years or older, Canada, first quarter 2018 to first 
quarter 2019 
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Note(s): The statistically significant (p < 0.05) linear trend showing an increase in the percentage of cannabis users who reported starting using in the past three 
months was assessed using a logistic regression—containing the percentage of new users by each National Cannabis Survey quarter. 
Source(s): National Cannabis Survey (5262). 
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Table 3 
Number and percentage of cannabis users reporting obtaining cannabis in the past three months 
from different sources, household population aged 15 years or older, Canada, first quarter 2018 
and first quarter 2019 

 

People   95% confidence interval3 

thousands %  lower limit (%) upper limit (%) 
First quarter 2019 

Grow 477.2 9.0E 6.4 12.6 
Legal 2,500.6 47.41 42.6 52.2 
Illegal 2,010.8 38.12 33.7 42.7 
Friends or family 1,954.5 37.02 32.4 41.9 
Other 191.4 3.6E 2.2 6.0 

 
First quarter 2018 

Grow 

 
 

333.4 

 
 

8.0E 

 
 

5.6 

 
 

11.3 
Legal 953.9 22.9 18.8 27.6 
Illegal 2,136.4 51.3 46.1 56.5 
Friends or family 1,959.2 47.0 41.8 52.4 
Other 151.7 3.6E 2.4 5.5 

E    use with caution 
1. Significantly higher than corresponding estimate from the first quarter of 2018. 
2. Significantly lower than corresponding estimate from the first quarter of 2018. 
3. Confidence intervals are used to express the precision of the estimate. 
Note(s):   Respondents could select more than one category and therefore columns do not add to 100%. 
Source(s):   National Cannabis Survey (5262). 
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Table 4 
Frequency of cannabis use among past-three-month users, by gender and age group, household 
population aged 15 or older, Canada, first quarter 2018 and first quarter 2019 

 
 

People 95% confidence interval4 
 

 
 

thousands % lower limit (%) upper limit (%) 
 

First quarter 2019 
Total 

Once or Twice 1,754.9 5.81 4.9 6.8 
Monthly 627.1 2.1 1.5 2.8 
Weekly 1,086.0 3.61 2.9 4.5 
Daily or almost daily 1,838.1 6.1 5.2 7.1 

Gender 
Females 

 
 
 

Males 
 
 
 
 

Age group 
15 to 24 

Once or Twice 377.2 10.4E 6.8 15.5 
Monthly 160.5 4.4E 2.3 8.2 
Weekly F F ... ... 
Daily or almost daily 357.0 9.8E 6.4 14.7 

25 or older 
Once or Twice 1,377.7 5.21 3 4.3 6.1 
Monthly 466.6 1.8E 1.2 2.5 
Weekly 908.6 3.41 2.7 4.3 
Daily or almost daily 1,481.1 5.63 4.7 6.5 

First quarter 2018 
Total 

Once or Twice 1,267.5 4.3 3.5 5.2 
Monthly 572.7 1.9 1.4 2.6 
Weekly 718.5 2.4 1.9 3.1 
Daily or almost daily 1,620.0 5.4 4.6 6.3 

Gender 
Females 

Once or Twice 655.9 4.4 3.3 5.7 
Monthly 240.6 1.6E 1.0 2.5 
Weekly 242.3 1.6E 2 1.1 2.3 
Daily or almost daily 703.5 4.7 3.6 6.0 

Males 
Once or Twice 611.7 4.2 3.2 5.5 
Monthly 332.1 2.3E 1.5 3.4 
Weekly 475.6 3.2 2.3 4.5 
Daily or almost daily 900.5 6.1 5.0 7.5 

Age group 
15 to 24 

Once or Twice 239.3 6.8E 3.8 11.9 
Monthly 198.4 5.6E 3.0 10.4 
Weekly F F ... ... 
Daily or almost daily 268.3 7.6E 4.7 12.2 

25 or older 

Once or Twice 778.6 5.1 4.0 6.4 
Monthly 200.2 1.3E 2 0.8 2.2 
Weekly 264.0 1.7E 2 1.2 2.5 
Daily or almost daily 694.9 4.52 3.6 5.8 

Once or Twice 956.9 6.41 5.1 8.1 
Monthly 421.3 2.8E 1.9 4.2 
Weekly 806.1 5.41 4.1 7.1 
Daily or almost daily 1,136.7 7.6 6.2 9.3 
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Table 4 
Frequency of cannabis use among past-three-month users, by gender and age group, household 
population aged 15 or older, Canada, first quarter 2018 and first quarter 2019 

 
 

People 95% confidence interval4 
 

 thousands %  lower limit (%) upper limit (%) 
Once or Twice 1,028.2 3.9  3.2 4.8 
Monthly 374.3 1.4E 3  1.0 2.0 
Weekly 608.9 2.3  1.8 2.9 
Daily or almost daily 1,351.7 5.1  4.4 6.0 

...  not applicable 
E    use with caution 
F   too unreliable to be published 
1. Significantly higher than corresponding estimate from the first quarter of 2018. 
2. Significantly lower than corresponding estimate for males. 
3. Significantly lower than corresponding estimate for 15 to 24 year olds. 
4. Confidence intervals are used to express the precision of the estimate. 
Source(s):   National Cannabis Survey (5262). 
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Table 5 
Number and percentage of people reporting when they believe it is safe to drive after consuming 
cannabis by gender, age group and cannabis use experience, household population aged 15 
years or older, Canada, first quarter 2019 

 
 

People 95% confidence interval4 
 

 thousands %  lower limit (%) upper limit (%) 

Total 
Within 3 hours 

 
1,382.2 

 
5.6 

  
4.7 

 
6.6 

After 3 or more hours 12,177.8 49.1  46.9 51.2 
Other 11,253.7 45.4  43.2 47.6 

Gender 
Female1 

Within 3 hours 557.1 4.6 3.5 6.0 
After 3 or more hours 5,779.3 47.4 44.4 50.3 
Other 5,868.9 48.1 45.0 51.1 

Male     
Within 3 hours 822.4 6.62 5.3 8.2 
After 3 or more hours 6,366.6 50.9 47.7 54.0 
Other 5,322.9 42.53 39.5 45.7 

Age group     
15 to 241     

Within 3 hours 162.4 4.8E 2.6 8.7 
After 3 or more hours 1,557.3 46.0 38.8 53.4 
Other 1,664.3 49.2 42.0 56.4 

25 or older     
Within 3 hours 1,219.8 5.7 4.8 6.8 
After 3 or more hours 10,620.5 49.6 47.3 51.8 
Other 9,589.3 44.7 42.5 47.0 

User status 
Never 

    
Within 3 hours 472.6 3.83 2.9 5.1 
After 3 or more hours 6,566.4 53.22 50.1 56.3 
Other 5,303.4 43.03 39.9 46.1 

Former     
Within 3 hours 348.0 4.73 3.4 6.4 
After 3 or more hours 3,834.4 51.52 47.9 55.1 
Other 3,264.7 43.83 40.3 47.4 

Current (past 3 months) 
Less than daily or almost daily 

    
Within 3 hours 237.8 7.3E 3 4.9 10.7 
After 3 or more hours 1,367.8 42.02 35.8 48.4 
Other 1,653.9 50.7 44.5 57.0 

Daily or almost daily1     
Within 3 hours 314.2 18.0E 12.5 25.2 
After 3 or more hours 399.5 22.9 16.6 30.7 
Other 1,031.0 59.1 50.3 67.3 

E    use with caution 
1. Reference category. 
2. Significantly higher than reference category. 
3. Significantly lower than reference category. 
4. Confidence intervals are used to express the precision of the estimate. 
Note(s):   The "other" category includes: weight, quantity and method of consumption. 
Source(s):   National Cannabis Survey (5262). 
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Table 6 
Number and percentage of people driving a vehicle within two hours of having consumed 
cannabis, by selected characteristics and beliefs about driving after cannabis consumption, 
household population aged 15 years or older, Canada, combined fourth quarter 2018 and first 
quarter 2019 

 
 

People 95% confidence interval4 
 

 thousands %  lower limit (%) upper limit (%) 

Total 674.9 14.7  12.3 17.5 
Consumed both cannabis and alcohol 122.7 2.7E  1.8 3.9 

Gender      
Females1 154.7 9.5E  6.6 13.5 
Males 513.2 17.52  14.2 21.4 

Age group      
15 to 24 126.4 13.9E  8.1 22.8 
25 or older1 548.5 14.9  12.4 17.8 

Province      
Newfoundland and Labrador F F  ... ... 
Prince Edward Island 3.9 19.4E  11.3 31.2 
Nova Scotia 24.0 16.4E  9.5 26.7 
New Brunswick 12.4 12.1E  6.8 20.5 
Quebec 123.5 15.9E  10.6 23.0 
Ontario 232.6 11.9E  7.9 17.4 
Manitoba 21.6 15.5E  9.6 24.2 
Saskatchewan 25.0 18.3E  12.0 27.0 
Alberta 114.8 18.6E  12.9 26.0 
British Columbia 111.1 17.9E  11.9 26.1 

Frequency of cannabis use      
Less than daily / almost daily 1 171.0 5.8E  4.0 8.2 
Daily / almost daily 504.0 31.12  25.7 37.0 

Beliefs about when it is safe to drive after      
using cannabis      
Within 3 hours1 200.9 36.0  25.7 47.6 
After 3 or more hours 34.7 2.3E 3  1.2 4.2 
Other 426.3 18.93  15.2 23.2 

...  not applicable 
E    use with caution 
F   too unreliable to be published 
1. Reference category. 
2. Significantly higher than reference category. 
3. Significantly lower than reference category. 
4. Confidence intervals are used to express the precision of the estimate. 
Note(s): 

For the combined analysis, the original sampling weights of respondents were adjusted by a factor of two (because there are two quarters). 
The estimates in the "beliefs about when it is safe to drive after using cannabis" section reflect the percentage of respondents within each belief category who 
reported driving within two hours of consuming cannabis. The "other" category includes: weight, quantity and method of consumption. 

Source(s):   National Cannabis Survey (5262). 
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Table 7 
Number and percentage of people reporting being a passenger in a vehicle driven by someone 
who had consumed cannabis within two hours of driving, by selected characteristics and beliefs 
about driving after cannabis consumption, household population aged 15 years or older, Canada, 
combined fourth quarter 2018 and first quarter 2019 

 
 

People 95% confidence interval5 
 

 thousands %  lower limit (%) upper limit (%) 

Total 1,149.9 4.1  3.5 4.8 
Gender      

Females1 472.9 3.3  2.7 4.0 
Males 670.0 4.92  4.0 6.1 

Age group      
15 to 24 403.9 11.82  8.8 15.6 
25 or older1 746.0 3.0  2.5 3.6 

Province      
Newfoundland and Labrador 18.1 4.4E  2.3 8.0 
Prince Edward Island 5.3 4.4E  2.7 6.9 
Nova Scotia 53.1 7.1E 3  4.9 10.3 
New Brunswick 25.4 4.4E  2.8 6.7 
Quebec 227.9 3.4  2.5 4.7 
Ontario 399.0 3.7  2.7 5.1 
Manitoba 43.5 4.6E  3.1 6.6 
Saskatchewan 36.2 4.5E  3.2 6.3 
Alberta 175.9 5.4E  3.8 7.7 
British Columbia 165.6 4.4E  3.0 6.3 

Cannabis user status      
Never 171.2 1.1E 4  0.7 1.8 
Former 181.0 2.2E 4  1.5 3.1 
Current-Less than Daily / almost daily 382.7 14.44  11.3 18.1 
Current-Daily / almost daily1 410.3 28.4  22.8 34.7 

Beliefs about when it is safe to drive after      
using cannabis      
Within 3 hours1 263.1 19.9  14.7 26.5 
After 3 or more hours 211.8 1.8E 4  1.3 2.6 
Other 653.4 6.64  5.4 8.0 

E    use with caution 
1. Reference category. 
2. Significantly higher than reference category. 
3. Significantly higher than the rest of Canada. 
4. Significantly lower than reference category. 
5. Confidence intervals are used to express the precision of the estimate. 
Note(s): 

For the combined analysis, the original sampling weights of respondents were adjusted by a factor of two (because there are two quarters). 
Respondents who did not know whether they had been a passenger in a vehicle driven by somebody who had consumed cannabis within two hours of driving were 
excluded from these estimates (less than 10%). 
The estimates in the "beliefs about when it is safe to drive after using cannabis" section reflect the percentage of respondents within each belief category who 
reported being a passenger in a vehicle driven by someone who had consumed cannabis within two hours of driving. The "other" category includes: weight, 
quantity and method of consumption. 

Source(s):   National Cannabis Survey (5262). 
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Table 8 
Number and percentage of current cannabis users reporting cannabis use at or before work in 
the past three months by selected characteristics, working household population aged 15 years 
or older, combined fourth quarter 2018 and first quarter 2019 

 
 

People 95% confidence interval3 
 

 thousands %  lower limit (%) upper limit (%) 

Total 513.7 13.4  10.8 16.6 
Gender      

Females1 189.3 13.9E  9.7 19.6 
Males 323.0 13.2  10.1 17.2 

Age group      
15 to 24 118.0 13.7E  8.0 22.4 
25 or older1 395.7 13.3  10.4 16.9 

Frequency of cannabis use      
Less than Daily / almost daily 1 169.7 6.6E  4.6 9.5 
Daily / almost daily 344.0 27.12  21.0 34.3 

E    use with caution 
1. Reference category. 
2. Significantly higher than reference category. 
3. Confidence intervals are used to express the precision of the estimate. 
Note(s):  For the combined analysis, the original sampling weights of respondents were adjusted by a factor of two (because there are two quarters). 
Source(s):   National Cannabis Survey (5262). 

 
 
 

 

 
Available tables: table 13-10-0383-01. 

 
Definitions, data sources and methods: survey number 5262. 

 
The infographic "National Cannabis Survey 1st quarter, 2019," which is part of Statistics 
Canada — Infographics (11-627-M), is now available. 

 
For more information, or to enquire about the concepts, methods or data quality of this release, contact us 
(toll-free 1-800-263-1136; 514-283-8300; STATCAN.infostats-infostats.STATCAN@canada.ca) or Media 
Relations (613-951-4636; STATCAN.mediahotline-ligneinfomedias.STATCAN@canada.ca). 
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Baldwin, Erin

From: Ashton, Stephen
Sent: Friday, February 22, 2019 2:47 PM
To: Baldwin, Erin
Subject: FW: 250 Sidney St.

Please make copy for file. Thanks. 

From: Ashton, Stephen  
Sent: Friday, February 22, 2019 2:46 PM 
To: 'klaunderville@gmail.com' 
Cc: MacDonald, Matthew; Bovay, Rod; Pinchin, Greg; Deming, Thomas 
Subject: RE: 250 Sidney St. 

Attention: Kathy Launderville 

Thank you for your email. The application consists of a Planning Justification Report submitted by the applicant which 
will be attached to the report/agenda for the March 4th Planning Advisory Committee Meeting.  

A paper copy of the Planning Justification Report is currently available at the Planning Department for your review 
during regular business hours from 8:30 am to 4:30pm . Otherwise – if you would like an electronic copy of the 
submitted Planning Justification Report in advance of the planning report, please contact Erin Baldwin 
ebaldwin@belleville.ca and she will send to you. 

For your information, the process for planning applications has changed this year. The meeting of March 4th has a 
primary focus of hearing comments from residents and allowing questions of clarification of the applicant through the 
Planning Chair so people can understand the application. Staff does not prepare final recommendations for this meeting. 
The recommendations for the Planning Advisory Committee are to receive the introductory report as information and 
“That Staff report back at such time as input from the public, commenting agencies, and municipal departments has 
been received, assessed, and addressed to the satisfaction of the Engineering and Development Services Department.” 

Thank you. 

Stephen Ashton, MCIP, RPP, CAHP 
Manager, Policy Planning 
Engineering and Development Services Department 
City of Belleville 
City Hall, 169 Front Street Belleville, Ontario K8N 2Y8 
613‐967‐3320 

From: MacDonald, Matthew  
Sent: Friday, February 22, 2019 9:34 AM 
To: Bovay, Rod; Ashton, Stephen; Pinchin, Greg; Deming, Thomas 
Cc: Pallo, Cheryl; Stitt, Jennifer; Forestell, Angela; Keays, Christina; Baldwin, Erin 
Subject: FW: 250 Sidney St. 
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FYI 

Matt MacDonald 
Director of Corporate Services/Clerk 
Corporate Services Department 
Corporation of the City of Belleville 
ph. (613) 967-3256 
fax (613) 967-3206 

Follow us on: 

From: XXXXX XXXXXXXXXXX [mailto:xxxxxxxxxxxx@gmail.com]  
Sent: Thursday, February 21, 2019 9:38 PM 
To: MacDonald, Matthew 
Subject: 250 Sidney St. 

Hello Matt, 

I once again will be arguing against the change in zoning to allow this type of business. I just got the letter and 
will pen a letter in the coming days for all council members.  

Might I ask if it is the same company making the application and if so, has it provided any literature or detailed 
information that I could read prior to the meeting? Have the mayor and council been provided with any detailed 
application and information? 

I asked last year that they speak to those who are concerned, local residents and business people, educators. 
That company made no effort to educate us or give us enough information to ease our concerns. 

Any additional information would be greatly appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

XXXXX XXXXXXXXXXX 
Taxpayer: 59 Boyce Court 
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Baldwin, Erin

From: MacDonald, Matthew
Sent: Wednesday, February 20, 2019 5:56 PM
To: Pallo, Cheryl; Stitt, Jennifer; Forestell,  Angela; Keays, Christina; Baldwin, Erin
Cc: Bovay, Rod; Ashton, Stephen; Deming, Thomas
Subject: Fwd: RE - Amendment Zoning By-Law # 10245

Fyi 

Get Outlook for Android 

‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ Forwarded message ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: "XXXX XXXXXXX" <xxxx.xxxxxxx@sympatico.ca> 
Date: Wed, Feb 20, 2019 at 5:37 PM ‐0500 
Subject: RE ‐ Amendment Zoning By‐Law # 10245 
To: "MacDonald, Matthew" <mtmacdonald@city.belleville.on.ca> 

Wish to be advised of decision 
XXXX XXXXXXX, 55 Boyce Court, Belleville, K8P 5N9 
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Baldwin, Erin

From: MacDonald, Matthew
Sent: Friday, March 22, 2019 5:30 PM
To: Bovay, Rod; Ashton, Stephen; Deming, Thomas; Pinchin, Greg
Cc: Pallo, Cheryl; Stitt, Jennifer; Forestell,  Angela; Keays, Christina; Baldwin, Erin
Subject: Fwd: File B-77-1076

Get Outlook for Android 

---------- Forwarded message ---------- 
From: "XXX XXXXXXX" <xxxxxxxxxxx@gmail.com> 
Date: Fri, Mar 22, 2019 at 4:57 PM -0400 
Subject: File B-77-1076 
To: "MacDonald, Matthew" <mtmacdonald@city.belleville.on.ca> 

I found the notice of a public meeting on 4 March ticked into the front door yesterday, 21 March. 

In the attached column from The Community Press, two area residents are mentioned. I disagree with their 
concerns. Increased traffic to the facility will most likely be employees arriving in the morning and leaving at 
the end of the day, via the entrance off Sidney Street. In no way will this affect any part of Boyce Court.  

As for lighting, we were never affected with the lights from the soccer field that was on the property. As Mr 
O’Connell lives next door to us, I fail to see how lighting will affect his property.  

This is an opportunity for the city to acquire a few more well paying jobs. Let’s not put unnecessary road blocks 
in the way.  

XXX XXXXXXX 
29 Boyce Court 
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Baldwin, Erin

From: Ashton, Stephen
Sent: Monday, April 15, 2019 3:34 PM
To: Baldwin, Erin
Subject: FW: Comments on West Belleville proposals

Include in public comments for 250 Sidney (old Nortel site) 

From: MacDonald, Matthew  
Sent: Thursday, March 07, 2019 8:52 AM 
To: Bovay, Rod; Ashton, Stephen; Pinchin, Greg; Deming, Thomas; Fluhrer, Mark 
Subject: FW: Comments on West Belleville proposals 

FYI 

Matt MacDonald 
Director of Corporate Services/Clerk 
Corporate Services Department 
Corporation of the City of Belleville 
ph. (613) 967-3256 
fax (613) 967-3206 

Follow us on: 

From: Martha and Curry Grant [mailto:XXXXXX@cogeco.ca]  
Sent: Wednesday, March 06, 2019 5:54 PM 
To: XXXXXX@cogeco.ca 
Cc: Mayor Panciuk; Culhane, Pat; Kelly, Sean; Malette, Chris; McCaw, Kelly; Thompson, Garnet; 
councillor.wlliams@city.belleville.on.ca; Carr, Paul; Sandison, Bill 
Subject: Comments on West Belleville proposals 

Mayor and Councillors,  

Thank you for time. I have lived in West Belleville for over 40 years and have seen many changes. As you know we are a 
large and socioeconomically diverse area. However, we have in the past come together when projects arise that do not 
suit our area . With that in mind I would like to comment on several proposals.  

Zwick’s Park 
This area is a unique jewel in the city of Belleville. I support the remediation of the comfort facilities in the park. 
However, I would not support any commercial development with in the park area.  
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Currently, this area represents one of the few natural areas in the city. It is a popular place for family gatherings, city 
celebrations, physical activity and enjoyment that the waterfront location can provide. Using the park facilities requires 
no money and is a respite from the pressures of city life. Therefore it is usable by everyone, young and old regardless of 
socioeconomic status. It is however, difficult to get to by foot or bus which would make commercial development 
unlikely to succeed at all. As a family destination it is perfect and is a counterpoint to the busy Bayshore Trail in East 
Belleville.  

Sidney Street Proposal 
The proposed marijuana facility has been discussed at council and also with the previous council. I had hoped that at this 
point, city advisors had studied and prepared a by‐law – as has been done pre‐emptively in other cities – to restrict this 
and similar kinds of industry to industrial parks, where impact to citizens is limited. The mention of remediation of the 
building for odour and the spectre of a fortified structure in the middle of a residential area, especially beside a school, 
are definite hinderances to any approval. I understand that once again, legal representatives of the firm proposing this 
project were very short on facts.  

It would seem that this property would be great commercial property for important needs such as groceries, doctors 
offices, community support groups, day care, open work spaces, etc.  

West Belleville 
City government has allowed growth of homes in West Belleville to grow greatly. In particular, they have allowed homes 
to develop within the immediate vicinity of the building under proposal. It is time to protect these citizens.  

This area has a very mixed social and economic structure from the old West Hill to the new areas at Potter’s Creek. With 
so much land ( Agricultural Park and Ben Bleecker property) available for development, it would appear that is it a very 
good time to do some research into the area and the needs of your citizens.  

The outdoor spaces – Zwick’s, Mary Ann Sills Park, City Ball Diamonds – are wonderful. But, for seniors and physically 
impaired persons, this is not enough, especially in the winter. With space available , it would be a great time to support 
the YMCA in is desire to have a bigger facility and place it in West Belleville. This would provide year round space, as the 
great Sports and Wellness Centre does in East Belleville, and could have a tremendous impact across age, physical and 
economic status. Currently there is no such indoor space available to the public in this area.  

Let’s make our city unique – because it is a special place to live.  

Thank you for your time.  
Martha A. Grant 
XXX XXXXXX XX. X.  
Belleville ON K8P 1A8 
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   Committee Minutes
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Moved by Councillor Culhane 
Seconded by Councillor Kelly 

March 4, 2019 

THAT the "Staikos Homes (2014) Ltd." Planning 
Application be referred to the Regular Planning 
Meeting for further consideration. 

-CARRIED-

3.6 PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO ZONING BY-LAW NUMBER 
10245, AS AMENDED - 250 SIDNEY STREET, CITY OF 
BELLEVILLE, COUNTY OF HASTINGS 
FILE NO.: 8-77-1076 
OWNER/APPLICANT: 2589989 ONTARIO INC. 
AGENT: RFA PLANNING CONSUL TANT INC. 

At the request of the Chair, the Manager of Policy Planning 
described the subject Application as follows: 

"The property has approximately 253.2 metres of frontage on 
Sidney Street. The Applicant requests a rezoning to add 
Cannabis Processing Facility as a permitted use to the Restricted 
Industrial (M1-11) Zone. 

In the Official Plan, the subject land is designated as 'Industrial'." 

Mr. Shawn Leger (RFA Consultant Inc.) Agent for the Applicant 
provided an overview of the proposal. 

Virginia Maclean, Council for the owners spoke about the Health 
Canada's strict guidelines, and about the security of the building 
and site. 

Owners Frank Mondelli and Michael Sannella of "2589989 
Ontario Inc." were in attendance and answered questions and 
addressed concerns. 

Mr. Michael DesChamp resident of Boyce Crescent voiced his 
concerns regarding the affect the facility will have on property 
values. 

Mr. Peter O'Connell, resident of 27 Boyce Crescent spoke about 
his concerns with security; specifically lights/cameras/fencing, 
increased traffic and proximity to schools. 
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Mr. Tony Rivers resident of Dundas Street cited his concerns with 
the appearance of the building because of its security measures. 
(high fences, cameras). 

No other persons responded to the Chair's call to speak for or 
against the application. 

Moved by Councillor Culhane 
Seconded by Councillor Sandison 

THAT the "2589989 Ontario Inc" Planning Application 
be referred to the Regular Planning Meeting for 
further consideration. 

3.7 

-CARRIED-

PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO ZONING BY-LAWS 
NUMBERED 10245, 3014, AND 2076-80 AS AMENDED - 250 
SIDNEY STREET - CITY OF BELLEVILLE, COUNTY OF 
HASTINGS 
FILE NO.: B-77-1077
OWNER/APPLICANT: CITY OF BELLEVILLE 

At the request of the Chair, the Manager of Policy Planning 
described the subject Application as follows: 

"This application is to amend the Zoning By-laws to define public 
uses and to add general provisions in relation to those uses. The 
proposed amendment applies to the entire municipality." 

No persons responded to the Chair's call to speak for or against 
the application. 

Moved by Councillor Sandison 
Seconded by Councillor Culhane 

THAT the "City of Belleville" Planning Application be 
referred to the Regular Planning Meeting for further 
consideration. 

-CARRIED-
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Moved by David Joyce 
Seconded by Councillor Sandison 

THAT Report No. PP-2019-17 dated March 4, 2019 
regarding Notice of Complete Application and 
Introductory Public Meeting for Application for 
Proposed Amendment to Zoning By-law Number 
3014, As Amended - 20-80 Wims Way, Canniff Mill 
Estates - North (Phases 8+), former Township of 
Thurlow, now City of Belleville, County of Hastings be 
received as information; and, 

THAT Staff report back at such time as input from the 
public, commenting agencies, and municipal 
departments has been received, assessed, and 
addressed to the satisfaction of the Engineering and 
Development Services Department." 

-CARRIED-

March 4, 2019 

6.6 PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO ZONING BY-LAW NUMBER 
10245, AS AMENDED - 250 SIDNEY STREET CITY OF 
BELLEVILLE, COUNTY OF HASTINGS 
FILE NUMBER: B-77-1076 
OWNER/APPLICANT: 2589989 ONTARIO INC. 
AGENT: RFA PLANNING CONSULTANT INC. 

Moved by Mayor Panciuk 
Seconded by Councillor Culhane 

THAT Report No. PP-2019-15 dated March 4, 2019 
Regarding Notice of Complete Application and 
Introductory Public Meeting for Proposed Amendment 
to Zoning By-law Number 10245, as Amended - 250 
Sidney Street, City of Belleville, County of Hastings 
be received as information; and, 

THAT Staff report back at such time as input from the 
public, commenting agencies, and municipal 
departments has been received, assessed, and 
addressed to the satisfaction of the Engineering and 
Development Services Department. 

-CARRIED-
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2. Strategic Plan Alignment 
 
The City of Belleville’s Strategic Plan identifies nine strategic themes 
including Residential Development.  Strategic objectives of the Residential 
Development theme include: 
 
• Plan for residential growth to meet our needs for 20 years and designate 

sufficient land in our planning documents to accommodate residential 
growth for 10 years; and 

• Provide for a variety of housing forms to reflect our changing 
demographics and need for affordability. 

 
 
3. Background: 
 
The Engineering and Development Services Department (Policy and 
Approvals Divisions) received a REVISED application for Zoning Amendment, 
Plan of Subdivision, and Plan of Common Elements Condominium for lands 
located at 427 Farnham Road. 
 
The Planning Advisory Committee reviewed Report No. PP-2019-45.  Now 
that input from the public, commenting agencies, and municipal 
departments had been received, assessed, and addressed to the satisfaction 
of the Engineering and Development Services Department, staff has 
prepared a recommendation report. 
 
Draft Plan of Subdivision and Draft Plan of Common Elements 
Condominium 
 
The Applicant is requesting approval of a Draft Plan of Subdivision and a 
Draft Plan of Common Elements Condominium that would create 10 blocks of 
land on which could be constructed 5 semi-detached residential buildings 
containing a total of 10 dwelling units. 
 
An additional block of land (Block 11 - the “common element”) consists of a 
shared private laneway to access the residential blocks from Farnham Road.  
Each of the blocks in this proposed Plan of Subdivision would be serviced 
with municipal water and sewer from Farnham Road via the common 
element. All of these features will be constructed by the developer and 
registered as a condominium common element that will be owned and 
maintained by a condominium corporation established for that purpose. 
 
Approval of the Plan of Subdivision is required to subdivide the property to 
create blocks of land.  Approval of the Plan of Common Element 
Condominium is required to create the common element (i.e.: the sharing of 
the common laneway to access and service each Block).   
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Through the draft approval process for both Plan of Subdivision and Plan of 
Common Elements Condominium, Council approves a set of conditions that 
must be met by the Owner in order to secure final approval. 
 
Chronology of Applications 
 
i) Initial Application 
 
An initial application for a proposed amendment to Zoning By-Law Number 
3014, in addition to a Draft Plan of Subdivision and a Draft Plan of Common 
Elements Condominium that would create 3 blocks of land on which could be 
constructed 3 residential buildings containing a total of 13 townhouse 
dwelling units, and a fourth block of land that would contain a common 
element driveway that would be used to access the townhouses from 
Farnham Road was received by the City of Belleville on February 27, 2019. 
In support of the application, the following was submitted: 
 

• Planning Justification Report – RFA Planning Consultant Inc. 
• Servicing Brief – Ainley Graham & Associates 
• Excerpt from Farnham Road Master Plan 
• Floor plans & elevations 
• Draft Plan of Subdivision 
• Preliminary Site Plan 
• Draft Plan of Common Elements Condominium 
• Preliminary Grading Plan 
• Traffic Memo 

 
An initial public meeting was held in accordance with the requirements of the 
Planning Act on April 1, 2019.  At this meeting, there were a number of 
questions and comments from the public (See Attachment #1 –PAC 
Minutes, April 1, 2019), along with initial correspondence from residents 
(See Attachment #2). 
 
Through this process, Staff identified the major concerns and questions 
regarding the application.  The concerns and questions on the functioning of 
the development in relation to the roundabout were provided to BT 
Engineering for their peer review.  It should be noted that BT Engineering 
undertook the Environmental Assessment and Road Design work for the 
roundabout.   
 
Other concerns and questions were provided to the applicant.  Their 
responses to these concerns and questions are detailed later in the report 
through the Public Comments Section. 
 
ii) REVISED Application 
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Following the initial public meeting of April 1, 2019, the applicant REVISED 
their application, which was submitted to the Planning Department. 
 
The applicant now proposes to rezone the subject lands from Rural 
Residential (RR) Zone to Low Density Residential Type 2 (R2) Zone with 
special provisions to permit 10 semi-detached dwelling units.  At the same 
time, the applicant is requesting approval of a Draft Plan of Subdivision and 
a Draft Plan of Common Elements Condominium that would create 10 blocks 
of land on which could be constructed 5 semi-detached residential buildings 
containing a total of 10 dwelling units, and an eleventh block of land that 
would contain a common element laneway that would be used to access the 
semi-detached dwellings from Farnham Road. 
 
In support of the REVISED application, the following documents were 
provided: 
 

• REVISED Site Plan 
• Elevations – Front, Rear, Right 
• Official Plan Density Memo 
• Zoning chart comparing current zones used in Belleville for semi-

detached dwellings 
• Angular Plane Review (2 pages) 
• Aerial Imagery of Gale Crescent (Rear Yard Setbacks) 
• Aerial Imagery of Chelsea Court (Rear Yard Setbacks) 

 
These documents are included as Attachment #3 to this report. 
 
A second public meeting was held in accordance with the requirements of 
the Planning Act on June 3, 2019.  At this meeting, there were a number of 
questions and comments from the public (See Attachment #4 – PAC 
Minutes, June 3, 2019), along with correspondence from residents (See 
Attachment #5). 
 
Applicant’s Presentation at Public Meeting 
 
In addition to the above-noted documents, Spencer Hutchison, agent for the 
owner presented as overview of the REVISED application at the June 3, 2019 
Public Meeting.  The presentation he provided the Committee is included as 
Attachment #6.  Mr. Hutchison discussed a number of points including the 
following: 
 

• The application represents low density residential development under 
the Official Plan Policies with a net density of 23.7 units per hectare. 

• The proposed facades are in keeping with the facades of Moira Lea 
Court which addresses the Urban Design Policies of the Official Plan. 
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• The angular plane study prepared by the applicants shows no building 
within this 45 degree angle and meets the criteria of not taking away 
the sky and shows compatibility. 

 
Mr. Hutchison also suggested there were 3 or 4 main themes regarding the 
objections and outlined these themes and their response: 
 

• Traffic – There is a written letter from BT Engineering with a peer 
review of the application confirming that they are satisfied with the 
application.  This represents the 4th Engineering group that is satisfied 
with the proposal, which also includes Ainley Group who prepared the 
design for the owner, the Development Engineer within the Approvals 
Section of the City, and the Engineering Division of the City. 

• Stormwater – The Plan of Subdivision will have plans that include 
grading plans and stormwater calculations and these will be registered 
on title. 

• Property Values – The surrounding property values will not decrease. 

• Compatibility – This development is low density adjacent to low 
density development. 

 
Mr. Hutchison concluded that the REVISED application meets the Provincial 
Policy Statement (PPS), Official Plan Policies and is consistent with the 
Thurlow Zoning By-Law. 
 
Additional Documentation Submitted Since June 3, 2019 Public 
Meeting 
 
Staff, through review of public comments of the public meetings identified 
that there were still questions on whether the site design could still support 
an enlarged roadway along Farnham if it was expanded to four lanes.  Staff 
requested the applicants demonstrate the ability of the site to function if 
there was ever the requirement to expand to 4 lanes in the future as 
identified as a potential requirement through the Environmental Assessment 
conducted by BT Engineering. The applicants have provided these drawings 
which are discussed in Section 3.5 (Public Comments) of this report. 
 
 
3.1 Site Details 
 
The subject land is identified on the attached Location Map (Attachment 
#7). Site details for the subject land: 
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Site Review Description 
Site Location 427 Farnham Road; located on the 

northeast side of Farnham Road, north of 
Maitland Drive and south of Simcoe Drive 

Site Size 4,227.3 metres squared 
Present Use(s) Vacant 
Proposed Use Ten (10) semi-detached dwelling units 
Belleville Official Plan Designation Commercial 
Present Zone Category Rural Residential (RR) Zone 
Proposed Zone Category Low Density Residential Type 2 with special 

provisions to permit 10 semi-detached 
dwelling units 

Land uses to the north Light industrial business 
Land uses to the east Single detached dwelling units 
Land uses to the south Commercial establishments 
Land uses to the west Townhouse dwelling units 
 
The proposed blocks are detailed as follows: 
 

Block Use Area Percentage 

1-10 Parcels for Semi-Detached Dwelling 
Units 3,523.2 m2 83.3% 

11 Common 
Element Internal condominium laneway 704.1 m2 16.7% 

Total  4,227.3 m2 100% 
 
 
3.2 Provincial Policy Statement 
 
Municipalities are required to ensure all decisions related to land use 
planning matters shall be consistent with the Provincial Policy Statement. 

The Provincial Policy Statement requires settlement areas to be the focus 
of growth which, among other things, promote cost-effective 
development patterns and standards to minimize land consumption and 
servicing costs.  The PPS also promotes densities and a mix of land uses 
which: 

 
1. efficiently use land and resources; 

 
2. are appropriate for, and efficiently use, 

the infrastructure and public service facilities which are 
planned or available, and avoid the need for their unjustified 
and/or uneconomical expansion; 
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3. minimize negative impacts to air quality and climate change, 

and promote energy efficiency; 
 

4. support active transportation; 
 

5. transit-supportive, where transit is planned, exists or may be 
developed; and 

 
Additionally, the PPS requires that planning authorities shall identify 
appropriate locations and promote opportunities for intensification 
and redevelopment where this can be accommodated taking into account 
existing building stock or areas, including brownfield sites, and the 
availability of suitable existing or planned infrastructure and public 
service facilities required to accommodate projected needs. 
 

3.3 Official Plan 

The current Official Plan was adopted by City Council on June 18, 2001 and 
approved by the Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing on January 7, 
2002.  Since 2002, a significant number of new and updated policies and 
legislation have occurred at the provincial level.  The City is currently 
undertaking an update to the policies of the Official Plan to ensure they 
comply with current provincial policies and legislation. 
 
Density and Intensification 
 
The City’s Official Plan permits residential development at low, medium and 
high densities with forms ranging from single family detached dwellings to 
various types of attached and multiple dwellings, under various forms of 
tenure (freehold, rental, cooperative, condominium).  When considering 
where different densities should be permitted, Section 3.10.2 states that 
residential development within areas designated Residential land use should 
be permitted to occur at various densities within the City.   
 
In regard to medium density development, policies provide that lands should 
have direct frontage on or immediate access to either an arterial or collector 
road.  
 
The Official Plan contains policies stating that preferred locations for high 
density residential have direct frontage on or immediate access to arterial or 
major collector roads; developments with access only to collector streets 
should generally be smaller scale.  
 
Section 7.15.4 a) discusses housing intensification and states that the Plan 
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supports compatible housing intensification and infill development such as 
“infilling on existing lots of record and maximizing use of underutilized lots.” 
 
This section also states “the impact of intensification on the character of 
existing neighbourhoods should be considered, along with the availability 
and adequacy of existing municipal infrastructure to service the increased 
density.” 
 
Compatibility 
 
Compatibility is discussed in Section 7.6 of the Official Plan under Urban 
Design which encourages the application of high standards of urban design 
wherever possible. This section discusses how urban design objectives can 
be achieved through a number of methods.  Specific to this application, the 
following would be applicable: 
 

• landscaping of new development and upgrading landscaping of 
existing development; 

• encouragement for good architectural design of new structures and 
sympathetic treatment of the architecture of existing structures; 

• buffering to improve compatibility of adjoining land uses; 
 
The Plan also provides enabling policies to establish guidelines and standards 
on urban design to provide direction on design that satisfies Municipal 
objectives. 
 
 
3.4 Zoning By-law 
 
The applicant proposes to rezone the subject lands from Rural Residential 
(RR) Zone to Low Density Residential Type 2 with special provisions to 
permit 10 semi-detached dwelling units. 
 
The proposed zone for the property is Low Density Residential Type 2 (R2) 
with special provisions.  The requested special provisions are listed in the 
table below: 
 
SPECIAL PROVISIONS: REQUESTED: R2 REQUIREMENTS: 

Lot area (minimum) for 
semi-detached dwelling 
house 

307.0 m2 325 m2 

Lot frontage (minimum) 
for semi-detached 
dwelling house 

9.2 m 10.5 m 
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Lot coverage (maximum) 42% 35%  

Front yard depth 
(minimum) 

6.0 m 7.6 m 

Rear yard depth 
(minimum) 

7.5 m 7.6 m 

Interior side yard depth 
(minimum) 

1.2 m 2 m 

The front lot line shall 
mean the line dividing the 
lot from the common 
element block (private 
laneway) 

Special provision n/a 

 
3.5 Public Comments 
 
On May 10, 2019 a written notice, location map, site plan and elevations 
were mailed by first class mail to all registered owners of land within 120 
metres of the subject property in addition to individuals who signed the 
Notification Sheet at the initial April 1, 2019 public meeting.  The notice 
provided information that the City is in receipt of a REVISED application for 
the subject lands and provided information that a public meeting was 
scheduled for June 3, 2019. 
 
Similarly, a sign was placed on the subject lands notifying the general public 
that a public meeting was scheduled for June 3, 2019. 
 
Both the notice and sign state that additional information is available in the 
City’s planning files for review by any member of the public during business 
hours. 
 
Correspondence – Initial Application 
 
Correspondence from members of the public concerning the initial 
application with 13 townhomes has been received by the City outlining 
concerns and is included as an attachment to this report. 
 
Correspondence – REVISED Application 
 
Correspondence from members of the public concerning the REVISED 
application with 10 semi-detached dwellings has been received by the City 
outlining concerns and is included as an attachment to this report.  
 
New Concerns – REVISED Application 
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The correspondence received from community members for the REVISED 
application, in addition to comments at the public meeting have been 
reviewed by Staff.  Many of the comments state that the REVISED 
application provides the same concerns as the initial application.  New 
comments are provided in the table below with Staff responses.  These 
include: 
 
NEW COMMENTS CITY STAFF RESPONSE 
The City should not 
accept 5% cash-in-lieu 
of parkland 

It is City Policy to accept cash-in-lieu to avoid small 
parcels of parkland which could be costly to 
maintain and ineffective for park purposes.  These 
monies are provided to a reserve to purchase 
larger parkland or improve existing parkland to 
benefit the larger community. 

Questioning the 
validity of the 
engineering traffic 
study results 

BT Engineering are professional engineers that are 
regulated by provincial law and adhere to a code of 
ethics that deal with their moral duty and 
obligations.  Their Code of Ethics is based on broad 
principles of integrity, truth, honesty, and 
trustworthiness, respect for human life and 
welfare, fairness, openness, competence, and 
accountability. 

Asking whether BT 
Engineering are in a 
conflict of interest 
position 

See response above 

Higher elevation to 
adjacent homes seems 
unreasonable 

The applicant was asked to address compatibility 
and urban design including an angular plane 
analysis which is discussed in Section 4 
(Compatibility) of this report. 

Swales could be 
landscaped and filled in 

The municipality’s standard subdivision agreements 
include a warning clause to specify in any 
agreement of purchase and sale that no owner 
shall alter, fill, fence, stop up or allow to become 
clogged or fall into a state of disrepair, any rear or 
side yard drainage depression or swale, catchbasin 
or other drainage channel, facility or installation.  If 
someone does violate this warning clause then they 
will be responsible for remedy and any potential 
damage.  This applies across the City. 

Should be turned into a 
green space etc. 

This is privately-owned land and they have the 
right to develop the property as long as it meets 
provincial and municipal requirements. 
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Other Comments Concerning the Roundabout 
 
There have been requests for examples from other municipalities illustrating 
the same type of roundabout in close proximity to a residential development.  
Three examples were provided by the Director of Engineering and 
Development Services and are included as Attachment #8. 
 
Comments from these examples refer to how they are not the exact same 
situations as would be developed at the Farnham/Maitland roundabout 
because of the road configuration, mix of commercial and residential 
properties and traffic flow. 
 
These comments have been reviewed with our Development Engineer.  
Through this review it has been highlighted that every road and/or 
roundabout and/or intersection is different and no two situations will ever be 
the same.  It is for this reason that professional engineers design roads, 
roundabouts, intersections and entrances according to TAC (Transportation 
Association of Canada) Guidelines.  TAC’s Geometric Design Guide for 
Canadian Roads is a fundamental reference document for roadway design 
practitioners in Canada. The Guide has contributed to the consistent and 
safe development and expansion of regional, provincial, and national 
roadway and highway systems in Canada. 
 
 
Responses to questions and concerns regarding the functioning of 
the development in relation to the roundabout 
 
Many questions and concerns were identified from the public as they relate 
to the functioning of the development in relation to the roundabout.  The 
Engineering firm responsible for the studies, assessment and design of the 
road network including the roundabout is BT Engineering (BTE).  Because 
the subject property was considered as part of their overall work, the City 
hired BTE to undertake a peer review of the application and address 
concerns from the public because they would be considered as the expert 
authority in this matter. 
 
In BTE’s correspondence which is included as Attachment #9, they have 
identified the fact that they had considered the subject lands in their initial 
design requirements of the roads and intersection as a commercial use as 
opposed to the proposed residential use.  BTE state that “the Environmental 
Assessment would therefore have considered a higher generation of traffic 
occurring at the lands subject to the zoning application. Residential 
development of the subject lands results in lower traffic generation and 
does not impact the findings of the EA.” 
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The letter concludes with the statement “In summary, based on our review 
of the proposed development, it is our professional opinion that the traffic 
that will be generated can be suitably accommodated and will not interfere 
with the operation of the roundabout.” 
 
Both the Development Engineer and Engineering Staff have reviewed the 
correspondence from BTE and are satisfied with their responses. 
 
30 Metre Right-Of-Way 
 
One concern by the public was whether the development would impact the 
protection of a 30 metre right of way.  The peer review identified that this is 
protected since the buildings were not located within the future right-of-way. 
This matter was then again raised a number of times during the written and 
public comments concerning the REVISED application.  Analysis of the exact 
requirements of road widening is generally done as a technical matter when 
the Plan of Subdivision agreement is being prepared.  As this has created 
confusion, City Staff requested the applicants prepare site plan drawings 
illustrating the 26 metre right-of way and road widening requirements and a 
potential 30 metre right-of-way in the future, visually illustrating how it is 
clearly protected through the proposed development.  These drawings are 
shown on Attachment #10. 
 
The drawings show that the service road could be shifted towards the 
proposed housing and this would still allow for all units to meet or exceed 
on-site parking requirements of the zoning by-law while additional parking 
could be accommodated on the service road.  To ensure that purchasers of 
these proposed units are aware of a potential road widening in the future, a 
warning clause in the subdivision agreement is being proposed. 
 
The Development Engineer (Approvals Section) has reviewed these drawings 
and is satisfied that they clearly illustrate that if there was a potential right-
of-way expansion in the future, it could be accommodated with this 
development. 
 
Responses to questions and concerns from Applicant 
 
Questions and concerns identified during the public process which were 
separate from those concerns related to the roundabout were summarized in 
a table format and responded to by the applicant.  This table is included as 
Attachment #11. 
 
Staff has reviewed the applicant’s responses and are satisfied that they have 
been addressed satisfactorily and have no concerns. 
 
3.6 Staff and Agency Comments 
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External Agency Circulation  
 
The subject application was circulated for comment to the Algonquin & 
Lakeshore Catholic School Board, the Hastings & Prince Edward District 
School Board, Hastings and Prince Edward Health Unit, Bell Canada, Canada 
Post, Ontario Power Generation, Union Gas, Veridian Connections, Hydro 
One, TransCanada Pipeline, Enbridge Pipelines, Trans-Northern Pipelines, 
MPAC, Quinte Conservation and the Health Unit. 
 
Veridian Connections advise that the development falls outside of their 
current service area, and they cannot be considered as an alternative service 
provider. 
 
Quinte Conservation, MTO, and Hydro One have provided correspondence to 
advise that they have no concerns. 
 
At the time of writing this report, no other comments or concerns have been 
received regarding this application. 
 
Internal Department Circulation  
 
The subject application was circulated for comment to the Belleville Fire 
Department, Belleville Police Service, the Development Engineer, the 
General Manager of Transportation & Operations Department, General 
Manager of Environmental Services, the Director of Recreation, Culture and 
Community Services, the Manager of Parks & Open Spaces, the Chief 
Administrative Officer, the Manager of Economic & Strategic Initiatives, the 
City Clerk, and the Chief Building Official.  
 
The Development Engineer commented that she has no objection to the 
application. She has provided requirements which need to be addressed as 
part of the Development Agreement including: a Stormwater Management 
Report; and controls for siltation and erosion control during the 
development.  
 
The Director of Recreation, Culture and Community Services Department 
inquired if the City will be taking cash in lieu of parkland.  This will occur at 
the development agreement phase. 
 
Belleville Fire and Rescue, and Parks and Open Spaces have provided 
correspondence and they have no concerns. 
 
Transportation & Operations Services recommend ensuring that the common 
elements laneway remains privately owned and maintained by the 
condominium corporation.  This will be achieved through clauses in the 
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subdivision agreement and condominium declaration. 
 
At the time of writing this report, no other comments have been received 
regarding this application. 
 
4. Analysis: 
 
The proposed application represents a low-density residential infill 
development creating 10 semi-detached dwelling units on a parcel adjacent 
to the Farnham/Maitland roundabout which is currently under construction 
and adjacent to low residential density development along Moira Lea Court.   
 
The subject lands are currently designated Commercial which would 
normally require the applicant to develop the lands by rezoning to 
commercial to match the land use designation, or undertake an Official Plan 
Amendment to change the land use to Residential.   However, the Official 
Plan, adopted by Council in 2002 contains provisions that Commercial lands 
outside of the main Commercial Areas are allowed to be redeveloped as 
Residential Lands without an Official Plan Amendment.  This policy will be 
eliminated through the Official Plan Update but existing policies are 
applicable.  Residential development is considered a less impactful than 
commercial uses. 
 
This application had an initial public meeting proposing 13 townhomes that 
were 2-storeys with walk-out basements at the rear.  Through this initial 
public meeting, a number of concerns were raised from members of the 
community and these were summarized by staff.  These concerns were 
grouped into the following categories: 
 

• Design Concerns 
• Future Widening Concerns 
• Pedestrian and General Safety Concerns 
• Onsite infrastructure issues 
• Other Concerns (General) 
• Suitability as an Intensification Site 
• Compatibility Concerns 

 
Design Concerns 
 
Design concerns regarding the development and roundabout were addressed 
through the Peer Review undertaken by BTE and City Engineers are satisfied 
with the responses. 
 
Future Widening Concerns 
 
Future widening concerns regarding the development and road network were 
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addressed through the Peer Review undertaken by BTE and City Engineers 
are satisfied with the responses.   
 
As referenced through Section 3.5 (Public Comments), City Staff asked for 
detailed drawings showing that the potential future 30 metre road widening 
could be accommodated.  The Development Engineer is satisfied that the 
development will not impact any future road widening.  In addition, a 
warning clause will be included in the subdivision agreement so that 
purchasers will be aware of this potential. 
 
Pedestrian and General Safety Concerns 
 
Pedestrian and general safety concerns regarding the development and 
roundabout were addressed through the Peer Review undertaken by BTE and 
City Engineers are satisfied with the responses. 
 
Onsite infrastructure issues 
 
Responses to public concerns identified as onsite infrastructure issues which 
include parking, snow removal, and garbage pick-up have been provided by 
the applicant.  City Staff are satisfied with the applicant’s responses. 
 
Other Concerns (General) 
 
Responses to other concerns including noise, maintenance of service road 
and stormwater management have been provided by the applicant.  City 
Staff are satisfied with the applicant’s responses. 
 
Staff have also indicated through Section 3.5 of this report that concerns of 
swales potentially being filled in are addressed by the municipality’s 
standard subdivision agreements that include a warning clause to specify in 
any agreement of purchase and sale that no owner shall alter, fill, fence, 
stop up or allow to become clogged or fall into a state of disrepair, any rear 
or side yard drainage depression or swale, catchbasin or other drainage 
channel, facility or installation.  If someone does violate this warning clause 
then they will be responsible for remedy and any potential damage.  This 
applies across the City. 
 
Suitability as an Intensification Site 
 
Initial concerns regarding whether this site was suitable as an intensification 
site were raised through the first public meeting which illustrated 13 
townhomes representing a density of approximately 30.76 units per net 
hectare, considered as medium density residential development through the 
provisions of the Official Plan   
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With the REVISED application of 10 semi-detached dwelling units, the 
density is approximately 23.7 units per net hectare which is considered low 
density residential development through the provisions of the Official Plan.   
With the change of the application from medium density to low density, the 
original question of whether the site is suitable as an intensification site is 
addressed since the REVISED application is low density.  This low density 
development is better described as infill rather than intensification.   
 
Responses to intensification concerns have been provided by the applicant.  
City Staff are satisfied with the applicant’s responses. 
 
Compatibility 
 
Concerns have been raised by residents on whether this proposed 
development is compatible with surrounding residential development.  Some 
of these concerns may originate from an expectation that the subject lands 
remain vacant.  Other concerns may stem from site topography, with the 
property sloping towards existing adjacent homes on Moira Lea Court. 
 
Defining what is compatible is often challenging in absence of specific 
policies and guidelines that are adopted by the municipality.  In the case of 
Belleville, consideration must be provided to the policies of the Official Plan 
to determine whether the proposal is compatible.   Since there are no 
approved urban design guidelines, reference to general provisions of the 
Official Plan and the development’s conformity to these policies must be 
considered. 
 
Compatibility is generally discussed in Section 7.6 of the Official Plan under 
Urban Design which encourages the application of high standards of urban 
design wherever possible. This Section discusses how urban design 
objectives can be achieved through a number of methods.  Specific to this 
application, the following would be applicable and staff have provided how 
this has been addressed through the application: 
 

• Landscaping of new development and upgrading landscaping of 
existing development. 

 
The development is proposing fencing along the rear and northerly 
side yards.  The development is proposing a tree be planted in each of 
the rear yards.   

 
• Encouragement for good architectural design of new structures and 

sympathetic treatment of the architecture of existing structures. 
 

The proposal calls for 10 semi-detached units with an articulated front 
façade consisting of a number of materials including masonry, siding, 
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and pillars along with side facades consisting of masonry and siding 
and rear elevations consisting of siding.  The rear siding of the 
proposed buildings is consistent with the rear siding of the existing 
dwelling units along Moira Lea Court. 

 
• Buffering to improve compatibility of adjoining land uses. 

 
The applicant is utilizing fencing and tree planting to provide buffering. 

 
Angular Plane Analysis 
 
The application addresses general compatibility policies of the Official Plan.  
Staff also requested the applicant undertake an angular plane drawing of the 
development in relation to the adjacent homes which would also consider 
the elevation changes between the properties. 
 
An angular plane analysis is typically a requirement through urban design 
guidelines where there is an area of transition between defined mature 
neighbourhoods and larger buildings. The angular plane means your 
adjacent properties will experience almost no sunlight loss compared to an 
as-of-right development that could be built to the maximum allowed by a 
zoning by-law.  While it typically would not be necessary for such analysis of 
proposed low density residential development that is adjacent to existing low 
density residential development, there was concern over the initial 
application of two-storey townhomes and the slope change between 
properties.  An angular plane analysis was prepared, and these drawings are 
included as Attachment #12. 
 
The drawings provided by the applicant reflect the proposed and existing 
buildings and the slope change between them and include the angular plane 
which illustrates an impact that would be considered acceptable if the City 
had design guidelines. 
 
Applicant Response to Compatibility Concerns 
 
In addition to submitting the angular plane drawings, compatibility concerns 
from the public meeting were provided to the applicant.  City Staff are 
satisfied with the applicant’s responses. 
 
Adherence with City Compatibility Requirements 
 
Staff is of the opinion that the development proposal meets the City’s 
requirements concerning compatibility as defined through the Official Plan. 
 
Conformity with Provincial Policy Statement and Official Plan 
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The proposed development is consistent with the Provincial Policy Statement 
since it represents an appropriate infill development that will utilize existing 
City infrastructure and provide more housing options for the community. 
 
The proposed development is consistent with the Official Plan.  Residential 
development is permitted on the site.  The site is located along a Collector 
Road and although the Official Plan supports medium and high density 
development along collector roads, the applicant has chosen to develop the 
site as a low-density infill site.  As an infill site, the application also 
addresses compatibility policies included in the Official Plan. 
 
Zoning By-law 
 
Height 
 
There has been discussion and concern from adjacent property owners on 
the impact of the buildings because of their height.   
 
The maximum height of a building in the proposed residential zone is 11 
metres.  Staff notes that if the applicant was rezoning the lands to a 
commercial zone, which would be supported by the Official Plan Policies, 
then the maximum height would also be 11 metres. 
 
The method of measuring height is determined through the zoning by-law 
definitions which state that it means the vertical distance, measured 
between the finished grade at the front of the building and, in the case of a 
gable, hip or gambrel roof, the average height between the eaves and the 
ridge. 
 
Utilizing this definition, the proposed height of the buildings are 
approximately 4.9 metres which is 6.1 metres less than what the applicant 
could build as of right through the R2 zone or a commercial zone.  With the 
reduced height, the impact on adjacent properties is reduced. 
 
Special Provisions Requested 
 
The Applicant proposes to rezone the subject lands from Rural Residential 
(RR) to Low Density Residential Type 2 (R2) with special provisions to permit 
10 semi-detached dwelling units. 
 
The special provisions deal with the following regulations: 
 

• Lot area (minimum) for semi-detached dwelling house 
• Lot frontage (minimum) for semi-detached dwelling house 
• Lot coverage (maximum) 
• Front yard depth (minimum) 
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• Rear yard depth (minimum) 
• Interior side yard depth (minimum) 
• The front lot line shall mean the line dividing the lot from the common 

element block (private laneway) 
 
In determining whether the proposed special provisions are appropriate, it is 
important to consider the purpose of setbacks.  Setbacks are generally 
established to create yards where people can enjoy their spaces and there is 
adequate separation from surrounding land uses and/or adjacent properties 
to limit the development’s impact on neighbours. 
 
In review of the public feedback, the most important provision to consider is 
the rear yard set-back since many of the concerns relate to adjacent 
properties on Moira Lea Court.  The existing required rear yard setback is 
7.6 metres and the applicant is requesting a reduced rear-yard setback of 
7.5 metres.  This represents a difference of 0.1 metres or 3.94 inches. 
 
Staff is of the opinion that these requested special provisions are appropriate 
in implementing the low-density requirements of the City’s Official Plan. 
 
4.1 Analysis of Proposed Draft Plan Approval 
 
In terms of the Provincial Policy Statement, the proposed plan of subdivision 
helps meet policies set forth by the province.  This proposed development is 
located within the urban area of the city and will be constructed on full 
municipal services.  Thus, the development could be considered in-fill 
development that helps bring additional residents to the city. 
 
It is also important to note that this development provides semi-detached 
dwellings along Farnham Road to complement the single detached and street 
townhouse dwellings constructed nearby. 
 
The proposed conditions for final approval of the plan of subdivision and plan 
of common element condominium for the subject lands essentially follow the 
standard city format. 
 
These conditions require that all of the technical issues that arise from 
developing this specific site are addressed to the city’s satisfaction before 
final approval is granted. 
 
4.2 Proposed Conditions of Draft Plan of Subdivision Approval 
 
Proposed conditions of Draft Plan of Subdivision Approval are included as 
Attachment #15 to this Report.  It is proposed that these conditions be 
recommended to Council for approval while incorporating any necessary 
changes stemming from consideration at the July 2, 2019 meeting of the 
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Planning Advisory Committee.  A brief overview of key conditions follows. 
 
Condition No. 2 requires the dedication of road widening to bring the width 
of the Farnham Road right-of-way to the required 26.0 metres across the 
frontage of the property. 
 
Condition No. 3 requires the construction of a proper sidewalk along 
Farnham Road across the frontage of the property. 
 
Conditions No. 4 & 5 address the design and construction of the subdivision 
and common elements laneway. 
  
Condition No. 6 requires that purchasers be notified that 2 metres of their 
front lawn would be transferred to the condominium corporation to shift the 
private laneway in the event that the City decides to widen Farnham Road in 
the future.  It further requires notice that lot grading and drainage may not 
be altered from the approved engineering plans, and that the private 
laneway shall remain the responsibility of the condominium corporation and 
not the City. 
 
Conditions No. 7 & 8 require that the Owner construct continuous privacy 
fencing along the northern and eastern lot lines of the property abutting 
existing development, and that future owners of the subject blocks maintain 
the fence. 
 
Conditions No. 10 & 11 ensure that stormwater management and site 
grading issues are addressed. 
 
Conditions No. 13, 16, 20, 22 & 23 ensure that the requirements of the 
utilities required to service the subject lands are dealt with. 
 
Condition No. 14 requires a cash-in-lieu of parkland payment to the city. 
 
Conditions No. 15 & 21 ensure that the requirements of Canada Post are 
met. 
 
Conditions No. 18 & 19 require the Owner to enter into a subdivision 
agreement with the city that will registered on the title of this property. 
 
Condition No. 24 ensures that a tree will be planted in each of the rear 
yards, as proposed by the Owner, to provide additional buffering from 
existing residential dwellings on Moira Lea Court. 
 
The approval of this subdivision would lapse in three years. 
 
4.3 Proposed Conditions of Draft Plan of Common Element 
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Condominium Approval 
 
Proposed conditions of Draft Plan of Common Element Condominium 
Approval are included as Attachment #17 to this Report.  It is proposed 
that these conditions be recommended to Council for approval while 
incorporating any necessary changes stemming from consideration at the 
July 2, 2019 meeting of the Planning Advisory Committee.  A brief overview 
of key conditions follows. 
 
Condition No. 4 requires all related planning approvals to be completed 
before the condominium plan can be finalized. 
 
Conditions No. 5 & 6 lay out the responsibilities of the Condominium 
Corporation, and advise purchasers of same.  In essence, the corporation 
and not the city is responsible for the development and on-going 
maintenance, repair and upkeep of all services required for the subject lands 
including snow removal, waste removal and the water and sewer lines.  
 
Conditions No. 7 to No. 11 ensure that the city reviews and signs off on 
condominium documents and plans. 
  
Lastly, draft plan approval expires in three years if all the conditions are not 
satisfied by that date. 
 
5. Considerations: 
 
5.1 Public 
 
Circulation to the public complies with the requirements of the Planning Act, 
R.S.O. 1990. 
 
5.2 Financial 
 
Application processing fees have been received by the City.  Any planning, 
engineering, surveying and legal costs to facilitate development of the 
subject lands would be at the Owner’s expense. 
 
5.3 Input from other Departments/Sources 
 
Circulation of this application to other departments/agencies has occurred. 

6. Conclusion: 
 
The REVISED application for rezoning the subject lands at 427 Farnham 
Road from Rural Residential (RR) to Low Density Residential Type 2 (R2) 
with special provisions to permit a 10 unit semi-detached condominium 
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development is the result of the developer updating the application following 
the first public meeting and reducing the number of dwelling units from 13 
to 10. 
 
During the process, the City has received numerous concerns about the 
proposal being located in close proximity to the roundabout.  A peer review 
undertaken by BT Engineering examining the development’s proximity to the 
roundabout concluded the proposed development can be suitably 
accommodated.  Staff is satisfied that these concerns have been addressed. 
 
With regard to impact on adjacent property owners along Moira Lea Court, 
the applicant has provided elevations of the properties and illustrations of 
buildings through an angular plane analysis.  They have also provided 
information on how they have addressed compatibility through meeting the 
requirements of the Official Plan Policies. 
 
The rezoning of the lands to a Low Density Residential Type 2 (R2) Zone 
contains a number of proposed special provisions.  One significant special 
provision which has direct impact regarding public concerns is the reduced 
rear yard setback.  The applicant is requesting a reduction of 0.1 metres or 
3.94 inches.  Staff is satisfied that this represents a minor reduction over the 
Thurlow zoning by-law rear yard standard. 
 
The application also proposes buildings with a height of approximately 4.9 
metres which is notably less than the permitted 11 metre height within the 
Low Density Residential Type 2 (R2) or Highway Commercial (C1) Zone. 
 
Staff is supportive of the application as it meets the intent of the Provincial 
Policy Statement, and implements the policies of the City of Belleville Official 
Plan. 
 
Staff further supports the approval of a Draft Plan of Subdivision (File: 
12CD-19001) and recommends to the Belleville Planning Advisory 
Committee that Belleville City Council be requested to finalize approval of a 
draft plan of subdivision for the lands located at 427 Farnham Road.  
 
In addition, Staff supports the approval of a Draft Plan of Common Element 
Condominium (File: 12CD-19001) and recommends to the Belleville Planning 
Advisory Committee that Belleville City Council be requested to finalize 
approval of a draft plan of common element condominium for the lands 
located at 427 Farnham Road. 
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7. Attachments 

 
Attachment  #1 – Planning Advisory Committee Minutes, April 1, 2019 
Attachment  #2 – Initial Public Correspondence 
Attachment  #3 – Revised Supporting Documents from Applicant 
Attachment  #4 – Planning Advisory Committee Minutes, June 3, 2019 
Attachment  #5 – Public Correspondence from Revised Application 
Attachment  #6 – Applicant’s June 3, 2019 Presentation to PAC 
Attachment  #7 – Location Map 
Attachment  #8 – Examples of Similar Roundabouts 
Attachment  #9 – BTE Peer Review 
Attachment  #10 – 26 m and 30 m Right-Of-Way Illustration Drawings 
Attachment  #11 – Table of Public Concerns and Applicant Responses 
Attachment  #12 – Angular Plane Illustration and Elevation Drawings 
Attachment  #13 – Legal Description of the Subject Lands 
Attachment  #14 – Proposed Draft Plan of Subdivision 
Attachment  #15 – Proposed Draft Plan of Subdivision Conditions 
Attachment  #16 – Proposed Draft Plan of Condominium 
Attachment  #17 – Proposed Draft Plan of Condominium Conditions 
 
 
 
Respectfully submitted 

 
____________________________  
Stephen Ashton, MCIP, RPP, CAHP 
Manager, Policy Planning 
Engineering & Development Services Department 
 
 
 
Respectfully submitted 
 
 
 
____________________________  
Greg Pinchin, B.E.S., MCIP, RPP 
Manager, Approvals 
Engineering & Development Services Department 
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City Council Planning 
Committee Minutes 

- 3 - April 1, 2019 

"The property has approximately 45.48 metres of frontage on St. 
Paul Street. The Applicant requests a rezoning of a portion of the 
subject lands from General Industrial (M2) Zone to Non-Retail 
Commercial (C5-13) Zone with special provisions to permit both 
residential and commercial uses." 

Mr. Sig Schnell Agent for the Owner, spoke on behalf of the 
application and talked about the development proposal. 

No other persons responded to the Chair's call upon those 
wishing to speak either for or against the application. 

Moved by Councillor Culhane 
Seconded by Councillor Sandison 

THAT the "Schnell Investments Ltd." Planning 
Application be referred to the Regular Planning 
Meeting for further consideration. 

-CARRIED-

3.2 NOTICE OF COMPLETE APPLICATIONS AND 
INTRODUCTORY PUBLIC MEETING FOR APPLICATIONS 
FOR PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO ZONING BY-LAW 
NUMBER 3014, AS AMENDED; AND PROPOSED PLAN OF 
SUBDIVISION AND PLAN OF COMMON ELEMENTS 
CONDOMINIUM 427 FARNHAM ROAD, FORMER 
TOWNSHIP OF THURLOW, NOW CITY OF BELLEVILLE, 
COUNTY OF HASTINGS 
FILE NUMBER: B-77-1079 AND 12CD-19001 
OWNER: HERITAGE PARK J N  
APPLICANT/AGENT: RFA PLANNING CONSULTANT INC. 

At the request of the Chair, the Manager of Policy Planning 
described the subject application as follows: 

"The subject lands have approximately 99.3 metres of frontage on 
Farnham Road. The Applicant requests a rezoning from Rural 
Residential (RR) Zone to High Density Residential (R4-2) Zone 
with special provisions to permit 13 townhouse units with reduced 
setbacks and frontage, and increased lot coverage. The 
specialized zoning is requested to recognize a reduction in front 
yard depth, interior side yard setback, and exterior side yard 
setback; a reduction in corner lot frontage from 10 metres to 6 
metres; and an increase in lot coverage from 30% to 50%. In the 
Official Plan, the subject land is designated as 'Commercial'." 
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City Council Planning 
Committee Minutes 

-4- April 1, 2019 

RFA Consulting Inc. (Agent) provided a summary of the 
development proposal. 

Christine Krause resident of Moira Lea Court spoke against the 
application citing it is too dense for the lot in question. 

Mr. Bruce Fox of 21 Moira Lea Court, echoed the sentiment that 
the lot is too small to house the proposed development, and is 
concerned about traffic. 

Mr. Ryan Boulet another resident of Moira Lea Court voiced his 
concerns about the density and lot coverage. 

Ms. Bev Spence stated she is worried about density, traffic and 
water drainage. 

Ms. Jennifer Robertson voiced concerns over safety, especially 
with School buses. 

Mr. Ed Lamonte of Simcoe Drive relayed his concerns with the 
traffic congestion that could be caused. 

Mr. Bal Mistry spoke of his fears of increased traffic and 
congestion. 

Ms. Sandra Hounslow a resident on Moira Lea Court stated her 
concerns with privacy, traffic, and effect on property values. 

Mr. John Joy who resides at 37 Chestnut Drive voiced issues with 
traffic, and safety. 

Mr. Bruce Feely resident of Essex Drive shared his concerns 
about traffic and pedestrian safety. 

No other persons responded to the Chair's call to speak for or 
against the application. 

Moved by Councillor Culhane 
Seconded by Councillor Kelly 

THAT the "RFA Planning Consultant Inc." Planning 
Application be referred to the Regular Planning 
Meeting for further consideration. 

- CARRIED-
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Planning Advisory 
Committee Minutes 

2 

THAT the Minutes of the City Council Planning 
Committee Meeting and the Planning Advisory 
Committee Meeting held on· March 4, 2019 be 
approved and adopted. 

-CARRIED-

4. DEPUTATIONS

April 1, 2019
 

There were no items brought forward under this section of today's agenda.

5. COMMUNICATIONS

5.1 Email regarding File No. 8-77-1073 was received from John Roeper,
UCB Canada. 

Moved by Kathryn Brown 
Seconded by Councillor Culhane 

THAT the email from John Roeper, UCB Canada, 
regarding File No. 8-77-1073 be received and 
referred to Reports Item 7.3. 

-CARRIED-

5.2 Email regarding File No. B-77-1074 was received from residents of 
Kempton Avenue. 

Moved by Councillor Culhane 
Seconded by Councillor Sandison 

THAT the email from "Andy" on behalf of the residents 
of Kempton Avenue, regarding File No. B-77-1074 be 
received and referred to Reports Item 7.4. 

-CARRIED-

5.3 Letters/emails regarding File No. B-77-1079/12CD-19001 were received 
from Jennifer Robertson, Sandra Hounslow, Tammy and Raymond 
Robson and Bill and Bev Spence. 

Moved by Paul Jennings 
Seconded by Councillor Sandison 

THAT the letters/emails from Jennifer Robertson, 
Sandra Hounslow, Tammy and Raymond Robson and 
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Planning Advisory 
Committee Minutes 

3 

Bill and Bev Spence regarding File No. B-77-
1079/12CD-19001 be received and referred to 
Referrals from Public Meeting Item No. 6.2. 

-CARRIED-

April 1, 2019 

5.4 Letters/emails regarding File No. B-77-1079/12CD-19001 were received 
in the Clerk's office subsequent to Agenda release. 

Moved by Councillor Sandison 
Seconded by Paul Jennings 

THAT the letters/emails received in the Clerk's office 
regarding File No. B-77-1079/12CD-19001 be 
received and referred to Referrals from Public 
Meeting Item No. 6.2. 

-CARRIED-

6. REFERRALS FROM PUBLIC MEETING

6.1 NOTICE OF COMPLETE APPLICATION AND INTRODUCTORY
PUBLIC MEETING FOR APPLICATION FOR PROPOSED 
AMENDMENT TO ZONING BY-LAW NUMBER 10245, AS 
AMENDED, 150 ST. PAUL STREET, CITY OF BELLEVILLE, 
COUNTY OF HASTINGS 
FILE NUMBER: B-77-1078 
APPLICANT/OWNER: SCHNELL INVESTMENTS LTD. 
AGENT: SIG SCHNELL 

The Planning Advisory Committee considered the "Schnell 
Investments Ltd." Planning Application in light of the Public 
Meeting. 

Moved by Mayor Panciuk 
Seconded by Councillor Sandison 

THAT Report No. PP-2019-27 dated April 1, 2019 
regarding Notice of Complete Application and 
Introductory Public Meeting for Application for 
Proposed Amendment to Zoning By-law Number 
10245, as amended - 150 St. Paul Street, City of 
Belleville, County of Hastings be received as 
information; and, 
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Planning Advisory 
Committee Minutes 

4 

THAT Staff report back at such time as input from the 
public, commenting agencies, and municipal 
departments has .been received, assessed, and 
addressed to the satisfaction of the Engineering and 
Development Services Department. 

-CARRIED-

April 1, 2019
 

6.2 NOTICE OF COMPLETE APPLICATIONS AND INTRODUCTORY 
PUBLIC MEETING FOR APPLICATIONS FOR PROPOSED 
AMENDMENT TO ZONING BY-LAW NUMBER 3014, AS 
AMENDED; AND PROPOSED PLAN OF SUBDIVISION AND 
PLAN OF COMMON ELEMENTS CONDOMINIUM - 427 
FARNHAM ROAD, FORMER TOWNSHIP OF THURLOW, NOW 
CITY OF BELLEVILLE, COUNTY OF HASTINGS 
FILE NUMBER: B-77-1079 AND 12CD-19001 
OWNER: HERITAGE PARK J N  
APPLICANT/AGENT: RFA PLANNING CONSULTANT INC. 

The Planning Advisory Committee considered the "Heritage Park" 
Planning Application in light of the Public Meeting. 

Moved by Councillor Culhane 
Seconded by Councillor Kelly 

THAT Report No. PP-2019-28 dated April 1, 2019 
regarding Notice of Complete Applications and 
Introductory Public Meeting, Applications for 
Proposed Amendment to Zoning By-law Number 
3014 as amended; and Proposed Plan of Subdivision 
and Plan of Common Elements Condominium - 427 
Farnham Road, former Township of Thurlow, now 
City of Belleville, County of Hastings be received as 
information; and, 

THAT Staff report back at such time as input from the 
public, commenting agencies, and municipal 
departments· has been received, assessed, and 
addressed to the satisfaction of the Engineering and 
Development Services Department. 

-CARRIED-
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Copy to: 

Rod Bovay, Director of Engineering & Development Services 
Stephen Ashton, Manager of Policy Planning 
Greg Pinchin , Manager of Approvals 
Thomas Deming, Policy Planner 
Erin Baldwin, Administrative Assistant 
From: Matt MacDonald, Director of Corporate Services/City Clerk 

Matt MacDonald 
Secretary, Planning Advisory Committee 
Belleville City Hall, 
169 Front St., Belleville K8N 2Y8 

Dear Mr. MacDonald, 

Please advise us of the outcome of the Re-Zoning application 

for 427 Farnham Rd. 

Enclosed you will find our response since the outcome of any 

Re-Zoning would directly affect us. 

  Sincerely, 

Shirley & Clyde MacDonald 

4 Walnut Cres., Belleville, K8N OE3 

shimac16@gmail.com 

 

Cl I Y OFBELLEVILLE: 
RECEIVED 

MAR 2 8 2019 
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Response to Application at 427 Farnham Rd. for Re-Zoning 

The concept of a Service Rd. within the parcel of land would help to relieve 
traffic congestion from driveways of townhouses. The Service Rd. should be 
wide enough to accommodate visitor parking or service vehicles as needed. 
The entrance/exit from the Service Rd. needs to be "restricted" to the north 
end of 427 Farnham Rd. to avoid congestion from vehicles leaving the 
Round-About at Farnham Rd. Of course, there should be absolutely no 
Vehicle parking on the east or west side of Farnham Rd. in the area of this 
Parcel of land. 

Thirteen townhouses on this small tract of land seems overwhelming. No 
mention is made as to whether they would be bungalow style or two storey. 
As we see it,about 6 attractive "bungalow"townhouses with double garages 
and driveways (to accommodate extra vehicles) would be more suitable to 
neighbourhood and the size of the property. Neighbours on Moira Lea Court 
would not appreciate buyers of two storey townhouses looking down on  
their backyards. Perhaps fewer townhouses would fit Rural Residential 
Zoning or Low Density Residential. 

Considering the traffic congestion that accompanies High Density Housing, 
we cannot endorse High Density Residential zoning next to Farnham Rd. 
which is a major artery via Cannifton Rd/Hwy#37 or via Maitland Dr/Hwy#62 
to Hwy#401 and the Core of the City. The residents, currently living 
in this neighbourhood, should not be saddled with traffic congestion in close 
proximity to a proposed Round-About. Hopefully common sense will prevail 
on this matter. 

Sincerely, 
Shirley & Clyde MacDonald 
4 Walnut Cres. Belleville, K8N OE3 
Shimac16@gmail.com 
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March 18, 2019 
Home Owners 

34 Moira Lea Court 
'------>.,._----Belleville, Ontario, K8N 425 

Matt MacDonald 
Secretary, Planning Advisory Committee 
City of Belleville 

Copy to: 
Rod Bovay, Director of Engineering & Development Services 
Stephen Ashton, Manager of PoFJcy Plar:ning 
Greg Pinchin , Manager of Approvals 
Thomas Deming, Policy Planner 
Erin Baldwin, Administrative Assistant 
From: Matt MacDonald, Director of Co1porate Services/City Clerk 
RE: B-77-1079 

RE: Objection to Amendment to Zoning By-Law #3014 (File No. B-77-1079) 

As home owners on Moira Lea Court, we object to the proposed zoning amendment to Lot 9, Plan 21R-9053, City of 
Belleville, County of Hastings. Some of our primary concerns to this amendment are: 

• Poor Planning-an amendment proposing high-density development was defeated in 2017. A new proposal,
with six detached homes was presented at an open house in February 2018. Now, taking steps backwards, we
are presented with another proposal trying to "cram" 13townhouse units into this small piece of land. What
about sidewalks? What about the planned roundabout?

• Public Safety - the intersection at Farnham & Maitland & Moira Lea Court is very busy, and not suitable to
having additional residential traffic trying to access Farnham right where a traffic circle is planned. Any
pedestrian traffic will be at a higher risk if the amendment is allowed.

• Family Safety- anyone living in the proposed townhouse units are at risk as pedestrians. If lot coverage is
allowed to go from 30% up to 50% - where can townhouse residents safely play and walk? There is commercial
development across Farnham (west side) and to the north same side as proposed. Sidewalks and/or walkways
are not adequate from the plans that we see. Again,we feel it will be worse when the roundabout is built into
the intersection.

• Home Property Value - Moira Lea Court (all detached homes) was the first street that was developed in Caniff
Mills. All subsequent development, in the immediate area along the east side of Farnham has been single family
houses. The proposed amendment would put a high-density mix of residential into our neighbourhood,
potentially freezing or lowering property values.

Arlene Brouwers 
Homeowner 

Homeowner 
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snow removal equipment have issues in the winter? These concerns need 

to be addressed before any approval is given. 

7. If the proposed re-zoning changes were to be approved what safe guards

does the City have to ensure that an apartment building like the one

proposed last year would not be built? Plus this type of re-zoning could set

a precedent for other small parcels of land in the City where a developer

wants to build high density buildings without consideration of safety on the

streets surrounding a site.

8. Will more effective street lighting be installed in this area to ensure better

safety for the residents, vehicle drivers and pedestrians?

9. Currently we have witnessed drivers on Farnham east bound not coming to

a full stop at the four way stop. Some, we feel do not understand how a

four way stop works, with each driver taking their turn based on first to

arrive. We are hopeful that the traffic roundabout helps with this problem.

However, clear signage with arrows/instructions and speed restrictions will

be key to the success of the roundabout. There are 2 entrances on the

builder's site plan which appear to be very close to where the roundabout

will begin.

10.Based on the information we have provided in our written submission we

the undersigned are hopeful that the new Council and Mayor will turn

down this request as did the previous Council of 2018.

Yours truly, 

CC: Mayor Panciuk and Councillors included. 

Carr Sandison Culhane Kelly Malette Mccaw Thompson Williams 
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From: MacDonald, Matthew 
To: Mayor and Council 
Cc: Bovay, Rod; Ashton, Stephen; Deming, Thomas; Pinchin, Greg; Pallo, Cheryl; Stitt, Jennifer; Forestell, Angela; 

Keays, Christina; Baldwin, Erin 
Subject: Fwd: Housing proposal at the intersection of Farnham and Maitland 
Date: Thursday, March 21, 2019 9:53:39 PM 
Attachments: Farnham Development 2019.pdf 

20190312_112304.jpg 

Fyi 

Get Outlook for Android 

---------- Forwarded message ---------- 
From: "shounslow@cogeco.ca" <shounslow@cogeco.ca> 
Date: Thu, Mar 21, 2019 at 9:43 PM -0400 
Subject: Housing proposal at the intersection of Farnham and Maitland 
To: "MacDonald, Matthew" <mtmacdonald@city.belleville.on.ca> 

Please find attached a letter regarding my thoughts and concerns regarding the Heritage Park 
Joint Venture at the intersection of Maitland and Farnham. I plan on attending the public 
meeting at city hall on April 1st and would like to be informed of the decision made regarding 
this proposal. 
Thanks, 
Sandra Hounslow 
17 Moira Lea Court 
Belleville, On 
K8N 4Z5 
613-969-7925
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Matt MacDonald, Secretary 
Planning Advisory Committee 
City of Belleville - City Hall 
169 Front Street 
Belleville ON K8N 2Y8 
Fax: 613-967-3206 

Dear Mr. MacDonald, 

My name is Sandra Hounslow and I am writing you today regarding the amendment to zoning 
by-law number 3014 re: Lot 9, Plan 21R-9053, City of Belleville, County of Hastings, re: the 
potential construction project of a new 13 townhouse on Farnham Road. 

I currently reside on Moira Lea Court and I am extremely concerned about these new potential 
buildings. For instance, once the 13 townhouses are completed, my property will be on the 
opposite side of them. Not only will this be a noise concern for myself and my neighbours, 
considering the increase in traffic due to the 13 close townhouses but also the noise coming 
from the units themselves. The residents of the neighbourhood and I strongly believe that the 
noise will cause issues for the homes and townhouses in the vicinity. 

Further, the new buildings are being proposed on only approximately one acre of land. This 
seems way too small of a parcel of land to be building such units. They also have amended 
plans and now are going to have a private road leading to the units themselves but I wonder 
who will ultimately maintain it especially with snow removal and ongoing typical road 
maintenance. The best case scenario would be that these buildings would be extremely close 
to the existing neighbourhood – that is to say, there would not be sufficient space for privacy 
between these new buildings and the existing houses. The townhouses are going to be 3 
storeys many of which would likely have unique vantage points into our backyards or our 
windows at all times of day. This could not be mitigated in a similar way to another house (for 
instance, a fence between yards) as some units would be elevated. 

Additionally, the residents of my neighbourhood and I are unsure how the City thinks it will 
successfully and safely build these units without causing harm to the homes and property 
adjacent to these buildings. For example, we are concerned about flooding due to water run- 
off as we are at the bottom of a hill. Currently, the water goes past our homes or is absorbed 
into the earth, but with obstructions in the way such as buildings and pavement, we are 
worried about water pooling and subsequently causing flooding. 

My neighbourhood is also extremely concerned about the following safety issue we would 
potentially have to deal with. The corner of Farnham Road and Maitland Drive is an extremely 
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busy intersection. So busy, that the city is implementing a 2-lane roundabout to help with the 
flow of traffic.  The extra traffic both by bicycle, vehicle, and pedestrian will be, in my opinion, 
a safety concern with the plan as-is. Currently this intersection is the detour route when there 
is an accident on the 401. With the already high-level of traffic we see, and the constant issue 
with the existing four-way stop and lack of respect for pedestrians, we feel that adding more 
everyday traffic by building 13 townhouses immediately off of this new roundabout is  
certainly a greater risk for a neighbourhood that walks family pets and more importantly has 
children. Even further, as I’m sure you’re aware, the City of Belleville is trying to promote the 
Waterfront trail that runs behind Moira Lea Court, and behind the subdivisions. This means a 
natural increase in people walking, biking, and otherwise enjoying the trail. The addition of 13 
townhouses causes an influx not only in pedestrians, but also in daily traffic. I am also 
concerned that if there is an accident at the roundabout vehicles could crash out of the 
roundabout into the proposed townhouses as they will be so close. I am not aware of another 
high traffic area that could have housing so close to it and seems very unsafe for the residents 
and their property. 

The area is already a concern for speeders. I worry that with the addition of these 
townhouses, this problem could become worse or potentially more dangerous for the people 
in our neighbourhood. We have a lot of children living in our area and the constant flow of 
incoming and outgoing traffic could mean someone is injured. Earlier this past week on 
Tuesday, March 12th a transport truck carrying wood had mechanical issues and straddled the 
intersection for almost an hour. A service truck came and was able to get it going and it was 
able to drive up the hill a bit so they could work on it, freeing up the intersection for the 
constant traffic that was attempting to get around it. I mention this to point out the ongoing 
issues we have at a very busy intersection where the plan is to add more homes to an already 
congested area. I am strongly pleading with you and the Committee to not proceed with this 
amendment and to reject the construction 13 townhouses. Due to the noise, flooding, and 
safety concerns, the residents of my neighbourhood and I absolutely do not want this 
construction project to proceed any further. 

Please let me know the decision that the Committee ultimately makes. 

Thank you, 

Sandra Hounslow 

Page 174



Page 175



From: MacDonald, Matthew 
To: Mayor and Council 
Cc: Bovay, Rod; Ashton, Stephen; Deming, Thomas; Pinchin, Greg; Pallo, Cheryl; Stitt, Jennifer; Forestell, Angela; 

Keays, Christina; Baldwin, Erin 
Subject: Fwd: 427 Farnham Road - File No: 12CD-19001 
Date: Tuesday, March 19, 2019 7:34:59 PM 

 
 

 

FYI 
 
Get Outlook for Android 

 
 
 
---------- Forwarded message ---------- 
From: "Jennifer Robertson" <vino4jensplace@gmail.com> 
Date: Tue, Mar 19, 2019 at 7:31 PM -0400 
Subject: 427 Farnham Road - File No: 12CD-19001 
To: "MacDonald, Matthew" <mtmacdonald@city.belleville.on.ca> 

 
 
City Council - Belleville 

 
I am writing this letter with regard to the application for approval of a Draft Plan of 
Subdivision and a Draft Plan of a Common Elements Condominiums for lands described as 
427 Farnham Road. 

 
I live on Moira Lea Court, and as much as I look forward to the Roundabout development at 
our 4 corners, I have serious concerns for safety when adding 13 Condominiums to the same 
area. 

 
First, with no sidewalks along Farnham Road and with the amount of people (adults, 
teenagers, young kids and pets) who walk, bike or jog in that area, the added traffic, 13 
Condominiums are going to create, will raise the risk of injury to another level. 

 
Second, I'm sure there are going to be students who ride the school bus in those Condo's. Have 
you taken into consideration, that when a school bus stops and puts on their flashing lights, 
drivers must stop 20 metres either in front or behind the bus. This could bring the traffic, on 
your Roundabout, to a dead stop! I'm certain that's not how they're suppose to work. Also, 
there could be up to 5 different buses, in front of these Condo's, twice a day. That seems like 
an "accident waiting to happen!" 

 
Third, you cannot ask a parent, to allow their children, to walk up Farnham Road to catch their 
bus with all the extra traffic and no sidewalks. 

 
Fourth, I have a concern as to where the overflow of visitors and their vehicles, will be 
parking. Moira Lea Court has no sidewalks, so if they park on our Court, that means we walk 
down the middle of the road and cars coming into our Court or leaving, drive down the centre 
of the road as well. 

 
When you look at all the different concerns, put them together, it becomes a very unsafe area 
for traffic as well as the Human Factor. 
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Thank you for taking the time to hear my concerns. 
 
 
Jennifer Robertson 
Moira Lea Court Resident. 
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From: MacDonald, Matthew 
To: Bovay, Rod; Ashton, Stephen; Deming, Thomas; Pinchin, Greg 
Cc: Pallo, Cheryl; Stitt, Jennifer; Forestell, Angela; Keays, Christina; Baldwin, Erin 
Subject: Fwd: Written Submission Re: File No. B-77-1079 
Date: Friday, March 22, 2019 6:51:57 PM 
Attachments: 65AA60B6018C49D48A59096F4D378190.jpg 

A8E39ED75D8241628C3C10C6396E8BB5.jpg 
498274A752334851B41708CEB1DA28BA.jpg 
9925E8DE5D224E539840AD493482149F.jpg 
6177499288BB490FBDBE593F90E3C489.jpg 
96645621957A48658D4557BD3F82598A.jpg 
9F1DE6613DB74C449412718A7579DD11.jpg 
1651EFA8EC8F4476834C92F7111C5395.jpg 
BDE3FF433510492181054B6B1BE28666.jpg 
5F96819760624D05BEA212E1E325DD5C.jpg 
934ECF3A370F41D29B5A56510B80D45E.jpg 
EFE04D19E1D8401B89E1125DDB4D19F0.jpg 
Farnham Road Proposal PAC April 2019 - Revised final[1225].docx 

Fyi 

Get Outlook for Android 

---------- Forwarded message ---------- 
From: "Tammy" <trobson3@cogeco.ca> 
Date: Fri, Mar 22, 2019 at 6:47 PM -0400 
Subject: Written Submission Re: File No. B-77-1079 
To: "MacDonald, Matthew" <mtmacdonald@city.belleville.on.ca> 

Dear Sir, 
Please find enclosed , my written submission and photos, as well as petition opposing this 
development, regarding File No. B-77-1079, that is to be discussed at the April 1, 2019 PAC 
meeting. I wish to be advised of the committee and Council decision on this matter. 
Thank you, 
Tammy Robson 
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City of Belleville 

169 Front Street, Belleville, Ontario 

Planning Committee Meeting, April 1, 2019 

FILE NO. B-77-1079 and FILE NO. 12CD-19001 

Amendment to Zoning By-Law Number 3014 as amended 

Good evening to all members of the Planning Committee.  Thank you for the 
opportunity to present our submission in regards to the above noted matter. 

Since my daughter and her family are unable to be here tonight, they have asked 
me to present their submission on their behalf.  Tammy Robson, Raymond 
Robson have resided at 23 Moira Lea Court in the City of Belleville since 2002. 

I am here tonight as a very concerned property owner, and City of Belleville 
taxpayer, to speak to the matter before us tonight, Monday April 1, 2019, 
specifically, an application to consider the amendment to Zoning By-Law Number 
3014 as amended, as set out in the City of Belleville Notice of Public Meeting.  
This notice was received on March 7, 2019.  Also received on this date was an 
envelope addressed to the “Occupant” of each address.  The return address area 
was marked with the RF Planning Consultant logo and street address.  Inside, 
contained a notice of a public information meeting being held March 20, 2019  at 
the Quinte Sports and Wellness Center.  Usually, notices that come addressed this 
way to me, do not get opened.  In future, these notices should be addressed to 
the homeowner to ensure they are received properly, and so they are made fully 
aware of any upcoming public meetings. 

I would like to point out that several members of this committee and other 
council members were present, and voted to deny the last development 
application in 2017. 

Before I begin, I want to recognize that the proposal for development this time 
around, was completed more thoroughly, and was more comprehensive to take 
into consideration, some of the concerns raised by neighbours in December of 
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2017.  However, it failed to address the real concern that was raised around the 
safety of such a development, in the near proximity of a major intersection that 
will soon undergo the construction of a roundabout. 

As mentioned at the December 2017 PAC meeting, there has been substantial 
development in this area over the past 17 years.  With the massive building of 
hundreds of homes in Canniff Mills and Heritage Park subdivisions, we have 
experienced firsthand, the impact that all of the development in this area has 
created for all families residing here – poor planning in this area has extremely 
large subdivisions (Canniff Mills and Heritage Park) having minimal entrances, and 
most traffic from these areas would exit onto Farnham Road.   

The proposed development plan that was included on the back of the Notice of 
Application failed to show the placement and location of the pending 
roundabout.  If this roundabout construction is slated to start construction this 
spring 2019, should it not have been indicated?  If it had, it would clearly have 
shown that any traffic that would exit from this new development at the south 
end (across from the Consumers Carpet loading exit) would impede traffic flow 
from the north arm of the roundabout.  The median from this arm would end a 
short distance from both of these drives. 

Interestingly, as stated in the proposal; “the traffic characteristics of Farnham 
Road are the single biggest determinant in locating the proposed townhouses 
on this property.  This property is not suitable for single detached dwellings”.  
Clearly with this statement, the developer recognizes the traffic issues as 
indicated above.  The proposal also states as an excerpt from the City of Belleville 
Official Plan; “that care should be exercised to ensure access from medium 
density housing onto major traffic carriers is provided in a safe manner, and 
should not be permitted or allowed to be developed in any form where access 
to the roadway from driveways would create a traffic hazard”.  

The photos included with the submission clearly show that currently without such 
development of townhouses or roundabout, there is already a serious concern.  
With the daily/weekly deliveries happening at the commercial property on the 
west and east side of Farnham Road, with a median in the roadway and two 
proposed drives from the development across the road, this is surely to be a 
further hazard, and cause significant and unsafe traffic delays (as I have seen 
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firsthand when taking the photos) and queuing of traffic, which the Farnham 
Road master plan 2015 states; “the roundabout is expected to reduce”.   I 
attended, as did some of my neighbours, several years ago, the public information 
session held in regards to the roundabout project. 

The proposed plan indicates a “common element drive”.  I understand from this 
proposal that this is to be maintained by the condominium owner(s).  My concern 
is, where will the snow be plowed to on this drive?  If we have a winter with 
significant snowfall, my concern would be that the snow would be pushed to the 
north end of the drive, causing reduced visibility for those exiting at the north 
entrance and a significant safety issue. 

The proposal also states the City’s Plan also requires “a 30 metre right of way be 
protected northward along Farnham Road to allow for any future road widening 
to accommodate additional development further north”.  Consequently, this 
requirement forces development on the subject lands eastward to maintain 
opportunity of future road widening”.  What happens to the “common element 
drive” arrangement when the road is required to be widened sometime in the 
future?  Should this issue not be dealt with at this time BEFORE any 
development on this property?  

The townhomes proposed will be similar in design to those already constructed 
on the west side of Farnham Road.  The setback allowances there are what are 
being proposed in this development.  The differences are:  1) those townhomes 
are not backing onto an established neighbourhood of single-family homes and; 
2) the traffic situation is completely different.

The development proposed states “parking for 2 cars per drive”.  Where will 
visitors park?  This is already a concern of many of the residents of the Heritage 
Park town homes.  There are constant issues of visitors blocking the drives of 
other residents.  I am sure that the common element drive will not allow for extra 
parking, and I foresee visitors parking on Moira Lea Court. 

As per the proposal, “the rear 1/3 of the of the property will slope eastward”.  
The proposal also identifies “sheet drainage running north to south, ending up 
across Moira Lea Court and into the Moira River”. Supposedly a new north/south 
swale will be built for storm water.  I have seen the uselessness of these swales 
first hand.  We had one in our backyard when our house was first built.  Because 
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of grading that happened during the development of the new Canniff Mills 
subdivision, this swale during heavy rain, would often resemble a fast-flowing 
river that often overflowed onto our back lawn.  The continued flow of water 
running like this resulted in this “swale” turning into a 2-foot-deep ditch, another 
very serious safety concern for current property owners.  As we are all aware, 
water is a very difficult thing to control. 

This proposal request asks for specialized zoning to recognize a reduction in front 
yard depth, interior side yard setback, and exterior yard setback, a reduction in 
corner lot frontage from 10 metres to 6 metres, and an “increase in lot coverage 
from 30% to 50 %”.  This increase in lot coverage alone will increase the surface 
run off. 

The developer has also stated in this proposal that he will contribute a 5% cash-
in-lieu of parkland to the municipality.  Clearly the developer can see that this 
project will eat up all remaining greenery on this property.  With this 
development, the area will look more “institutional” than ever before. 

Finally, the proposal concludes with a statement that; “if the subject property is 
not to be used residentially then it would have to be rezoned to commercial 
use”.  I do not believe that this would be a suitable usage of the land either, as 
the aforementioned concerns, especially with the roundabout construction, 
would also apply to a commercial property as well.  I firmly believe that this space 
should be left as undeveloped green space.  Large communities like London 
Ontario have spaces like these in residential areas, particularly where traffic flow 
is a major concern. 

I ask you, as a committee to consider seriously, what I and my neighbours are 
stating.  I understand the need for housing in the city, but there are more 
appropriate areas for development, than this small parcel of land.  The allowance 
of these by-law and zoning changes will have serious negative implications for 
years to come, and could set a dangerous precedent to be used by developers, 
without regard to the public/taxpayers of the City of Belleville.  I believe, the city 
already is dealing with the repercussions of past poor planning decisions at major 
intersections in our city.  This might be an opportunity to think about everyone in 
the city, not just the developers.  These unsafe, major intersections, especially in a 
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highly populated residential area, should be of a concern to everyone who travels 
our roadways. 

I ask that elected officials and city employees REJECT this proposal. 

Respectfully submitted the 22nd day of March, 2019. 

Tammy Robson 

Raymond Robson 

23 Moira Lea Court 

Belleville, Ontario 

K8N 4Z5 
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Baldwin, Erin 

From: MacDonald, Matthew 
Sent: Friday, March 29, 2019 11:04 AM 
To: Bovay, Rod; Ashton, Stephen; Deming, Thomas; Pinchin, Greg 
Cc: Pallo, Cheryl; Stitt, Jennifer; Forestell,  Angela; Keays, Christina; Baldwin, Erin 
Subject: Fwd: Opposition to an amendment to Zoning By-Law Number 3014 
Attachments: opposition to amendment to zoning.docx 

Cheryl, From this point forward can you print the correspondence so it can be taken to PAC Monday evening to 
be received. 

Thanks 

Get Outlook for Android 

---------- Forwarded message ---------- 
From: "Leigh-Ann Scott" <lascott@cogeco.ca> 
Date: Fri, Mar 29, 2019 at 10:51 AM -0400 
Subject: Opposition to an amendment to Zoning By-Law Number 3014 
To: "MacDonald, Matthew" <mtmacdonald@city.belleville.on.ca> 

Dear Mr. MacDonald, 
Please see the attached letter opposing the the amendment to Zoning By-Law Number 3014 to allow the 
development of 13 townhouse units. 

Thanks 
John and Leigh-Ann Scott 

1 
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March 27, 2019 

Matt MacDonald Secretary 
Planning Advisory Committee, Belleville City Hall 
169 Front Street 
Belleville, ON K8N 2Y8 

Dear Mr. MacDonald 

We are writing you to express our opposition to a proposed amendment to zoning by-law number 3014 
for the property located on the east side of Farnham Road, which is known as 427 Farnham Road, to 
permit thirteen townhouse units.   

We reside at 19 Moira Lea Court, Belleville.  The proposed townhouse units would be located behind our 
property.  We have serious concerns of the impact these units would have both on road safety, flooding, 
and privacy. 

The proposed units would be on a significantly small parcel of land, at an unreasonably close proximity 
to the soon to be constructed roundabout at the Farnham Road, Moira Lea Court and Maitland Road 
intersection.  The road/driveway for the proposed townhouse units would be exiting onto Farnham 
Road, which has a downward slope as it approaches the said intersection and roundabout.  Having 
vehicles exit at an extremely close proximity to the roundabout, and a sloped road, would interrupt 
roundabout flow and create a high risk accident area.  We are very concerned about our safety and the 
safety of our neighbours and community in this regard. 

Any high density development of a small parcel of land at a roundabout seems inappropriate, however if 
any development is to be assessed, it should be after a roundabout is completed when a realistic and 
accurate assessment of traffic flow, volume and impacted property could be considered.  Therefore, the 
timing of this proposal is inappropriate and premature. 

Due to the insignificant size of the land and its proximity to other homes, this location for tall 
townhomes (3 level when considering the walk out basement) is unreasonable.  The property for the 
proposed townhome units is at a much higher ground than the property backing onto it.  These 
townhomes would not compliment our property, but instead be very intrusive.  Its deck would 
practically be up to our property line and would allow full view of our house and backyard area.  A 
privacy fence would not be high enough to create privacy.  As a result, townhomes would have an 
unobstructed view of our backyard and patio area.   

We also have serious concerns with the risk of flooding on our property with any major development 
behind our land.  In the spring, when the snow melts or during heavy rainfall, we normally have some 
water gather in the furthest section of our backyard.     Because the property behind ours is at a higher 
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level, there would be limited areas for the water to drain, compounding the problem of water gathering 
on our property, and creating the risk of flooding in our back yard. 

Our family gardens and enjoys using our patio.  The development of these tall townhomes would 
negatively impact the quality of our backyard life and the future resell of our property.  In addition, the 
location of the proposed townhouse units present accident risks around the Farnham/Moira 
Lea/Maitland intersection and could impede traffic flow, contradicting the purpose of a roundabout. 

We are asking you to not proceed with this amendment and reject the construction of the thirteen 
townhome units. 

Thank you, 

Leigh-Ann Scott & John Scott 
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From: MacDonald, Matthew 
To: Bovay, Rod; Ashton, Stephen; Deming, Thomas; Pinchin, Greg 
Cc: Pallo, Cheryl; Stitt, Jennifer; Forestell, Angela; Keays, Christina; Baldwin, Erin 
Subject: Fwd: April 1st PAC 
Date: Tuesday, March 26, 2019 9:52:55 PM 
Attachments: my submission re Hutchison.docx 

Fyi 

Get Outlook for Android 

---------- Forwarded message ---------- 
From: "Bev Spence" <bb.spence@bell.net> 
Date: Tue, Mar 26, 2019 at 8:56 PM -0400 
Subject: April 1st PAC 
To: "MacDonald, Matthew" <mtmacdonald@city.belleville.on.ca> 

Re: Application 427 Farnham Road. 

Please include the attached submission in the package to the Committee 
members, in regards to the above noted matter. 

Thank You. 

PP-2019-46 Attachment #2 - Initial Public Correspondence July 2, 2019

Page 201

mailto:rbovay@city.belleville.on.ca
mailto:sashton@city.belleville.on.ca
mailto:tdeming@city.belleville.on.ca
mailto:gpinchin@city.belleville.on.ca
mailto:cpallo@city.belleville.on.ca
mailto:jstitt@city.belleville.on.ca
mailto:aforestell@city.belleville.on.ca
mailto:ckeays@city.belleville.on.ca
mailto:ebaldwin@city.belleville.on.ca
https://aka.ms/ghei36
mailto:bb.spence@bell.net
mailto:mtmacdonald@city.belleville.on.ca


City of Belleville 

169 Front Street, Belleville, Ontario 

Planning Committee Meeting, April 1, 2019 

FILE NO. B-77-1079 and FILE NO. 12CD-19001 

Amendment to Zoning By-Law Number 3014 as amended and 

Draft Plan of Common Elements Condominium 

File No. B-77-1079 

Matt MacDonald, Secretary 

Planning Advisory Committee 

169 Front Street, Belleville, Ontario 

Dear Sir: 

I would like my submission to be included for consideration at the above noted 
meeting and I would like to be notified concerning any decisions in regards to this 
matter. 

I attended the Public Meeting and presentation made by Mr. Spencer Hutchison 
as representative for Heritage Park Joint Venture, in regards to the above noted 
application on March 20 2019, held at the Quinte Wellness Centre. 

I concur and agree with all the information in the many submissions you have 
already received in regards to 427 Farnham Road Application and have the same 
very serious concerns about the matter. 

Mr. Hutchison advised us at the Public Meeting; “because of the Housing Summit 
held recently in Belleville this proposal is what the City wants in order to help 
address the housing shortage.” That comment left all of us with the impression 
this proposal was a “done deal” and already had the approval of the City.  Surely 
that would not be the case, since it had not even been presented to Planning 
Advisory or to Council! 
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Mr. Hutchison kept referring to the 30-metre road allowance and the Common 
Elements Condominium and because this agreement was included in the 
Application, there would be no problem with the proposal, because this Condo 
arrangement would cover the necessary property required when or if a 4-lane 
roundabout was required.  On your own Farnham Road Master Plan, it shows 
“property required” from this particular parcel of land in order to accommodate 
the Roundabout right now when construction begins.  What exactly does this kind 
of arrangement with the City mean?  The proposal states “construction and on-
going maintenance of this laneway and associated on site infrastructure (water 
and sanitary sewer) will be the sole responsibility of the new condominium and 
not the Municipality”. What happens to this Common Element Road in the future 
if this proposal is approved?  If further road widening is required due to traffic 
concerns because of the further development being approved on Farnham Road, 
will this “Common Road Element have to be expropriated?   

In 2017 a similar proposal was suggested and was unanimously rejected.  All the 
same safety issues remain, and changing the City By-laws to accommodate the 
developer should not be acceptable. 

I respectfully request this proposal be REJECTED again! 

Thank you for your consideration this 26th day of March, 2019. 

Bill & Bev Spence 

217 Bridge Street East, Apt. 608 

Belleville, Ontario 

K8N 5E4 
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From: MacDonald, Matthew 
To: Bovay, Rod; Ashton, Stephen; Deming, Thomas; Pinchin, Greg 
Cc: Pallo, Cheryl; Stitt, Jennifer; Forestell, Angela; Keays, Christina; Baldwin, Erin 
Subject: FW: re proposal B-77-1078 
Date: Monday, April 01, 2019 2:23:34 PM 
Attachments:  

 
 

 

FYI 
 
Matt MacDonald 
Director of Corporate Services/Clerk 
Corporate Services Department 
Corporation of the City of Belleville 
ph. (613) 967-3256 
fax (613) 967-3206 

 

 

 
Follow us on: 

  
 

 
 

From:  Peter [mailto:cygnus1@distributel.net] 
Sent: Monday, April 01, 2019 1:26 PM 
To: MacDonald, Matthew 
Subject: re proposal B-77-1078 

 

Sent from Mail for Windows 10 

Attn Mr. Matt   Macdonald 

Dear sir, 
 

As per the proposal to allow 13 Town houses to be built (High density housing) on the corner of 
Farnham and Maitland RD.  In my opinion this would impair the proposed traffic circle which is to be 
built in 2019 or 2020.  It  also  would  create a problem  with the widening  of Farnham RD along  with 
the installation of sidewalks. 
I do not live in Belleville at this time, but I have purchased riverfront property on CANNIFTON Rd 
North and will be building a house at 101 CANNIFTON Rd North in approximately 3 years from now. 
In other words I would say no to the proposal. 
Please bring this up in the meeting this Evening at 530 pm at city Hall. 

 
Best Regards, 

P e t e r  Schlammerl 
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From: Carr, Paul 
Sent: Friday, April 05, 2019 8:24 AM 
To: Ashton, Stephen 
Cc: MacDonald, Matthew 
Subject: Fw: Proposed development at the corner of Farnham Road, Maitland Dr. and Moira Lea 
Crescent 

 
Good morning, 

 
Please note below for information and distribution to PAC members. 

Thanks. 

Paul Carr 
Councillor - Ward 2 
City of Belleville 
613-847-0645 

 
 

From:  inteljen1@gmail.com 
Sent: April 5, 2019 8:10 AM 
To:  councillor.carr@belleville.ca;  mayor.panciuk@belleville.ca 
Cc: councillor.culhane@belleville.ca; councillor.malette@belleville.ca; councillor.williams@belleville.ca; 
councillor.thompson@belleville.ca 

Subject: Proposed development at the corner of Farnham Road, Maitland Dr. and Moira Lea Crescent 

 
Dear Mayor Panciuk and Council Members, 

 
I'm writing to you today to voice my very strong opposition to the proposed 13 unit townhouse 
complex at this location, the very same spot where the city will be constructing a traffic circle 
in the spring/summer of this year. 

 
The high volume of traffic presently at this location, the slope of Farnham as it approaches the 
Maitland/Moira Lea intersection, the school bus stops along that stretch of road, the 
commercial development, and the business plaza at the opposite corner of the road already 
create enough congestion and difficulty navigating in this area. Couple that with the 
continued expansion of both the Canniff Mills and Heritage Park residential developments 
and anticipated additional levels of traffic volume, this area is already in my opinion beyond 
capacity for the current road design. Furthermore, the recreational trail from Canniff Mills 
ends at this very intersection adding more pedestrian traffic as people transition into 
Cannifton proper. Vehicles routinely park at the end of this trails as people from outside of 
the area access it as well, adding even more safety concerns and issues. Adding additional 
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housing to an already congested corner, which will become a traffic circle requiring an 
additional access point is not only a very bad idea, but completely poor planning on the part of 
the city as well as the developers. Frankly, had actual planning been taken into consideration 
by previous councils and developers the parcel of land in question should actually have been 
taken as part of the Moira Lea development and structured accordingly. To try and "squeeze 
in" a fourth development in this area is nothing short of ridiculous. 

 
I understand this council had nothing to do with the previous planning, etc., but this council 
does have the ability to ensure smarter decisions are made regarding development of city 
lands and I'm asking that you and City Council make the smart decision in this situation. 

 
I'm sure you well know the capacity of Farnham Road and Maitland Drive is almost beyond 
capacity at this point in time - not taking into account the additional many hundreds of houses 
still to be built in Canniff Mills and Heritage Park. Is it really necessary to cram an additional 
13 units into such a tiny space in such a difficult location? 

 
This brings to mind many questions: 

 
- How could all of these potential property owners even access their property? 
- Where would the new additional road go? Off Farnham? Off Moira Lea? 
- Would it directly access the traffic circle? 
- Given the traffic circle is being constructed this spring/summer would it have to be torn up 
and redone once the development is completed? 
- At who's cost would that happen? 

 
I would also question the size of the lots and how they would tie in with the rest of the 
developments in the surrounding neighbourhoods. With such a small parcel of land, how will 
the parking of resident vehicles be accommodated in addition to the footprint of the 
townhomes. The development of Cannifton proper specifically Cannifton Road with all of the 
rental homes with the gravel driveways which double as front lawns is nothing other than a 
complete eyesore and again, speaks to poor planning and development practices. Couple this 
is the risks to the small children of the neighbourhood who have very little area for play at 
their family homes. Almost daily there are children careening very close to the heavy volume 
of traffic on Cannifton Road. Do we want to create the exact same type of situation again? 

 
As a resident of Canniff Mills, I would have attended this meeting had I known it was 
happening. I actually searched, without success, the City of Belleville website for information 
about this issue to find out additional details and so I could voice my concern. Unfortunately 
that was not to be as I found out from a neighbour that the meeting has already occurred and 
was very poorly advertised, if at all. Thus my email to you. 

 
I have very real concerns about this proposed development and as I stated earlier, I would like 
to believe that THIS Council will make some smarter decisions than some that have been 
made in the past when it comes to situations like the one presented here. 

 
I would appreciate an opportunity to speak to you more about my concerns regarding this 
proposed development. 

 
Best regards, 
Jennifer MacMillan 

Page 209



Resident 
31 Chestnut Dr. 
Belleville, ON 
613-921-7293 

Page 210



Page 211



Page 212



Page 213



Page 214



Page 215



Page 216



Page 217



Page 218



Page 219



Page 220



- 3 -   June 3, 2019 

March 6, 2017 

City Council Planning 
Committee Minutes 

Moved by Councillor Williams 
Seconded by Councillor Culhane 

THAT “The City of Belleville Municipal 
Comprehensive Review of Urban Serviced Area, 
Official Plan Update” be received. 

- CARRIED -

3.2 NOTICE OF REVISED APPLICATIONS AND INTRODUCTORY 
PUBLIC MEETING FOR APPLICATIONS FOR PROPOSED 
AMENDMENT TO ZONING BY-LAW NUMBER 3014, AS 
AMENDED; AND PROPOSED PLAN OF SUBDIVISION AND 
PLAN OF COMMON ELEMENTS CONDOMINIUM – 427 
FARNHAM ROAD, FORMER TOWNSHIP OF THURLOW, NOW 
CITY OF BELLEVILLE, COUNTY OF HASTINGS  
FILE NUMBER:    B-77-1079 AND 12CD-19001 
OWNER:  HERITAGE PARK J/V 
APPLICANT/AGENT: RFA PLANNING CONSULTANT INC 

 At the request of the Chair, the Manager of Policy Planning 
described the subject application as follows: 

“The property is located on the east side of Farnham Road, south 
of Laurel Street, and north of Maitland Drive, which is known as 
427 Farnham Road.  The subject lands have approximately 99.3 
metres of frontage on Farnham Road. The Applicant requests a 
rezoning from Rural Residential (RR) Zone to Low Density 
Residential Type 2 Zone with special provisions to permit 10 
semi-detached dwelling units including reduced front yard 
setback, reduced lot frontage, and increased lot coverage. 
Revised Applications for a Draft Plan of Subdivision and Common 
Elements Condominium have also been received by the City to 
permit the proposed development with freehold lots accessed by 
a common elements driveway.  

In the Official Plan, the subject land is designated as 
‘Commercial’.” 

Spencer Hutchison from RFA Consultants Inc. summarized the 
development plans for the site and how the developer is 
attempting to address issues identified by neighbours. 

Ms. Christine Krause, 47 Chelsea Crescent spoke about her 
concerns with the development proposal being on a  small area of 
land, along with safety issues for walking, traffic and pollution. 
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- 4 -   June 3, 2019    

March 6, 2017 

City Council Planning 
Committee Minutes 

Mr. Trul Trulsen, also of 47 Chelsea Crescent voiced concerns 
regarding traffic and the roundabout. 

Ms. Diane Turral resident of 3 Bristol Place, takes issue with the 
5% cash-in-lieu of parkland, and questioned the validity of the 
results of the traffic study conducted. 

Ms. Tammy Robson resident of 23 Moira Lea Court, read a 
prepared statement previously submitted to the Clerk’s office 
outlining all of her objections and concerns with the application. 

Mr. Peter Schlummerl spoke against application and felt this land 
should be converted to greenspace. 

Ms. Jennifer Robertson of 27 Moira Lea Court stated  concerns 
with  busing and bus stops, and the hill on Farnham Road. 

Mr. Brian Boulet resident of 34 Moira Lea Court stated his 
concern with lot coverage and the roundabout traffic. 

Mr. John Scott, 19 Moira Lea Court voiced concerns regarding 
traffic & safety, along with privacy issues. 

No other persons responded to the Chair’s call upon those 
wishing to speak either for or against the application. 

Moved by Councillor Sandison 
Seconded by Councillor Kelly 

THAT the “RFA Planning Consultant Inc.” Planning 
Application be referred to the Regular Planning 
Meeting for further consideration. 

-CARRIED-

  3.3 NOTICE OF COMPLETE APPLICATION AND INTRODUCTORY 
PUBLIC MEETING FOR APPLICATION FOR PROPOSED 
AMENDMENT TO ZONING BY-LAW NUMBER 10245, AS 
AMENDED – 9 & 13 WILKIE STREET, CITY OF BELLEVILLE, 
COUNTY OF HASTINGS  
FILE NUMBER:    B-77-1084 
OWNER/APPLICANT: MARK GLASSFORD  

At the request of the Chair, the Manager of Policy Planning 
described the subject application as follows: 
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2 June 3, 2019 Planning Advisory 
Committee Minutes 

4. DEPUTATIONS

There were no items brought forward under this section of today’s agenda.

5. COMMUNICATIONS

There were no items brought forward under this section of today’s agenda.

6. REFERRALS FROM PUBLIC MEETING

6.1 NOTICE OF REVISED APPLICATIONS AND INTRODUCTORY 
PUBLIC MEETING FOR APPLICATIONS FOR PROPOSED 
AMENDMENT TO ZONING BY-LAW NUMBER 3014, AS 
AMENDED; AND PROPOSED PLAN OF SUBDIVISION AND 
PLAN OF COMMON ELEMENTS CONDOMINIUM – 427 
FARNHAM ROAD, FORMER TOWNSHIP OF THURLOW, NOW 
CITY OF BELLEVILLE, COUNTY OF HASTINGS  
FILE NUMBER:    B-77-1079 AND 12CD-19001 
OWNER:  HERITAGE PARK J/V 
APPLICANT/AGENT: RFA PLANNING CONSULTANT INC. 

The Planning Advisory Committee considered the “RFA Planning 
Consultant Inc.” Planning  Application in light of the Public Meeting.  

Moved by Kathryn Brown 
Seconded by David Joyce 

THAT Report No. PP-2019-45 dated June 3, 2019 
regarding Notice of Revised Applications and 
Introductory Public Meeting for Zoning Amendment, 
Plan of Subdivision, Plan of Common Elements 
Condominium, 427 Farnham Road, City of Belleville, 
be received as information; and, 

THAT Staff report back at such time as input from the 
public, commenting agencies, and municipal 
departments has been received, assessed, and 
addressed to the satisfaction of the Engineering and 
Development Services Department. 

-CARRIED- 
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From: MacDonald, Matthew
To: Bovay, Rod; Ashton, Stephen; Pinchin, Greg; Deming, Thomas
Cc: Pallo, Cheryl; Stitt, Jennifer; Forestell, Angela; Keays, Christina; Baldwin, Erin
Subject: FW: File no 12cd-19001 file no B-77-1079 Farnham rd developement
Date: Thursday, May 23, 2019 3:41:05 PM

FYI

Matt MacDonald
Director of Corporate Services/Clerk
Corporate Services Department
Corporation of the City of Belleville
ph. (613) 967-3256
fax (613) 967-3206

Follow us on:

-----Original Message-----
From: XXXXXX XXXX XXXXXXX [mailto:xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx@bellnet.ca]
Sent: Thursday, May 23, 2019 3:23 PM
To: MacDonald, Matthew
Subject: File no 12cd-19001 file no B-77-1079 Farnham rd developement

Warning: This email came from outside the City of Belleville.  Use caution opening  links and attachments.

 May 23/2019
 Dear Mr Macdonald  My 

name is XXXXX XXXXXX

  I have a business adjacent to the property at 427 Farnham rd.I have real concern about  the development of this
 property for safety reasons only.I sit in an office at 407 Farnham Road on a daily base with my office facing
 Farnham Road .The traffic on this road is crazy bussy and that's putting it miled.It is unsafe and some one is going
 to get hurt or killed on this road.I have called the city police several time's to ask them to put a patrol car on this
 road to slow the traffic down.When my employees or customers leave my property I ask them to exit the property at
 90 degrees so they can plainly see the traffic.I have cars speed by my property so fast that you can not tell what
 kind of car it is because they are just a blur.With the traffic on this road the way it is I don't know how you are
 going to get the cars out onto Farnham Rd safely with those new subdivisions traffic coming out on this road,and
 the existing traffic that cuts across from 62 hwy.This road is busy 24/7.
  I noticed on the plan that I received you are going to have two exits coming out on Farnham road between my
 place and the corner.I would ask that you use some common sense and bring the driveways out on Moira Lea Crt so
 no body get hurt and traffic flows steady.I know it going to take a little more planning.

 XXXXX XXXXXX
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41 Moira Lea Court 

RR5 Belleville,Ontario 

K8N 4Z5 

WITHOUT PREJUDICE 

23 May 2019 

Subject: File No: 12CD-1901 and B-77-1079   

Notice of Revised Application and Public Meeting  Zoning By-Law Amendment 
Application 427 Farnham Road from RR to R2 with special provisions 

OBJECTION 

Mr. Matt MacDonald 

Secretary, Planning Advisory Committee 

Belleville City Hall 

Dear Mr. MacDonald, 

The undersigned wishes to OBJECT to the proposed changes as per the File No. 
12CD-19001 based on the concerns listed below. Please send copies to the 
Mayor and all Councillors before the 3 June 2019 meeting.  

1. Regardless of the revised number of units proposed for this site there are
still the same safety issues as before given the proximity of the entrances to
the roundabout. The road already has many issues due to the slope and
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sight lines for drivers as well as safety for pedestrians walking on Farnham. 
The traffic is heavy at this intersection. Once cars exit the roundabout they 
will accelerate. Currently there are no sidewalks on either side of Farnham 
Road. After communication with the Senior Engineer for the current 
construction project I was advised that this contract does not include 
sidewalks on either side of the road. Even if there is thought that sidewalks 
will be part of a long term plan for Farnham Road that does not alter the 
pedestrian safety when the roundabout is completed this summer/fall and 
if the condominiums are built before sidewalks. This should be given 
serious consideration in this re-zoning. 

2. There are at least four school buses picking up students on Moira Lea Court
each day. The same school buses pick up students on Farnham Road in this
area. Creating more density is going to increase the chances of an incident
and mishap.

3. Parking issues may arise when you have increased density in such a small
area.  Any overflow parking will create issues on Moira Lea Court.  Safety of
residents on Moira Lea Court either exiting or entering the Court while
vehicles are parked on the street could be problematic with the
roundabout so close to the entrance to the Court. Will emergency vehicles
have to navigate parked vehicles if on a call to Moira Lea Court?  Snow
removal equipment could have issues in the winter should there be more
cars parked on the Court and so close to the roundabout. These concerns
need to be addressed before any approval is given.

4. Because of the request to increase lot coverage, the backs of the
condominium units will be almost sitting on the boundary line of several
homes on Moira Lea Court which will infringe on privacy, increase
noise/odours and other recreational activities for existing home owners on
the Court. Why should these homeowners’ quality of life suffer because of
dwellings being built so close to the fence line?

5. The site plan does not show any swales/ditches for drainage at the back of
the units. Swales need to be deep enough and sloped adequately to avoid
over flow and are certainly a necessity for run-off during heavy rains and
spring thaw. There is potential for flooding into the properties on Moira Lea
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Court. The plan currently shows a tree behind each condo. If there is a 
swale it cannot be obstructed by trees, gardens, sheds or build-up of waste. 
Once the property becomes private and if the swale is obstructed and run-
off is blocked causing flooding onto other properties, we are aware that 
there is no City by-law to enforce a property owner to keep the swale clear. 
The City will not intercede should this become a problem.  

6. Anyone living in the area of Farnham and surrounding area is well aware of
the shale that requires jack hammering using heavy equipment when there
is any excavation (roads and homes). There should be consideration of the
potential impact of the vibration on existing homes and damage to their
foundations and structures when the condos are being built in such close
proximity.

Based on the information provided in this written submission the undersigned 
hopes that the new Council and Mayor will turn down the revised zoning request 
by the builder. 

Yours truly, 

XXXXX X. XXXXX 

41 Moira Lea Court, 

Belleville, ON 

K8N 4Z5 

613-XXX-XXXX

 email:xxxxxxxxxxx@cogeco.ca 

CC:   Mayor Panciuk and Councillors included. 

Carr     Sandison    Culhane     Kelly    Malette     McCaw    Thompson    Williams 
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May 24, 2019 

Matt MacDonald 
Secretary, Planning Advisory Committee 
City of Belleville 

To: Rod Bovay, Director of Eng.& Dev. Services 
Stephen Ashton, Manager of Policy Planning 
Thomas Deming, Policy Planner 
Greg Pinchin, Manager of Approvals 
Erin Baldwin, Administrative Assistant 
From: Matt MacDonald, Dir. of Corporate Services/ City Clerk 

Home Owners 
34 Moira Lea Court 

Belleville, Ontario, KSN 4ZS 

RE: Objection to Amendment to Zoning By-Law #3014 (File No. B-77-1079 & File No. 12CD-19001) 

As home owners on Moira Lea Court, we object to the proposed zoning amendment to Lot 9, Plan 21R-9053, City of 
Belleville, County of Hastings. Our primary objections to this amendment are: 

• Poor Planning - t h e  latest proposal shows 10 semi-detached dwellings, with common laneway with two
entry/exit points. Why does the City maintain by-laws & standards if we have to keep objecting to amendments
to them? Affordable housing will not be solved by "over-developing" this small piece of land. Construction has 
started on the roundabout at the intersection of Farnham & Maitland & Moira Lea. We invite Planning
Committee Members and City Staff to come and look at the "reality" of the site. Additionally, does the City or
the developer know what impact this kind of construction will be to "water management" in the immediate
area?

• Family & Public Safety-the proposed reduced lot frontages & setbacks along with increased lot coverage
equals a recipe for potential safety risks. The roundabout will control traffic better, but that means traffic will be 
constantly flowing and a danger to the development's residents, especially children playing in yards and
driveways. How will school bus activities be safely handled?

• Home Property Value- Moira Lea Court (all detached homes) was the first street that was developed in Caniff
Mills. All subsequent development, in the immediate area along the east side of Farnham has been single family
houses. Instead of being a "transition" (as previously presented by the developer) - it would be a roadblock or 
wall between the west side & east side of Farnham.

Lots of questions, however, we firmly object that this latest proposal is not the answer. 

XXXXXX XXXXXXX 
Homeowner 

XXXXX XXXXXX 
Homeowner 

CITY OF B E L L E V I L L E  REc -: 1 ED 
M 4 2019 
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City of Belleville 

To: Rod Bovay, Director of Eng.& Dev. Services 
Stephen Ashton, Manager of Policy Planning 
Thomas Deming, Policy Planner 
Greg Pinchin, Manager of Approvals 
Erin Baldwin, Administrative Assistant 
From: Matt MacDonald, Dir. of Corporate Services/ City Clerk 

169 Front Street, Belleville, Ontario 

Planning Committee Meeting, June 3, 2019 

FILE NO. B-77-1079 and FILE NO. 12CD-19001 

Revised zoning by-law amendment application, draft Plan of Subdivision and 

draft plan of a Common Elements condominium 

************* 

Attention: Matt MacDonald. Secretary Planning Advisory Committee 

There are 6 homeowners in the immediate shadow of this proposed project. 

They use their backyards for privacy, play and outdoor events. The character of 

each of these homes will be forever changed. 

A 30-foot roof, 24 feet away, blocking the sun and raping all 6 homeowners of our 

privacy is not acceptable. The decks of the new residents, fifteen feet away and 

higher than the fence they will be providing for privacy. The six homeowners will 

have this backdrop to gaze at everyday!! 

This changes the character of our pristine quiet neighbourhood and reduces the 

property values of at least six of us, not for a short period of time, but forever!! 

Drainage of this proposal is said to be collected and piped to the storm systems? 

didn't notice any catch basin or underground piping for storm water. This land 

naturally pushes storm and meltwater to the south east corner. 

At the southeast corner is an Emergency Pump House, protecting thousands of 

homes from power failure and storm resulting catastrophes (sewage, etc.). This 

expensive taxpayer building has under grade pumps and could be jeopardized. 

The emergency generator that powers it is at the grade of the ground. 

The developer is covering the less than an acre of land with 10 family units. He is 

covering the ground that naturally absorbs storm water. 

CITY OF BELLEVILLE 

RECEIVED MAY 28  2019 
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The pump house building and the house beside it (mine) need to be protected 

from water surges caused by storm runoff, not with a ditch (swale) with two rows 

of sod!! 

Regarding the traffic circle and safety, the purpose is to allow safe, smooth flow of 

traffic to thousands of new homes, this is a great idea. Remove the stop signs and 

insert 10 new homes ... This is paramount to 10 houses on ramp to 401. 

The entrance to 10 family homes will have children playing basketball and hockey 

nets and cars jockeying in and out of crammed parking spots, snow plowing, etc. 

The standards of entry and exit to the common element driveway will have to be 

Highway standards for buses, snow removal, garbage trucks with large exit and 

entry points. 

The recycling truck takes 60 seconds for pick up at my house of two people start 

to stop. Multiply by 10 new homes and force traffic off the circle into opposing 

traffic up a steep grade on a corner. 

Imagine 10 families, one-acre, steep grade, sharp curve. 

I have every confidence that the City of Belleville and the Planning Staff will 

handle the proposal in a courteous manner and quickly. 

No Zoning changes - No special provisions - No reduced front yard setback- No 

reduced lot frontage - and No common elements driveway. 

I assume this is only being considered because of the gall of the developer to 

present it. 

NOTE TO THE DEVELOPER: If you place a gob of gum on the face of a clock it 

stops the second hand. When the second hand stops, the function stops 

completely. 

Mark Vaters 

15 Moira Lea Court 

Belleville, Ontario 

XXXXXXXXXXXXX
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CITY OF BELLEVILLE 

RECEIVED 
MAY 2 8  2019 

 
 
 

City of Belleville 

To: Rod Bovay, Director of Eng.& Dev. Services 
Stephen Ashton, Manager of Policy Planning 
Thomas Deming, Policy Planner 
Greg Pinchin, Manager of Approvals 
Erin Baldwin, Administrative Assistant 
From: Matt MacDonald, Dir. of Corporate Services/ City Clerk 

 

169 Front Street, Belleville, Ontario 
 

Planning Committee Meeting,June 3, 2019 

FILE NO. B-77-1079 and FILE NO. 12CD-19001 

Revised zoning by-law amendment application,draft Plan of Subdivision and 
draft plan of a Common Elements condominium 

************* 

Attention:    Matt MacDonald. Secretary  Planning Advisory  Committee 
 
 
 
There are 6 homeowners in the immediate shadow of this proposed project. 

 
They use their backyards for privacy,play and outdoor events. The character of 
each of these  homes will  be forever changed. 

A 30-foot roof, 24 feet away, blocking the sun and raping all 6 homeowners of our 
privacy is not acceptable. The decks of the new residents, fifteen feet away and 
higher than the fence they will be providing for privacy. The six homeowners will 
have this backdrop to gaze at everyday!! 

This changes the character of our pristine quiet neighbourhood and reduces the 
property values of at least six of us, not for a short period of time, but forever!! 

Drainage of this proposal is said to be collected and piped to the storm systems? 
didn't notice any catch basin or underground piping for storm water.  This land 
naturally pushes storm and meltwater to the south east corner. 

At the southeast corner is an Emergency Pump House, protecting thousands of 
homes from power failure and storm resulting catastrophes (sewage, etc.). This 
expensive taxpayer  building has under grade pumps and could be jeopardized. 
The emergency generator that powers it is at the grade of the ground. 

 
The developer is covering the less than an acre of land with 10 family units.  He is 
covering the ground that naturally absorbs storm water. 
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The pump house building and the house beside it (mine) need to be protected 
from water surges caused by storm runoff, not with a ditch (swale) with two rows 
of sod!! 

Regarding the traffic circle and safety, the purpose is to allow safe, smooth flow of 
traffic to thousands of new homes, this is a great idea.  Remove the stop signs and 
insert 10 new homes...This is paramount to 10 houses on ramp to 401. 

The entrance to 10 family homes will have children playing basketball and hockey 
nets and cars jockeyi ng in and out of crammed parking spots, snow plowing,etc. 

The standards of entry and exit to the common element driveway will have to be 
Highway standards for buses, snow removal,garbage trucks with large exit and 
entry points. 

The recycling truck takes 60 seconds for pick up at my house of two people start 
to stop. Multiply by 10 new homes and force traffic off the circle into opposing 
traffic up a steep grade on a corner. 

Imagine 10 families, one-acre, steep grade, sharp curve. 
 

I have every confidence that the City of Belleville and the Planning Staff will 
handle the proposal in a courteous manner and quickly. 

No Zoning changes - No special provisions - No reduced front yard setback - No 
reduced lot frontage - and No common elements driveway. 

I assume this is only being considered because of the gall of the developer to 
present it. 

NOTE TO THE DEVELOPER: If you place a gob of gum on the face of a clock it 
stops the second hand. When the second hand stops, the function stops 
completely. 

 

 

 

Belleville, Ontario 

Mark Vaters 

15 Moira Lea Court 
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                                                         City of Belleville 

169 Front Street, Belleville, Ontario 

Planning Committee Meeting, June 3, 2019 

FILE NO. B-77-1079 and FILE NO. 12CD-19001 

Revised zoning by-law amendment application, draft Plan of Subdivision and 
draft plan of a Common Elements condominium  

************* 

 

Good evening and thank you for the opportunity to present our submission in 
regards to the above noted matter. 

 

I am here tonight presenting my third submission in regards to this parcel of land, 
as a very concerned property owner, and City of Belleville taxpayer, specifically, 
the third application to consider the amendment to Zoning By-Law Number 3014 
as amended, as set out in the City of Belleville Notice of Public Meeting.   

 

I would like to point out that several members of this committee and other 
council members were present, and voted to unanimously deny the last 
development application in 2017. 

This is the third official application for development of this small parcel of land 
since it was sold in June 2017, which is public knowledge.  This less than 1-acre 
parcel of land has a very controversial history, including a conviction of conflict of 
interest involving the sale, since it was sold to local developers by the Christopher 
brothers.   After the developer took possession, a small sliver of land was sold 
back to the City of Belleville, around October 2017 in order to relocate the hydro 
pole and services to accommodate the pending construction of a traffic circle.   
The first application for rezoning was refused by City Council on December 11, 
2017.   
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None of the applications have addressed the significant safety issues and lot 
drainage, that have been raised by local people living around this area.  Clearly on 
the angular plane review of the proposed 5 townhomes, there is a significant and 
very deep swale shown.  These swales could be landscaped and filled in if this 
project proceeds which will flood the backyards on Moira Lea Court.  This serious 
and damaging problem has already been experienced with the swale between 
Simcoe and Moira Lea.  A homeowner on Simcoe filled in the swale and flooded 
the basement of a Moira Lea resident, doing significant damage and having to go 
to great expense to repair.  Committee members making this decision, and the 
city staff and developers should be aware of this.  All of the drawings and 
diagrams can be made to fit and be approved, but the fact of the matter is, that 
sometimes what appears to be acceptable on paper, is not necessarily the best 
decision to be made.   

 

As mentioned at the December 2017 PAC meeting, there has been substantial 
development in this area over the past 17 years.  With the massive building of 
hundreds of homes in Caniff Mills and Heritage Park subdivisions, we have 
experienced firsthand, the impact that all of the development in this area has 
created for all families residing here – poor planning in this area has extremely 
large subdivisions (Caniff Mills and Heritage Park) having minimal entrances, and 
most traffic from these areas would exit onto Farnham Road.    The roundabout 
construction is now underway. The site plan included with the Notice of 
Application, clearly shows that any traffic that would exit from this new 
development at the south end (across from the Consumers Carpet loading exit) 
would impede traffic flow from the north arm of the roundabout.  The median 
from this arm would end a short distance from both of these drives. 

 

The photos included with my submission in April 2019, clearly show that currently 
without such development of townhouses or roundabout, there is already a 
serious safety concern and problems with traffic flow.  With the daily/weekly 
deliveries happening at the commercial property on the west and east side of 
Farnham Road, with a median in the roadway and two proposed drives from the 
development across the road, this is surely to be a further hazard, and cause 
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significant and unsafe traffic delays (as I have seen firsthand when taking the 
photos) and queuing of traffic, which the Farnham Road master plan 2015 states; 
“the roundabout is expected to reduce”. If the businesses located on the west 
side of Farnham Road are unable to have their products delivered to them in a 
safe manner, by a transport truck (see photos of trucks jackknifed trying to back 
into the existing businesses),  there is a possibility they could go out of business, if 
this proposed building is allowed to go ahead.  Due to the fact that they are 
tenants in a building owned by someone else, they are unable to protest this 
development as it relates to their business.  The other item worth mentioning, is 
if the roundabout was required to enable flow of the ever-increasing traffic 
volumes on this road, why are there no proper sidewalks proposed?  Many 
people who live in Heritage Park walk down this busy stretch of road in order to 
get to the trail system that runs along the river, or walk to Walmart, etc.  This is a 
safety concern for all pedestrians.  From plans that I have seen to date, the only 
sidewalks planned for, are short segments of walkway around the traffic circle. 

 

The proposed plan indicates a “common element drive”. My concern is where 
will the snow be plowed to on this drive?  If we have a winter with significant 
snowfall, my concern would be that the snow would be pushed to the north or 
south ends of the drive, causing reduced visibility for those exiting at the north 
entrance and a significant safety issue. 

 

The previous proposal stated the City’s Plan also requires “a 30 metre right of 
way be protected northward along Farnham Road to allow for any future road 
widening to accommodate additional development further north”.  This 
requirement forces development on the subject lands eastward to maintain 
opportunity of future road widening”.  What happens to the “common element 
drive” arrangement when the road is required to be widened sometime in the 
future?  Should this issue not be dealt with at this time BEFORE any 
development on this property?  
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At the Neighbourhood Open House, hosted by the developer on May 22, 2019, 
visitors were provided with several different documents, regarding Official Plan 
Density, and Zoning By-law Requirements.  The zoning by-law document provided 
was an attempt at comparing zoning requirements for Thurlow R2, Belleville R4, 
Thurlow R4-2, and the proposed development, and how this developer’s proposal 
met with the requirements.  I understand that these are all zoning requirements 
for a semi-detached building.  This document gives the appearance to the public 
who are not aware of zoning bylaws, that everything in this proposal meets the 
regulations, as it shows that it meets most of the requirements in either R4 or R4-
2 zoning.  Why even show these?  This proposal is asking for changes to zoning 
from Rural Residential to R2, which is why the developer is asking for the special 
provisions of reduced front yard setback, reduced lot frontage, and increased lot 
frontage.  Our position is and according to the City Official Plan, this parcel of land 
DOES NOT form any part of the new subdivision, it was a single-family dwelling 
lot (rural residential).   

 

The other document provided was a page titled Official Plan Density, from 3.10.2 
Residential Policies where a definition of low density is provided.  It goes on to 
state that based on the 10 dwellings being proposed on this 0.4227 square 
meters, it equates to a net residential density of 23.7 units per hectare, which is 
under the suggested density of 25 units per hectare.  Also, this document points 
out that “the standards set out in these definitions should not be considered 
firm; circumstances or conditions will exist where the number of dwelling units 
permitted for a given area of land should be either higher or lower than defined 
in order to address other policies of this Plan”. 

 

The townhomes proposed will be single storey with a walk-out basement.  I 
believe that the developer is trying to show that these buildings are in keeping 
with the neighbourhood on Moira Lea Court.  They are not.  These “single-storey” 
units will tower above all of the properties they back onto.  The decks will be at 
the level of our rooflines. The embankment running east towards our properties 
will vary in angulation, but all causing significant runoff directed towards our land.   
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I respectfully ask that all previous submissions (including photos) made in regards 
to the Applications for development on this property be brought forward to be 
included with this application, because all of the same concerns apply.   

 

This development is going to having serious negative repercussions on this area if 
it is allowed to go through.  The traffic turning in and out of this development is 
going to result in serious injury or death to someone due to the heavy traffic in 
this area and further impede the flow of constant traffic, the new Roundabout 
was supposed to address. 

 

I ask you as a committee, to consider the concerns we have all proposed to you 
seriously, and make your decision based on the best interest of everyone, not just 
the developers.   

 

I ask that elected officials and city employees REJECT this proposal, for the last 
time. 

 

Respectfully submitted the 27th day of May, 2019. 

 

Tammy Robson 

Raymond Robson 

23 Moira Lea Court 

Belleville, Ontario 

K8N 4Z5 
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From: MacDonald, Matthew
To: Bovay, Rod; Ashton, Stephen; Pinchin, Greg; Deming, Thomas
Cc: Pallo, Cheryl; Stitt, Jennifer; Forestell, Angela; Keays, Christina; Baldwin, Erin
Subject: FW: File No: 12CD-19001 File No: B-77-1079 - Known As 427 Farnham Road
Date: Wednesday, May 29, 2019 3:15:11 PM
Attachments: image002.png

image003.png
image004.png

FYI

Matt MacDonald
Director of Corporate Services/Clerk
Corporate Services Department
Corporation of the City of Belleville
ph. (613) 967-3256
fax (613) 967-3206

Follow us on:

From: Jennifer Robertson [mailto:xxxxxxxxxxxxxx@gmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 28, 2019 2:12 PM
To: MacDonald, Matthew
Subject: File No: 12CD-19001 File No: B-77-1079 - Known As 427 Farnham Road

Warning: This email came from outside the City of Belleville.  Use caution opening  links 
 and attachments.

Planning Committee;

I am writing this note again to oppose the 10 Semi-Detached homes that are trying to be built 
 on the parcel of land at 427 Farnham Road, Belleville.  My first concern, is Safety for anyone 
 living on that parcel of land and has children.  As it stands now, there are no sidewalks and 
 not even properly finished sides of the road.  Wear and tear, rain, construction and the larger 
 amount of traffic has taken its toll on that road.  Now if you are a parent, you will understand 
 what its's like to send your child out to wait for a bus on a road that has sidewalks and good 
 roads.  It is not unreasonable to think there could be at least 5 different buses, twice a day, 
 stopping to pick up children. All it takes is one child in Elementary and the other in High 
 School, then you add in the Catholic Board, 2 different buses, the HPEDSB, 2 different buses 
 and not to forget the French School.  We are now building a Round About at the intersection, 
 so with 5 different buses stopping to pick up children and by law, cars must stop 20 metres 
 behind or in front of the bus when its red lights are flashing, arm is down and a child is 
 getting on the bus or getting off the bus.  What do you think is going to happen to the traffic
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 on the Round About?  You cannot ask a parent to send their young child up the road to catch
 a bus, not with the amount of traffic that will be using Farnham Road now and even more
 when all the construction is done.  I do believe that if the proposed 10 Semi Detached Homes
 are built on this parcel of land, you will have several accidents on the Round About because
 they will have to come to a complete stop, twice a day, for school buses.  

My next concern is the Expropriation of Land the City wants to widen the road.  From what I
 can gather, it will come to the middle of the driveway that is being proposed for the occupants
 to use to get to Farnham Road.  What happens then?  Will the driveway be removed and
 everyone will have their own and there will be 10 separate driveways onto Farnham Road? 
 Or, will the City have to rebuild the roadway and the occupants will lose even more of their
 front lawn?  The Contractors have not answered any of these questions in their proposal but if
 they are allowed to build and this happens after they are finished and occupied, then the
 TAXPAYERS will be picking up the tab. If you look at the Site Plan, Blocks 8, 9, & 10 can't
 afford to lose any of their frontage or they will be basically stepping out on to the road.  Also,
 if this road is one way and there happens to be the Recycling Truck or Garbage Truck on the
 road doing their job what happens next, people wait until they are done or do they sneak out
 the other way which could cause traffic concerns.  

Also, there's the requirement that the land has to be brought up to road level, which means,
 their back decks would be higher than the fence and looking into our homes.  This would also
 cause a significant drop/angle that would cause a very large water problem that cannot be
 solved without proper underground drainage.  Again, if this proposal is allowed to go through
 as is, and a water problem does happen after the building is complete, the TAXPAYERS will
 be on the hook for repairs.  

One last question.  Why Do We Have Zoning By-Laws if we just keep changing them to suit a
 Contractors Wants?

Thank you for taking the time to read my concerns, hopefully none of these problems will
 happen or we're going to look sad in the eyes of the rest of Belleville, especially when you
 had a heads up on these problems several times.

Sincerely Jennifer Robertson
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From: Pallo, Cheryl
To: Bovay, Rod; Ashton, Stephen; Deming, Thomas; Pinchin, Greg
Cc: Baldwin, Erin; Stitt, Jennifer; Keays, Christina; Forestell, Angela
Subject: FW: ammendment to zoning by-law number 3014
Date: Thursday, May 30, 2019 3:19:40 PM

FYI

Cheryl Pallo
Administrative Coordinator
Corporate Services Department
The Corporation of the City of Belleville
169 Front Street
Belleville, ON  K8N 2Y8
Tel. 613-968-6481 ext. 3214
Fax 613-967-3206

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: "xxxxxxxxx@cogeco.ca" <xxxxxxxxx@cogeco.ca>
Date: Wed, May 29, 2019 at 10:00 PM -0400
Subject: ammendment to zoning by-law number 3014
To: "MacDonald, Matthew" <mtmacdonald@belleville.ca>

Warning: This email came from outside the City of Belleville.  Use caution opening  links 
 and attachments.

XXXXXX XXXXXXXX

17 Moira Lea Court,

Belleville, ON K8N 4Z5

May 29, 2019

Matt MacDonald, Secretary

Planning Advisory Committee

City of Belleville - City Hall

169 Front Street

Belleville ON K8N 2Y8

Dear Mr. MacDonald,
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My name is XXXXXX XXXXXXXX and I am writing you today regarding the 
amendment  to zoning by-law number 3014 re: Lot 9, Plan 21R-9053, City of 
Belleville, County of  Hastings, re: the potential construction project of a new 10-unit 
townhouse on  Farnham Road.

I currently reside on Moira Lea Court and I am extremely concerned about these new  
potential buildings. If these 10 townhouses are completed, my backyard property
 (and that of my neighbours) will be opposite theirs. The close proximity of these  
structures would certainly be a noise concern for myself and my neighbours,  
considering the increase in traffic due to 10 new residential units, but also the noise  
coming from the units themselves. The residents of the Moira Lea neighbourhood  and 
I strongly believe that the noise will cause issues for the existing homes and  
townhouses in the vicinity.

Further, the new buildings are being proposed on only approximately one acre of  
land. This seems way too small of a parcel of land to be building such units. They  
also have amended plans and now are going to have a private road leading to the  
units themselves, however, I wonder who will ultimately maintain it? Especially with  
snow removal and ongoing typical road maintenance. The best case scenario would  
be that these buildings would be extremely close to the existing neighbourhood – that  
is to say, there would not be sufficient space for reasonable privacy between these  
new buildings and the existing houses. The townhouses are going to be 3 storeys,  
which would no doubt provide many of the units unique vantage points into our  
backyards or our windows at all times of day. This could not be mitigated in a similar  
way to another house (for instance, a fence between yards), as some units would be  
elevated. These new units appear to be elevated more than they should be on the  
plans I saw and will I believe the loss of privacy would be very detrimental to the  
residents behind them.

Additionally, the residents of my neighbourhood and I are unsure how the City thinks  
it will successfully and safely build these units without causing harm to the homes  and 
property adjacent to these buildings. For example, we are concerned about  flooding 
due to water run-off as we are at the bottom of a hill. Currently, the water  goes past 
our homes or is absorbed into the earth, but with obstructions in the way  such as 
buildings and pavement, there will not be the “green space” to absorb it,  which will 
cause water pooling and most likely flooding.

My neighbourhood is also extremely concerned about the following safety issue we  
would potentially have to deal with. The corner of Farnham Road and Maitland Drive  
is an extremely busy intersection. So busy, that the city is implementing a 2-lane  
roundabout to help with the flow of traffic. The extra traffic by bicycle, vehicle, and  
pedestrian will be, in my opinion, a safety concern with the plan as-is. To add to the  
traffic, this intersection is currently also the detour route when there is an accident on  
the 401. With the already high-level of traffic we see, and the constant issue with the  
existing four-way stop and lack of respect for pedestrians, we feel that adding more  
everyday traffic by building 10 townhouses immediately off of this new roundabout is  
certainly a greater risk for a neighbourhood that walks family pets and more  
importantly has children. Even further, as I’m sure you’re aware, the City of Belleville
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 is trying to promote the Waterfront trail that runs behind Moira Lea Court, and behind 
 the subdivisions. This means a natural increase in people walking, biking, and 
 otherwise enjoying the trail. The addition of 10 townhouses causes an influx not only 
 in pedestrians, but also in daily traffic. I am also concerned that if there is an accident 
 at the roundabout vehicles could crash out of the roundabout into the proposed 
 townhouses as they will be so close. I am not aware of another high traffic area that 
 could have housing so close to it and seems very unsafe for the residents and their 
 property.

Currently the 4-way stop at Farnham and Maitland is dug up with construction going 
 on to put in the roundabout. Traffic is snarled daily, people honking their horns at 
 each other and you can see the frustration on the faces of the commuters and 
 construction workers. One of our school buses refuses to come into Moira Lea as 
 entry into our street has been changing daily and is picking up on Farnham Road. 
 When that bus picks up, traffic halts in all directions. How is this going to work when 
 the roundabout is in place? The roundabout was approved to keep traffic flowing. 
 Traffic flow will be a problem when school buses, garbage and recycling trucks are 
 stopping right by the roundabout.

The area is already a concern for speeders. I worry that with the addition of these 
 townhouses, this problem could become worse or potentially more dangerous for the 
 people in our neighbourhood. We have a lot of children living in our area and the 
 constant flow of incoming and outgoing traffic could mean someone is injured. I 
 mention this to point out the ongoing issues we have at a very busy intersection 
 where the plan is to add more homes to an already congested area. I am strongly 
 pleading with you and the Committee to not proceed with this amendment and to 
 reject the construction of these 10 townhouses. Due to the noise, flooding, and safety 
 concerns, the residents of my neighbourhood and I absolutely do not want this 
 construction project to proceed any further.

When I purchased my home in 2005 I was told the land behind me was commercial 
 and a small strip mall would eventually go in. Why is it getting changed? Every 
 person who finds out about this development cannot believe it. Please, I implore you, 
 do not let a residential development be built basically on top of an area that is 
 already a traffic bottleneck. Further, to be built on an a totally unsuitable parcel of 
 land that is simply far too close to existing infrastructure and residences, and 
 moreover is far too small to support a residential project of this sort.

Please let me know the decision that the committee ultimately makes.

Thank you,

XXXXXX XXXXXXXX
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From: MacDonald, Matthew
To: Bovay, Rod; Ashton, Stephen; Pinchin, Greg; Deming, Thomas
Cc: Pallo, Cheryl; Stitt, Jennifer; Forestell, Angela; Keays, Christina; Baldwin, Erin
Subject: Fwd: File no: 12CD-19001 File no B-77-1079
Date: Sunday, June 02, 2019 7:04:00 PM

Get Outlook for Android

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: "Adam Bradbury" <xxxxxxxxxx@hotmail.com>
Date: Sun, Jun 2, 2019 at 8:29 AM -0400
Subject: File no: 12CD-19001 File no B-77-1079
To: "MacDonald, Matthew" <mtmacdonald@belleville.ca>

Warning: This email came from outside the City of Belleville.  Use caution opening  links 
 and attachments.

One again I am e-mailing to object to this proposal. There have been many issues raised in 
 regards to the last few proposals and there are still some issues still in this new amendment to 
 the proposal. I believe safety to be the key issue. I really believe the round-about to be the 
 cause of this issue due to the high density of traffic that uses this route. My home backs on to 
 this property and once the property is developed I will be on my own to deal with issues of 
 possible water problems created by the fact this property water run off will make its way to 
 mine. I wish to prevent it before it becomes a problem. The developers sole interest is to put 
 homes there and make as much profit as possible, as my sole interest is to stop a bad idea 
 before it happens. I don't believe that this whole plan is understood by all residents and it 
 won't turnout the way it seems that it will. The idea that those homes will be of equal value to 
 mine when they are completed is just ridiculous as that would make them 400 to 500 
 thousand dollar homes and there property is considerably smaller than mine. I believe they 
 will impact my home's value. I know my views are supported by many other members of the 
 community as this doesn't just impact the people on Moira Lea Court, and that is why they are 
 present at the meetings. I know there is a reasonable solution but until the developer actually 
 listens to the community and not the sound of money I will continue to oppose this proposal 
 and any others that follow. I have read the amendment and all of its legal jargon and it sounds 
 like a bit of a white wash to me. The community needs to keep this developer in check.

Adam Bradbury.
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From: MacDonald, Matthew
To: Bovay, Rod; Ashton, Stephen; Pinchin, Greg; Deming, Thomas
Cc: Pallo, Cheryl; Stitt, Jennifer; Forestell, Angela; Keays, Christina; Baldwin, Erin
Subject: Fwd: 427 Farnham Road
Date: Sunday, June 02, 2019 7:05:17 PM
Attachments: opposition to amendment to zoning June 2019.docx

Get Outlook for Android

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: "Leigh-Ann Scott" <xxxxxx@cogeco.ca>
Date: Sun, Jun 2, 2019 at 6:53 PM -0400
Subject: 427 Farnham Road
To: "MacDonald, Matthew" <mtmacdonald@belleville.ca>
Cc: "Carr, Paul" <councillor.carr@belleville.ca>

Warning: This email came from outside the City of Belleville.  Use caution opening  links 
 and attachments.

Dear Mr. MacDonald,
Please see the attached letter expressing our opposition to the proposed amendment to zoning 
 by-law number 3014 for the property located on the east side of Farnham Road, which is  
known as 427 Farnham Road, to permit 10 semi-detached dwelling units. 

Thank you, 
John and Leigh-Ann Scott
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June 1, 2019



Matt MacDonald Secretary

Planning Advisory Committee, Belleville City Hall

169 Front Street

Belleville, ON K8N 2Y8





Dear Mr. MacDonald

We are writing you to express our opposition to a proposed amendment to zoning by-law number 3014 for the property located on the east side of Farnham Road, which is known as 427 Farnham Road, to permit 10 semi-detached dwelling units.  

We reside on Moira Lea Court, Belleville.  The proposed townhouse units would be located behind our property.  Unfortunately this most recent proposal presents the same concerns as the previous two proposals for this land.  It has not addressed any of the concerns previously expressed in our recent letter dated March 27, 2019.  We have serious concerns of the impact these multiple units would have on road safety, flooding, and privacy. 

The proposed units would be on a significantly small parcel of land, at an unreasonably close proximity to the soon to be constructed roundabout at the Farnham Road, Moira Lea Court and Maitland Road intersection.  The road/driveway for the proposed townhouse units would be exiting onto Farnham Road, which has a downward slope as it approaches the said intersection and roundabout.  Having vehicles exit at an extremely close proximity to the roundabout, and a sloped road, would interrupt roundabout flow and create a high risk accident area. We are very concerned about our safety and the safety of our neighbours and community in this regard.

Any high density development of a small parcel of land at a roundabout seems inappropriate, however if any development is to be assessed, it should subsequent to the roundabout’s completion when a realistic and accurate assessment of traffic flow, volume and impacted property could be considered. It would seem sensible to assess the development of this property when an accurate depiction of the roundabout’s true placement relative to existing properties can be assessed.  The timing of this current proposal seems premature and questionable.  

Due to the insignificant size of the land, its proximity to other homes and its higher elevation to homes backing on to its property, this location for homes seems unreasonable.  The property of the proposed semi-detached units is at a significantly higher ground than our property.  These homes would not compliment our property, but instead be very intrusive.  Its deck would practically be up to our property line and would allow full view of our house and backyard area.  A privacy fence would not be high enough to create privacy.  As a result, these homes would have an unobstructed view of our backyard and patio area.  

We also have serious concerns with the risk of flooding on our property with any major development behind our land.  In the spring, when the snow melts or during heavy rainfall, we normally have some water gather in the furthest section of our backyard.     Because the property behind ours is at a significantly higher level, there would be limited areas for the water to drain, compounding the problem of water gathering on our property, and creating the risk of flooding in our back yard.

Our family gardens and enjoys using our patio.  The development of these homes would negatively impact the quality of our backyard life and the future resell of our property.  In addition, the location of the proposed units present accident risks around the Farnham/Moira Lea/Maitland intersection and could impede traffic flow, contradicting the purpose of a roundabout.

We are asking you to not proceed with this amendment and reject the construction of the proposed 10 semi-detached dwelling units.  

Sincerely,

Leigh-Ann Scott & John Scott





June 1, 2019 

 

Matt MacDonald Secretary 
Planning Advisory Committee, Belleville City Hall 
169 Front Street 
Belleville, ON K8N 2Y8 
 

 

Dear Mr. MacDonald 

We are writing you to express our opposition to a proposed amendment to zoning by-law number 3014 
for the property located on the east side of Farnham Road, which is known as 427 Farnham Road, to 
permit 10 semi-detached dwelling units.   

We reside on Moira Lea Court, Belleville.  The proposed townhouse units would be located behind our 
property.  Unfortunately this most recent proposal presents the same concerns as the previous two 
proposals for this land.  It has not addressed any of the concerns previously expressed in our recent 
letter dated March 27, 2019.  We have serious concerns of the impact these multiple units would have 
on road safety, flooding, and privacy.  

The proposed units would be on a significantly small parcel of land, at an unreasonably close proximity 
to the soon to be constructed roundabout at the Farnham Road, Moira Lea Court and Maitland Road 
intersection.  The road/driveway for the proposed townhouse units would be exiting onto Farnham 
Road, which has a downward slope as it approaches the said intersection and roundabout.  Having 
vehicles exit at an extremely close proximity to the roundabout, and a sloped road, would interrupt 
roundabout flow and create a high risk accident area. We are very concerned about our safety and the 
safety of our neighbours and community in this regard. 

Any high density development of a small parcel of land at a roundabout seems inappropriate, however if 
any development is to be assessed, it should subsequent to the roundabout’s completion when a 
realistic and accurate assessment of traffic flow, volume and impacted property could be considered. It 
would seem sensible to assess the development of this property when an accurate depiction of the 
roundabout’s true placement relative to existing properties can be assessed.  The timing of this current 
proposal seems premature and questionable.   

Due to the insignificant size of the land, its proximity to other homes and its higher elevation to homes 
backing on to its property, this location for homes seems unreasonable.  The property of the proposed 
semi-detached units is at a significantly higher ground than our property.  These homes would not 
compliment our property, but instead be very intrusive.  Its deck would practically be up to our property 
line and would allow full view of our house and backyard area.  A privacy fence would not be high 
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enough to create privacy.  As a result, these homes would have an unobstructed view of our backyard 
and patio area.   

We also have serious concerns with the risk of flooding on our property with any major development 
behind our land.  In the spring, when the snow melts or during heavy rainfall, we normally have some 
water gather in the furthest section of our backyard.     Because the property behind ours is at a 
significantly higher level, there would be limited areas for the water to drain, compounding the problem 
of water gathering on our property, and creating the risk of flooding in our back yard. 

Our family gardens and enjoys using our patio.  The development of these homes would negatively 
impact the quality of our backyard life and the future resell of our property.  In addition, the location of 
the proposed units present accident risks around the Farnham/Moira Lea/Maitland intersection and 
could impede traffic flow, contradicting the purpose of a roundabout. 

We are asking you to not proceed with this amendment and reject the construction of the proposed 10 
semi-detached dwelling units.   

Sincerely, 

Leigh-Ann Scott & John Scott 
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From: MacDonald, Matthew
To: Bovay, Rod; Ashton, Stephen; Pinchin, Greg; Deming, Thomas
Cc: Pallo, Cheryl; Stitt, Jennifer; Forestell, Angela; Keays, Christina; Baldwin, Erin
Subject: Fwd: PAC June 3/19
Date: Sunday, June 02, 2019 7:06:53 PM
Attachments: Farnham Road Proposal PAC June 2019 -final document for presentation[2305843009214364621][1696].docx

Get Outlook for Android

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: "Bev Spence" <xxxxxxxxx@bell.net>
Date: Sun, Jun 2, 2019 at 6:54 PM -0400
Subject: PAC June 3/19
To: "Mayor Panciuk" <mayor.panciuk@belleville.ca>, "Culhane, Pat"
 <councillor.culhane@belleville.ca>, "Carr, Paul" <councillor.carr@belleville.ca>,
 "Thompson, Garnet" <councillor.thompson@belleville.ca>, "Culhane, Pat"
 <councillor.culhane@belleville.ca>, "Kelly, Sean" <councillor.kelly@belleville.ca>,
 "Malette, Chris" <councillor.malette@belleville.ca>, "Williams, Ryan"
 <councillor.williams@belleville.ca>, "Sandison, Bill" <councillor.sandison@belleville.ca>, 
 "McCaw, Kelly" <councillor.mccaw@belleville.ca>, "MacDonald, Matthew"
 <mtmacdonald@belleville.ca>

Warning: This email came from outside the City of Belleville.  Use caution 
opening  links and attachments. 

My amended submission to be presented at the meeting on June 3, 2019.

XXXXX XXXXXX
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                                                         City of Belleville

169 Front Street, Belleville, Ontario

Planning Committee Meeting, June 3, 2019

FILE NO. B-77-1079 and FILE NO. 12CD-19001

Revised zoning by-law amendment application, draft Plan of Subdivision and draft plan of a Common Elements condominium 



Good evening and thank you for the opportunity to present our amended submission in regards to the above noted matter, after reviewing the report #PP-2019-45 presented by Managers of Planning and Approvals dated June 3, 2019.

I am here yet again to present my third submission in regards to this parcel of land, as a very concerned property owner, and City of Belleville taxpayer, specifically, the third application to consider the amendment to Zoning By-Law Number 3014 as amended, as set out in the City of Belleville Notice of Public Meeting.  

I would like to point out that several members of this committee and other council members were present, and voted to unanimously deny the last development application in 2017.

This is the third official application for development of this small parcel of land since it was sold in June 2017, and continues to be a very controversial situation, not only in Canniff Mills and surrounding developments, but the development in general. Yet here we are again, debating the “development’’ of this parcel of land.  The public is fully aware that this less than 1-acre parcel of land has a very controversial history, including a conviction of conflict of interest involving the sale, since it was sold to local developers by the Christopher brothers.   After the developer took possession, a small sliver of land was sold back to the City of Belleville, around October 2017 in order to relocate the hydro pole and services to accommodate the pending construction of a traffic circle.   The first application for rezoning was refused by City Council on December 11, 2017.  

None of the applications have addressed the significant safety issues and lot drainage issues, that have been raised by local people living around this area.  Clearly on the angular plane review of the proposed 5 townhomes, there is a significant and very deep swale shown.  These swales could be landscaped and filled in if this project proceeds which will flood the backyards on Moira Lea Court.  This serious and damaging problem has already been experienced with the swale between Simcoe and Moira Lea.  A homeowner filled in the swale and flooded the basement of a Moira Lea resident, doing significant damage and causing the Moira Lea resident to go to great expense to repair.  Committee members making this decision, and the city staff and developers should be aware of this.   

As mentioned at the December 2017 PAC meeting, there has been substantial development in this area over the past 17 years.  With the massive building of hundreds of homes in Caniff Mills and Heritage Park subdivisions, we have experienced firsthand, the impact that all of the development in this area has created for all families residing here – poor planning in this area has extremely large subdivisions (Caniff Mills and Heritage Park) having minimal entrances, and most traffic from these areas would exit onto Farnham Road.    The roundabout construction is now underway. The site plan included with the Notice of Application, clearly shows that any traffic that would exit from this new development at the south end (across from the Consumers Carpet loading exit) would impede traffic flow from the north arm of the roundabout.  The median from this arm would end a short distance from both of these drives.

The photos included with my submission in April 2019, clearly show that currently without such development of townhouses or roundabout, there is already a serious safety concern and problems with traffic flow.  With the daily/weekly deliveries happening at the commercial properties on the west and east side of Farnham Road, with a median in the roadway and two proposed drives from the development across the road, this is surely to be a further hazard, and cause significant and unsafe traffic delays (as I have seen firsthand when taking the photos) and queuing of traffic, which the Farnham Road master plan 2015 states; “the roundabout is expected to reduce”. If the businesses located on the west side of Farnham Road are unable to have their products delivered to them in a safe manner, by a transport truck (see photos of trucks jackknifed trying to back into the existing businesses),  there is a possibility they could go out of business, if this proposed building is allowed to go ahead.  Due to the fact that they are tenants in a building owned by someone else, they are unable to protest this development as it relates to their business.  The other item worth mentioning, is if the roundabout was required to enable flow of the ever-increasing traffic volumes on this road, why are there no proper sidewalks proposed?  Many people who live in Heritage Park walk down this busy stretch of road in order to get to the trail system that runs along the river. This is a safety concern for all pedestrians.  From plans that I have seen to date, the only sidewalks planned for, are short segments of walkway around the traffic circle.

The proposed plan indicates a “common element drive”. My concern is where will the snow be plowed to on this drive?  If we have a winter with significant snowfall, my concern would be that the snow would be pushed to the north or south ends of the drive, causing reduced visibility for those exiting at either entrance and a significant safety issue.

The previous proposal stated the City’s Plan also requires “a 30 metre right of way be protected northward along Farnham Road to allow for any future road widening to accommodate additional development further north”.  This requirement forces development on the subject lands eastward to maintain opportunity of future road widening”.  What happens to the “common element drive” arrangement when the road is required to be widened sometime in the future?  Should this issue not be dealt with at this time BEFORE any development on this property? 

At the Neighbourhood Open House, hosted by the developer on May 22, 2019, visitors were provided with several different documents, regarding Official Plan Density, and Zoning By-law Requirements.  The zoning by-law document provided was an attempt at comparing zoning requirements for Thurlow R2, Belleville R4, Thurlow R4-2, and the proposed development, and how this developer’s proposal met with the requirements.  I understand that these are all zoning requirements for a semi-detached building.  This document gives a misleading appearance to the public , who are not aware of zoning bylaws, that everything in this proposal meets the regulations, as it shows that it meets most of the requirements in either R4 or R4-2 zoning.  Why even show these?  Another issue with the application and its supporting documentation are the aerial imagery of Gale Crescent and Chelsea Court (rear yard setbacks).  This area is a new plan of subdivision with R1-20 low density zoning, therefore why is it even included in this proposal?  It is NOT an accurate presentation.  This proposal is asking for changes to zoning from Rural Residential to R2 (low density). It does not meet the zone requirements for R2, which is why the developer is asking for the special provisions of reduced front yard setback, reduced lot frontage, and increased lot coverage. As noted in Section 6 – Zone Provisions, 6.2 Low Density Residential Type 2 (R2) Zone, under Special Provisions 6.2.4, re. subsection 5.140.1 R2-3, the minimum lot frontage – semi-detached dwelling house, is 9.7 metres.  This proposal states a minimum lot frontage of 9.23 metres, and does not even meet the minimum lot frontage as stated in the special provisions.

I find it frustrating that regular city taxpayers are expected to adhere to very stringent by-laws when it comes to construction of a fence, deck or shed on private property. Yet, city developers are permitted to request changing the zoning by-laws in order to permit them to build a structure, so it can be made to fit in a particular location.  Why even have the regulations if they are allowed to be changed at the whim of any developer?  I feel confident if I personally was the owner of this parcel of land, and presented this proposal, it would not have been even considered, since it doesn’t meet the zoning by-law. 

The other document provided was a page titled Official Plan Density, from 3.10.2 Residential Policies where a definition of low density is provided.  It goes on to state that based on the 10 dwellings being proposed on this 0.4227 square meters, it equates to a net residential density of 23.7 units per hectare, which is under the suggested density of 25 units per hectare.  Also, this document points out that “the standards set out in these definitions should not be considered firm; circumstances or conditions will exist where the number of dwelling units permitted for a given area of land should be either higher or lower than defined in order to address other policies of this Plan”.

The townhomes proposed will be single storey with a walk-out basement.  I believe that the developer is trying to show that these buildings are in keeping with the neighbourhood on Moira Lea Court.  They are not.  These “single-storey” units will tower above all of the properties they back onto.  The decks will be at the level of our rooflines. The embankment running east towards our properties will vary in angulation, but all causing significant runoff directed towards our land.  

In reviewing the report for this development over the weekend, it was noted that BTE engineering was selected by the city to complete a peer review of the application, and address the concerns from the public, because they would be considered the expert authority in this matter, as they previously completed the Environmental Assessment, and road design work for the roundabout.  I believe that this review was not conducted in an impartial manner and is yet another poor decision taken in regard to this controversial parcel of land. This firm was, or currently is, under contract with the city of Belleville.  Why would this firm say anything negative about the project, when in doing so, may jeopardize obtaining any future city contracts?  It would have been a more objective report if an engineering firm with no local connections was provided the opportunity to review.

I will not address each of the concerns/issues staff have attempted to address in this report for the sake of time.  There are many instances where the responses to the concerns do not make sense, and many that have been generalized, and removed from the context in which the individual who initially raised the concern, intended.  All responses to the concerns/issues definitely have the appearance of being in favour of the developer. I encourage all committee members to review all previous submissions related to this development dating back to December 2017.

I would also like to point out to the committee, the liability potential if this project is allowed to proceed.  If in the future, an incident occurs that results in injury or damage to an individual or someone’s property, after the public has raised so many valid points in regards to the issues in individual submissions, it could possibly put the City of Belleville in another conflict situation, and yet again burden the City taxpayers with an unnecessary expense.

 There are two things to consider when making a decision such as this, that will have lasting implications for those that live near to, or use this particular roadway.  These are considering the factual data presented, and logic.  Not everything that appears to work on paper, will work in reality.  Nor is it the logical, or the RIGHT thing to do.  This is a very unique intersection, that has its challenges.  Where else in the province is there a situation such as this?

Local residents have asked members of this committee, and also other council members, if there is an opportunity to purchase back this land, that was sold in such a controversial way?  Given the history, the right thing to do would be for the City to make the purchase and establish it as a much-needed greenspace along this particularly densely populated stretch of road, for all who live here to enjoy. 

I ask that elected officials and city employees REJECT this proposal, for the last time.

Respectfully submitted the 3rd day of June, 2019.



Tammy Robson

Raymond Robson

23 Moira Lea Court

Belleville, Ontario

K8N 4Z5







  City of Belleville 

169 Front Street, Belleville, Ontario 

Planning Committee Meeting, June 3, 2019 

FILE NO. B-77-1079 and FILE NO. 12CD-19001 

Revised zoning by-law amendment application, draft Plan of Subdivision and 
draft plan of a Common Elements condominium  

Good evening and thank you for the opportunity to present our amended 
submission in regards to the above noted matter, after reviewing the report #PP-
2019-45 presented by Managers of Planning and Approvals dated June 3, 2019. 

I am here yet again to present my third submission in regards to this parcel of 
land, as a very concerned property owner, and City of Belleville taxpayer, 
specifically, the third application to consider the amendment to Zoning By-Law 
Number 3014 as amended, as set out in the City of Belleville Notice of Public 
Meeting.   

I would like to point out that several members of this committee and other 
council members were present, and voted to unanimously deny the last 
development application in 2017. 

This is the third official application for development of this small parcel of land 
since it was sold in June 2017, and continues to be a very controversial situation, 
not only in Canniff Mills and surrounding developments, but the development in 
general. Yet here we are again, debating the “development’’ of this parcel of land.  
The public is fully aware that this less than 1-acre parcel of land has a very 
controversial history, including a conviction of conflict of interest involving the 
sale, since it was sold to local developers by the Christopher brothers.   After the 
developer took possession, a small sliver of land was sold back to the City of 
Belleville, around October 2017 in order to relocate the hydro pole and services 
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to accommodate the pending construction of a traffic circle.   The first application 
for rezoning was refused by City Council on December 11, 2017.   

None of the applications have addressed the significant safety issues and lot 
drainage issues, that have been raised by local people living around this area.  
Clearly on the angular plane review of the proposed 5 townhomes, there is a 
significant and very deep swale shown.  These swales could be landscaped and 
filled in if this project proceeds which will flood the backyards on Moira Lea Court.  
This serious and damaging problem has already been experienced with the swale 
between Simcoe and Moira Lea.  A homeowner filled in the swale and flooded the 
basement of a Moira Lea resident, doing significant damage and causing the 
Moira Lea resident to go to great expense to repair.  Committee members making 
this decision, and the city staff and developers should be aware of this.    

As mentioned at the December 2017 PAC meeting, there has been substantial 
development in this area over the past 17 years.  With the massive building of 
hundreds of homes in Caniff Mills and Heritage Park subdivisions, we have 
experienced firsthand, the impact that all of the development in this area has 
created for all families residing here – poor planning in this area has extremely 
large subdivisions (Caniff Mills and Heritage Park) having minimal entrances, and 
most traffic from these areas would exit onto Farnham Road.    The roundabout 
construction is now underway. The site plan included with the Notice of 
Application, clearly shows that any traffic that would exit from this new 
development at the south end (across from the Consumers Carpet loading exit) 
would impede traffic flow from the north arm of the roundabout.  The median 
from this arm would end a short distance from both of these drives. 

The photos included with my submission in April 2019, clearly show that currently 
without such development of townhouses or roundabout, there is already a 
serious safety concern and problems with traffic flow.  With the daily/weekly 
deliveries happening at the commercial properties on the west and east side of 
Farnham Road, with a median in the roadway and two proposed drives from the 
development across the road, this is surely to be a further hazard, and cause 
significant and unsafe traffic delays (as I have seen firsthand when taking the 
photos) and queuing of traffic, which the Farnham Road master plan 2015 states; 
“the roundabout is expected to reduce”. If the businesses located on the west 
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side of Farnham Road are unable to have their products delivered to them in a 
safe manner, by a transport truck (see photos of trucks jackknifed trying to back 
into the existing businesses),  there is a possibility they could go out of business, if 
this proposed building is allowed to go ahead.  Due to the fact that they are 
tenants in a building owned by someone else, they are unable to protest this 
development as it relates to their business.  The other item worth mentioning, is 
if the roundabout was required to enable flow of the ever-increasing traffic 
volumes on this road, why are there no proper sidewalks proposed?  Many 
people who live in Heritage Park walk down this busy stretch of road in order to 
get to the trail system that runs along the river. This is a safety concern for all 
pedestrians.  From plans that I have seen to date, the only sidewalks planned for, 
are short segments of walkway around the traffic circle. 

The proposed plan indicates a “common element drive”. My concern is where 
will the snow be plowed to on this drive?  If we have a winter with significant 
snowfall, my concern would be that the snow would be pushed to the north or 
south ends of the drive, causing reduced visibility for those exiting at either 
entrance and a significant safety issue. 

The previous proposal stated the City’s Plan also requires “a 30 metre right of 
way be protected northward along Farnham Road to allow for any future road 
widening to accommodate additional development further north”.  This 
requirement forces development on the subject lands eastward to maintain 
opportunity of future road widening”.  What happens to the “common element 
drive” arrangement when the road is required to be widened sometime in the 
future?  Should this issue not be dealt with at this time BEFORE any 
development on this property?  

At the Neighbourhood Open House, hosted by the developer on May 22, 2019, 
visitors were provided with several different documents, regarding Official Plan 
Density, and Zoning By-law Requirements.  The zoning by-law document provided 
was an attempt at comparing zoning requirements for Thurlow R2, Belleville R4, 
Thurlow R4-2, and the proposed development, and how this developer’s proposal 
met with the requirements.  I understand that these are all zoning requirements 
for a semi-detached building.  This document gives a misleading appearance to 
the public , who are not aware of zoning bylaws, that everything in this proposal 
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meets the regulations, as it shows that it meets most of the requirements in 
either R4 or R4-2 zoning.  Why even show these?  Another issue with the 
application and its supporting documentation are the aerial imagery of Gale 
Crescent and Chelsea Court (rear yard setbacks).  This area is a new plan of 
subdivision with R1-20 low density zoning, therefore why is it even included in 
this proposal?  It is NOT an accurate presentation.  This proposal is asking for 
changes to zoning from Rural Residential to R2 (low density). It does not meet the 
zone requirements for R2, which is why the developer is asking for the special 
provisions of reduced front yard setback, reduced lot frontage, and increased lot 
coverage. As noted in Section 6 – Zone Provisions, 6.2 Low Density Residential 
Type 2 (R2) Zone, under Special Provisions 6.2.4, re. subsection 5.140.1 R2-3, the 
minimum lot frontage – semi-detached dwelling house, is 9.7 metres.  This 
proposal states a minimum lot frontage of 9.23 metres, and does not even meet 
the minimum lot frontage as stated in the special provisions. 

I find it frustrating that regular city taxpayers are expected to adhere to very 
stringent by-laws when it comes to construction of a fence, deck or shed on 
private property. Yet, city developers are permitted to request changing the 
zoning by-laws in order to permit them to build a structure, so it can be made to 
fit in a particular location.  Why even have the regulations if they are allowed to 
be changed at the whim of any developer?  I feel confident if I personally was the 
owner of this parcel of land, and presented this proposal, it would not have been 
even considered, since it doesn’t meet the zoning by-law.  

The other document provided was a page titled Official Plan Density, from 3.10.2 
Residential Policies where a definition of low density is provided.  It goes on to 
state that based on the 10 dwellings being proposed on this 0.4227 square 
meters, it equates to a net residential density of 23.7 units per hectare, which is 
under the suggested density of 25 units per hectare.  Also, this document points 
out that “the standards set out in these definitions should not be considered 
firm; circumstances or conditions will exist where the number of dwelling units 
permitted for a given area of land should be either higher or lower than defined 
in order to address other policies of this Plan”. 

The townhomes proposed will be single storey with a walk-out basement.  I 
believe that the developer is trying to show that these buildings are in keeping 
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with the neighbourhood on Moira Lea Court.  They are not.  These “single-storey” 
units will tower above all of the properties they back onto.  The decks will be at 
the level of our rooflines. The embankment running east towards our properties 
will vary in angulation, but all causing significant runoff directed towards our land.  

In reviewing the report for this development over the weekend, it was noted that 
BTE engineering was selected by the city to complete a peer review of the 
application, and address the concerns from the public, because they would be 
considered the expert authority in this matter, as they previously completed the 
Environmental Assessment, and road design work for the roundabout.  I believe 
that this review was not conducted in an impartial manner and is yet another 
poor decision taken in regard to this controversial parcel of land. This firm was, or 
currently is, under contract with the city of Belleville.  Why would this firm say 
anything negative about the project, when in doing so, may jeopardize obtaining 
any future city contracts?  It would have been a more objective report if an 
engineering firm with no local connections was provided the opportunity to 
review. 

I will not address each of the concerns/issues staff have attempted to address in 
this report for the sake of time.  There are many instances where the responses to 
the concerns do not make sense, and many that have been generalized, and 
removed from the context in which the individual who initially raised the concern, 
intended.  All responses to the concerns/issues definitely have the appearance of 
being in favour of the developer. I encourage all committee members to review 
all previous submissions related to this development dating back to December 
2017. 

I would also like to point out to the committee, the liability potential if this project 
is allowed to proceed.  If in the future, an incident occurs that results in injury or 
damage to an individual or someone’s property, after the public has raised so 
many valid points in regards to the issues in individual submissions, it could 
possibly put the City of Belleville in another conflict situation, and yet again 
burden the City taxpayers with an unnecessary expense. 

 There are two things to consider when making a decision such as this, that will 
have lasting implications for those that live near to, or use this particular 
roadway.  These are considering the factual data presented, and logic.  Not 
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everything that appears to work on paper, will work in reality.  Nor is it the logical, 
or the RIGHT thing to do.  This is a very unique intersection, that has its 
challenges.  Where else in the province is there a situation such as this? 

Local residents have asked members of this committee, and also other council 
members, if there is an opportunity to purchase back this land, that was sold in 
such a controversial way?  Given the history, the right thing to do would be for 
the City to make the purchase and establish it as a much-needed greenspace 
along this particularly densely populated stretch of road, for all who live here to 
enjoy.  

I ask that elected officials and city employees REJECT this proposal, for the last 
time. 

Respectfully submitted the 3rd day of June, 2019. 

XXXXX XXXXXX 

XXXXXXX XXXXXX

23 Moira Lea Court 

Belleville, Ontario 

K8N 4Z5 

Page 253



June 3rd, 2019 

Planning Department Committee Members 

My name is XXXXX XXXXXXX and I reside at 3 Bristol Place in the Canniff Mills 
Development. 

I made a presentation at the first meeting concerning the proposed development 
on Farnham Road and have followed with interest the subsequent modifications 
and studies. I was unable to attend the previous meeting as I was out of the 
province. 

Although the current proposal has addressed many of the concerns raised by 
residents I have 2 major issues that I would like to present. 

1. The Offer of a 5% Cash-in-lieu of Parkland to the City of Belleville.
I am appalled that our city would consider reducing the amount of
parkland in our official plan. I do understand that in the history of
residential development in Belleville, this cash-in-lieu of parkland was
frequently used. The impact of these arrangements was that we have less
green space and fewer parks, causing residents to drive, rather than walk,
to parks. This is another negative environmental impact of reduced green
space.

In 2019 The City of Belleville's response to the negative impact of climate
change and environmental degradation should be to strengthen our focus
on the need to maintain and increase green space. We should refuse this
5% cash in lieu of parkland to the city. We have a new City Council that
has demonstrated that it is not business as usual. There are countless
examples of increased transparency and timely responses to resident
concerns.

It is now the time to eliminate a 5% cash-in-lieu of parkland option for
developers.

Possible Solution: Build 8 townhouses on this property and use the
sections designated as Unit 9 and Unit 10 for parkland.

Such a modification would demonstrate to residents that The City of
Belleville highly values green space and is taking appropriate positive
action. This modification would provide a safe area behind the open space
at the junction of Moira Lee and the Traffic Circle. Residents can enjoy this
open area and then cross Moira Lee safely to gain access to the Trail.
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2. BT Engineering Study of traffic.

These town houses each have garages and room for 2 cars in their
individual driveways. I would suggest that in many cases there would be 2 
cars per family exiting and entering the condo property at High Traffic
Density Times. Thus, I would suggest that rather than 10 cars there
should be 20 cars used to determine traffic density patterns.

I would also suggest that the traffic patterns for commercial properties
would likely be distributed throughout the day and not concentrated at the 
Rush Hour Periods. In fact, the traffic flow to commercial sites likely would 
be lighter at these peak times.

In summary I question the validity of the engineering traffic study results.

I ask whether there might be a Conflict of Interest to have the Engineering 
Company that has a contract with the city to develop the roundabout to
also do the advanced traffic and impact study of this proposed residential 
property. It would seem that the Engineering Company would have a
vested interest in demonstrating that this proposed development does not 
interfere with the traffic flow in the vicinity of the roundabout.

Thank you for the opportunity to challenge this proposal as it is currently 
presented.

Submitted 

XXXXX XXXXXXX 
3 Bristol Place 
Belleville Ontario, KBN 425 

613-XXX-XXXX; XXXXXXXXX@gmail.com
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  City of Belleville 

169 Front Street, Belleville, Ontario 

Planning Committee Meeting, July 2, 2019 

FILE NO. B-77-1079 and FILE NO. 12CD-19001 

Revised zoning by-law amendment application, draft Plan of Subdivision and 
draft plan of a Common Elements condominium  

******************* 

Please consider this submission as additional correspondence, prior to the July 2, 
2019 Planning Advisory Committee meeting.   

Since my amended proposal that was submitted on June 2, 2019, and further to 
my oral submission at the Planning Advisory Committee meeting on June 3, 2019, 
I have taken more time to review the developer’s application, the Official Plan for 
the City of Belleville (approved January 7, 2002), several surveys of the subject 
property, and the Farnham Road master plan from the Municipal Class 
Environmental Assessment (completed December 2015). 

Beginning with the application, it is interesting to note that the last two 
applications made by the developer in regards to this property, have different site 
survey plans, one showing the location of the traffic circle the other without, and 
one showing the 30-metre road allowance, and the other without.  It is stated in 
the City’s Application for Amendment to the Official Plan, and/or Zoning By-law 
application form, “that the survey plan is to show the applicant’s total 
landholdings in the immediate area, and a key map showing the development as 
related to the surrounding street system and existing land uses”, and that 
“incomplete, incorrect, or inaccurate applications cannot be processed until the 
required information is provided”.  Also, in the application there is a section 
regarding “Peer Review”.  It states “that specialized technical reports submitted in 
relation to an application, may require a Peer Review to address technical 
concerns.  It is a policy of the City that costs of Peer Review shall be paid by the 
applicant”.  Was this the case in this instance?  As mentioned by me previously, it 
seems suspicious to me that a review and subsequent report, was completed by 
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the same engineering firm (BT Engineering) that was paid by the City to complete 
the Municipal Class Environmental Assessment in 2015.  Did the applicant actually 
pay for this review to be done, and how is it an unbiased review, when completed 
by a firm that is currently, or has in the past, done work for the City? 

The Farnham Road Master Plan (from the Municipal Class EA of 2015), clearly 
states, from Maitland Drive to Kipling Drive, that a 2-lane road, (with the 
protection for 4-lane) is the preferred option.  The plan also states that by 2034, 
the “projected growth in traffic demands on Farnham Road will approach the 
capacity of a 2-lane roadway (between Maitland Drive and Kipling), and result in 
moderate delays to side street traffic during peak hours”.  This is already 
happening at the Simcoe Drive and Farnham Road intersection, and has been 
stated orally, by another local neighbour at the June 2, 2019 PAC meeting.  I 
would hazard a guess, given that we are already approaching 4 years since this EA 
was done, that the 4-lane option may be needed much sooner than 2034. 

If you look at Figure 9 – Maitland/Farnham Intersection Alternative 2 
Roundabout from the Municipal Class EA/Farnham Road Master Plan, it clearly 
shows the property that is required for the development of the roundabout.  This 
was not indicated on the applicant’s last submission.  If it had been, it would 
indicate the subject property being a much smaller parcel of land than has been 
represented.  Essentially eliminating much of the “common element roadway”. 

Protecting the property that potentially is going to be required in the future, is 
imperative to proceeding with the recommended course of action.  Precedent has 
been set in regards to the City acquiring property required for road 
widening/curvature, at the northern portion of Farnham Road at Wim’s Way. 

The “common element road” configuration also causes problems for any vehicle 
exiting the complex.  The road runs parallel to Farnham Road.  Therefore, any 
vehicle exiting would not be exiting at 90 degrees to Farnham Road, and would 
not have clear view of the roadway in both directions.  It would also place a 
vehicle over any sidewalk that may be constructed.  Collector roads (Farnham 
Road) are meant to receive traffic, and driveway access should be limited, 
especially so near to a traffic circle that has a constant flow of traffic on it, and 
select times of the day. 
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There are several instances mentioned in my previous submissions, that can be 
tied in to the Official Plan of the City of Belleville: 

Collector Roads – these roads may be two or four travel lanes wide, undivided, 
within rights-of-way between 20 and 26 metres.  The rights-of-way may be 
widened depending on local circumstances to accommodate needs such as wider 
right lanes to enable safe and proper side-by-side sharing of the road with 
bicycles, sidewalks, or landscaped boulevards.  When reasonable, bicycle lanes 
may be constructed as part of major collector road right-of-way. (Bicycle lanes 
was a city initiative previously). 

6.1.4 Design Criteria – The municipality should have regard for the following 
matters when reviewing new development proposals: 

o The design of the road should provide for safe movement of vehicles and
pedestrians;

o The carrying capacity of the adjacent roads should be sufficient to
accommodate the anticipated traffic generated by the proposed
development, as well as anticipated growth in levels of background traffic.

o The carrying capacity of existing and proposed arterial and collector roads
should be protected by: limiting the number of entrances/exits for non-
residential developments located adjacent to these roads, and limiting the
number of intersections of local streets with major collector roads.

o The regulation of entrances onto roadways is required to ensure that public
safety is achieved and not compromised – direct access to major collector
roads should be permitted from lots with large frontages, and from lots
with narrow frontages, provided the impact of entrances on the ability of
the road to function as required would be minimal.

o The design of entrances onto any road is critical to the function of the road
and the safety and convenience of the public.  When approving entrances
onto any road, the municipality should consider:

- whether entrances would have an adverse impact on the road to
function;
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- whether the entrances promote safe movement of traffic on the
public street and on the adjoining lot through provision of adequate
sight lines, and relationship with entrances on adjoining lots and lots
on the opposite sides of the road;
- the safe movement of pedestrians and cyclists along the road.

6.2 Road Widening – The municipality may require land to be conveyed to the 
appropriate road authority at no cost for the purpose of widening the existing 
road right-of-way as a condition of severance, subdivision, or site plan approval.  
Generally, widening should be sought equally from both sides of the right-of-way, 
but conditions may exist which makes this unachievable; exemptions or 
modifications to the requirements may be necessary to reflect site constraints, 
existing physical development or encroachments, and pedestrian safety. 

Where it is determined through traffic studies conducted for large scale 
developments that turning lanes on any abutting arterial, collector, or local road 
are required to: 

o facilitate safe movement in and out of the lot proposed for development
o ensure the public road continues to function as intended notwithstanding

heavy traffic volumes generated by the development

7.2 Subdivision of Land – The subdivision of land has significant impacts on how 
the community develops, and the provision of services to meet the needs of 
current and future residents. 

7.2.1 Policies Respecting Subdivision of Land Applicable to All Land Use 
Designations: 

When any application to subdivide land is considered the approval authority 
should employ the following policies and principals: 

o No subdivision of land should be approved which contravene the policies of
this Plan;

o The approval authority should be satisfied all development parcels would
be appropriate (i.e. Sufficient frontage and area, configuration, alignment)
for their intended uses.
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o No subdivision of land should be granted which would result in any
landlocked parcel being created.

o No development parcel should be created which would create a hazard to
any person using the lot, adjoining lands, or an abutting road.

o The approval authority may impose any conditions that it believes are
necessary and prudent to ensure the policies of this Plan are addressed
adequately, which may include but not necessarily be restricted to:

o Laying out and naming of roads and the provision of road widenings
o Establishment of stormwater management facilities
o Provision of open space, including trails and pedestrian links

8.2 Site Plan Control – Site plan control should be used where proposed 
development or features of a particular site or district require: 

o Consistent standard of development
o Safe and efficient vehicular and pedestrian movement
o Installation of features that ensure compatibility between land uses

Council may apply such conditions as provide for in the Planning Act to the 
approval of a site plan and may ensure the fulfillment of conditions of approval 
and the implementation of the Municipality’s policies through execution of a 
development agreement which may be registered against the title to the lands.  
Such agreement may address issues such as the timing of the development, 
future obligations, security and default provisions, and financial matters 
respecting the provision of services.  Among these conditions may be the 
requirement to provide road widenings to the Municipality as set out in Section 
6.2 of this Plan. 

8.8 Subdivision of Land – The Municipality should ensure the plan of subdivision 
and consent approval processes are employed appropriately to ensure division of 
land is undertaken in accordance with the Policies of this Plan. 

8.10 Land Acquisition - The Municipality may acquire and hold land within the 
City for the purpose of meeting any objective of this Plan.  The Municipality may 
also sell, lease, or otherwise dispose of lands when no longer required in 
accordance with the Municipal Act and other relevant provisions of this Plan. 
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Without limiting the generality of the above statement, the Municipality may 
acquire lands for the purpose of: 

- Providing roads, road extensions, road widenings, and
pedestrian linkages

In conclusion, I believe there are many reasons why this parcel of land is not 
suitable for any type of development, and I believe the City should adhere to their 
own standards and policies, as they would expect a general member of the public 
to do.  The City has spent a large amount of money to have someone determine 
the requirements of this roadway in the future, and development should be 
halted until the road widening occurs. 

Respectfully submitted this 24th day of June, 2019. 

XXXXX XXXXXX 

XXXXXXX XXXXXX

23 Moira Lea Court 

Belleville, Ontario 

Page 261



PP-2019-46   July 2, 2019 Attachment #6   
Applicant’s June 3, 2019 Presentation 
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100 Craig Henry Drive, Suite 201 
Ottawa, Ontario, K2G 5W3

MEMORANDUM 

Transportation Planners and Value Engineers 

TO: Stephen Ashton DATE: April 25, 2019 

FROM: Stephen Brook, P.Eng. PROJECT #: BTE19-017 

PROJECT: 427 Farnham Road Development Application, City of Belleville 

SUBJECT: Peer Review of Traffic Concerns 

BT Engineering carried out planning studies for three roadways in the City of Belleville: Mineral Road, Maitland 
Drive and Farnham Road.  BTE also undertook the Environmental Assessment and Environmental Study Report 
for Farnham Road.  The Environmental Assessment commenced in 2014 and was completed in 2016, and 
included evaluation of intersection improvements based on existing and projected traffic volumes.  The 
projected traffic is based on existing traffic volumes adjusted for future growth (development) using the 
existing land use designations in the municipality.   

Specific to the subject lands, the design requirements of the roads and intersection were based on this site 
being developed as a commercial use as opposed to the proposed residential use.  The Environmental 
Assessment would therefore have considered a higher generation of traffic occurring at the lands subject to 
the zoning application.  Residential development of the subject lands results in lower traffic generation and 
does not impact the findings of the EA. 

For the Environmental Assessment, both pedestrian and vehicular traffic were considered.  Sidewalks along 
both sides of Farnham Road were recommended and it is our understanding that the City intends to construct 
these coincidental with the road reconstruction.  Pedestrian crossings were recommended in accordance with 
TAC Design Guidelines to allow pedestrians to navigate the roundabout itself. 

In conducting the Environmental Assessment of the Farnham Road Master Plan including the roundabout, we 
were asked by the City of Belleville to address the concerns of the public in regard to the City of Belleville 
Application File # 1079 (427 Farnham Road). The following are a list of concerns from the public process 
provided to us from City Staff along with our responses.  Where possible, we have referenced the Farnham 
Road Master Plan Document directly. 

Identified Public Concern BTE Response 

Traffic congestion from project in close 

proximity to roundabout with high levels 

of traffic  

The proposed development will generate a limited volume of 

traffic, estimated to be approximately 10 vehicle trips during the 

peak hour. This limited increase in traffic volumes will not result 

in congestion at the intersection. To avoid the potential for 

visitors parking impacting traffic operations, consideration could 

be given to designating No Parking on Farnham Road from the 

roundabout along the frontage of the site. 

Proposed medians of the traffic circle The proposed south entrance would be located opposite the 
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Subject: 427 Farnham Road – Peer Review of Traffic Concerns 
Project:  BTE19-017 
Date:  April 25, 2019 

2 | P a g e

could interfere with traffic from proposed 

development 

existing entrance to the commercial plaza. As a result, full 

movements would be available at both proposed entrances to 

the development. 

The 2 entrances are close to the 

roundabout causing issues of access 

From our review of the proposed site plan, suitable separation 

between the 2 entrances appears to be provided. 

Steep slope of Farnham towards the 

roundabout a safety concern 

The EA assessed the grade and road profile of Farnham Road 

approaching the roundabout and alternatives were evaluated to 

consider this.  The final road profile will be constructed in 

accordance with TAC guidelines.    

Will more effective lighting be installed in 

this area? 

There is a lighting plan at the roundabout being installed as part 

of the City’s ongoing construction project that has been designed 

following the illumination guidelines of ANSI/IESNA RP-8-00. It is 

noted that this lighting will consist of decorative light standards 

to match what is on the bridge. 

Clear signage with arrows/instructions and 

speed restrictions are key to roundabout 

Signage at the roundabout will be installed consistent with the 

design guidelines of the Ontario Traffic Manual.  There will also 

be an education initiative by the City regarding the use of 

roundabouts. 

Business plaza at opposite corner creates 

enough congestion 

The attached Figure 21 from the Farnham Road Master Plan 

illustrates that both the existing plaza along with the south 

entrance of the proposed development at 427 Farnham Road 

were considered, with the recommendation that these entrances 

be located opposite of each other.   

Expansion of Canniff Mills and Heritage 

Park and other traffic means traffic 

beyond capacity for the current road 

design 

The Municipal Class Environmental Assessment included a traffic 

study which considered full buildout of the area. The design 

recommendations address forecast population growth and 

traffic projections. 

City’s Plan also requires “a 30 metre right 

of way be protected northward along 

Farnham Road to allow for any future road 

widening accommodating additional 

development further north”.  How will this 

be accommodated? 

The proposed plans for 427 Farnham do not propose buildings 

within the future (beyond the 20 year horizon) 30 metre right-of 

way; therefore, the 30 metre right-of-way is protected. 
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Project:  BTE19-017 
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Has the City done its due diligence 

regarding traffic flow and pedestrian 

safety? 

The City undertook a Municipal Class Environmental Assessment 

for the Farnham Road/Maitland Drive Intersection 

improvements.  Based on the evaluation of traffic volumes, 

turning movements, pedestrian safety, and public feedback, a 

roundabout was recommended as the technically preferred 

alternative for this intersection. The roundabout will address 

traffic flow and pedestrian safety for existing conditions and the 

anticipated growth of this community.   

What about sidewalks – pedestrian safety Sidewalks are included in the project.  Sidewalks and crosswalks 

for the roundabout are shown in Figure 21 which is attached.  

Coincidental with the reconstruction of Farnham Road, the City 

has confirmed that sidewalks will be constructed along Farnham 

Road on both sides of the road in the area of the proposed 

development.  The final design of the sidewalks will be illustrated 

in the construction drawings. 

Conflict with School buses – how will they 

pick up kids here when drivers must stop 

20 metres either in front or behind the 

bus 

School buses have procedures for picking up passengers which 

include where bus stops are located in relation to an 

intersection.  It is our understanding that the school boards have 

been circulated the notices regarding the zoning application. 

They are the authorities with regard to school bus stop locations 

and have not expressed any concerns to the City. 

If there is an accident at the roundabout 

vehicles could crash out of the 

roundabout into the proposed 

townhouses as they will be so close 

Roundabouts have a number of benefits over traditional 

intersections, including : 

 Safety: lower speeds and fewer points of conflict

between vehicles reduces the potential for serious

crashes and injury

 Lower speeds : unlike at a green light at an intersection,

vehicles need to slow down to use a roundabout,

reducing the likelihood of a serious crash

Curbing through the roundabout prevents corner cutting, helping 

to ensure lower operating speeds by confining vehicles to the 

intended path. 

Area is already a concern for speeders See response above. 

In summary, based on our review of the proposed development, it is our professional opinion that the traffic 
that will be generated can be suitably accommodated and will not interfere with the operation of the 
roundabout.  
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Proposed Site Plan – 26m Right-Of-Way 
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Conceptual Site Plan – 30m Right-Of-Way 
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Mr. Stephen Ashton, MCIP, RPP, CAHP  
Manager, Policy Planning 
City of Belleville 
169 Front Street  
Belleville ON K8N 2Y8 

Mr. Greg Pinchin 
Manager, Approvals Section 
City of Belleville 
169 Front Street 
Belleville, ON K8N 2Y8 

Dear Steve & Greg: 

RE:   Table – Response to Public Comments 
Application for Zoning By-law Amendment, Plan of Subdivision & Plan 
of Common Elements Condominium – Heritage Park Joint Venture,  
427 Farnham Road, City of Belleville 

Further to the Planning Advisory Committee meetings held on April 1, 2019 and 
June 3, 2019 to review the above noted applications, please find attached a table 
outlining the Applicant’s response to the questions and issues raised from the Public 
and members of the Planning Advisory Committee. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you require anything further in support of the 
approval of these applications. 

Yours truly,  

Spencer Hutchison, MCIP, RPP 
Senior Associate 
RFA Planning Consultant Inc. 

/ Attachment 
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Response to Issues Raised 

Page 1 of 5 

Concerns 

Onsite infrastructure issues 

Overflow parking from development 
an issue 

 The  ZBL  requires  2  parking  spaces/unit.  The  units
have  been  designed  to  exceed  the  Zoning  By‐law
requirements.

 Each unit has a garage (1 space)

 The  northerly  8  units  can  accommodate  3‐4  cars
given the width and depth of the driveways.

 In addition, under the Building Code, the private road
is  not  required  to  be  designated  as  a  fire  route,
therefore  the  private  road  could  be  used  for
overflow parking on occasion.

 On special occasions,  there  is on‐street parking  for
approximately 14 vehicles along Moira Lea Court Just
east of Farnham Road.

How will emergency vehicles navigate 
these parked vehicles? 

 The  private  road  will  be  constructed  to  be  wide
enough  to  accommodate  the  width  of  emergency
vehicles  and  with  2  entrances  there  is  alternative
access routes provided.

How will Snow Removal occur   Snow  will  be  plowed  to  the  sides  of  the  private
laneway like any roadway.  Accumulation will occur
at the ends of the laneway.

 At such time as enough snow accumulates, the snow
will be removed from the property.

 Snow plowing and removal will be the responsibility
and  under  the  control  of  the  Condominium  Board
which will legally ensure proper snow clearing.

Will service road be able to 
accommodate garbage and recycling 
trucks? 

 As  with  other  similar  developments  in  Belleville,
garbage  and  recycling  trucks  do  not  enter  the
property but gather materials adjacent from one of
the  entrances  to  the  development  from  Farnham
Road.

Where would new additional road go? 
(Off Farnham?  Off Moira Lea?) 

 This development has been designed  in conformity
with the City’s current and future plans for Farnham
Road.

Would additional Road directly access 
the traffic circle? 

 Access to the subject lands is from two entranceways
as  shown on  the proposed site plan.    These access
points are located north of the round about and will
not directly access the round about.

Would the new traffic circle be torn up 
and redone when this development 
occurs?  At whose cost? 

 There  is  no  need  to  redo/re‐engineer  the  round
about  since  the  entrances  to  the development  are
located north of the round about.   The City’s current
road  project  will  be  largely  complete  prior  to
development of the subject lands.
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Response to Issues Raised 

Page 2 of 5 

Could there only be one entrance to 
the site? 

 Two entrances provide better traffic circulation and
better  access  for  emergency  vehicles  and  delivery
vehicles.      The  City’s  Engineering  consultant  has
reviewed  the  proposed  site  plan  and  has  not
identified any problems with 2 entrances.

Compatibility 

Bungalow towns as opposed to 2‐
storey towns more suitable 

 Following  feedback  from  the  Public,  the  Applicant
has revised the project to request 10 1‐storey semi‐
detached units.

 In  addition,  the  Applicant’s  consultants  have
prepared an angular study of the 10 proposed units
and the 6 existing dwellings to the east.

 The  study  has  shown  that  the  5  blocks  of  semi‐
detached  units  will  have  minimal  visual  impact  in
terms of building mass and the 10 rear facades will
replicate the rear facades of the existing dwellings.

 In  essence,  low  density  dwellings  abutting  low
density dwellings.

Not be sufficient space for privacy 
between these new buildings and the 
existing houses 

 The  rear  yard  setback  meets  the  Zoning  By‐law
requirement typical for rear yards in the urban area
of  the City.    Please  see 2  attached air  photos  from
abutting subdivision to the north.

 The rear walls of the abutting dwelling units will be in
excess of 50 to 60 feet apart; this is standard in the
urbanized area of Thurlow.

 An 8’ high privacy  fence exists, or will be provided,
along  the  rear  property  line  providing  at  grade
privacy.

 A mature tree will be planted on the east side of each
deck proposed for the subject lands.

Tall townhomes (3 levels when 
considering the walk out basement) is 
unreasonable 

 The  proposal  has  been  amended  to  1‐storey
dwellings  (bungalows)  to  provide  greater
compatibility with the existing homes.

Its deck would practically be up to our 
property line and would allow full view 
of our house and backyard area 

 The  proposed  rear  yard  setback  is  typical  of  rear
yards  provided  in  the  urban  area  and  what  is
proposed  can  be  found  throughout  the  urbanized
area of  Thurlow.    Please  see  2  attached  air  photos
from abutting subdivision to the north.

 An existing house east of  the  subject  lands already
has an elevated rear deck.

 Landscaping in the form of fencing and trees is to be
provided.
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 Most people use a deck to cook, socialize on or relax 
on and as such are occupied by a range of activities 
and  are  not  using  their  decks  to  stare  down  on 
abutting lands.  

Decks higher than the fence line   See previous response. 

Six homeowners in the shadow of 
proposed development blocking the 
sun 

 The  proposed  dwellings  have  been  reduced  to  1‐
storey  in  height  and  an  angular  plane  review  has 
been undertaken. 

 The review shows that the 10 proposed units to the 
west are set back far enough to provide a clear line of 
sight  to  the  sky  and  do  not  “crowd”  or  impose 
themselves on the existing 6 dwellings. 

Want to see the heights of the 
proposed buildings in relation to 
surrounding properties  

 An  Angular  Plane  Review  has  been  prepared  and 
submitted to the Municipality. 

 This review indicates that the 10 proposed dwellings 
adhere to recognized standards of compatibility. 

 All  10  units  are  well  outside  the  angular  plane 
established  from  the  rear  wall  of  the  existing 
dwellings. 

 

Intensification Site 

Too  small  of  a  parcel  of  land  to  be 
building 13 units 

 The number of proposed units has been reduced to 
10 semi‐detached dwelling units. 

 According to the City’s Official Plan, in terms of the 
proposed  dwelling  type  and  the  number  of  units 
proposed, this development now can be classified as 
low density. 

 Development is now proposed at under 24 units per 
hectare. 

 According  to  the  Thurlow  Zoning  By‐law,  the 
proposed use is now classified as R2 – Low Density 
Residential Type 2 Zone. 

Would a reduction in density be 
complimentary to PPS? 

 The  proposal  is  consistent with  Section  1.6  of  the 
PPS,  since  it  will  optimize  the  use  of  existing 
infrastructure and servicing.  

 The  proposed  development  is  consistent  with 
Section  1.6.6.2  given  that  municipal  water  and 
sewer  services  are  the preferred  form of  servicing 
within settlement areas.  

 The proposed ten units on the site is considered low 
density  and  therefore  is  now  more  accurately 
described  as  infill  development  instead  of 
intensification.  
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How do the size of these lots tie into 
the surrounding neighbourhoods? 

 In  essence,  these  lots  are  not  part  of  the  existing 
neighbourhood.  Moira Lea Court is a self‐contained 
inwardly looking cul de sac. 

 As  such  the dwellings along Moira  Lea Court  form 
their own local neighbourhood with their “backs” to 
the subject lands. 

 The subject  lands  face and  front onto a  significant 
collector road with non‐residential uses to the north 
and west and as such does not constitute a normal 
neighbourhood. 

 As  such,  the  proposed  semi‐detached  dwellings 
provide a  buffer between  the activity  on  Farnham 
Road and the low‐density residential uses on Moira 
Lea Court. 

 As noted previously, the proposed use of the subject 
property  and  the  existing  use  of  the  existing 
properties  along  Moira  Lea  Court  are  both 
considered  low  density  and  with  equivalent  built 
forms. 

 

Other 

Service Rd. within the parcel of land   A private road is proposed within the development.

Proposed amendment would put a 
high‐density mix of residential into our 
neighbourhood, potentially freezing or 
lowering property values 

 Based  on  the modelling  using  by MPAC,  property 
values will most likely go up in Moira Lea Court since 
the  sale  prices  of  the  proposed  dwellings  will  be 
equal  to,  or  greater  than  that  of  the  existing 
dwellings. 

What safeguards are there that a more 
intensive development can’t be built 

 Any  Zoning  Bylaw  Amendment  passed  by  City 
Council will limit the use to semi‐detached units and 
will limit the building height. 

Noise concern considering the increase 
in traffic but also the noise from the 
units. 

 Access to the site will be from Farnham Road,  the 
private  laneway will  be  parallel  to  Farnham  Road 
and the individual driveways will be at the front of 
the site.  No vehicles will have access to the rear of 
the property which abut the existing homes. 

 The  semi‐detached  units  will  buffer  the  existing 
subdivision from traffic noise on Farnham Road. 

 It  is  anticipated  that  the  semi‐detached  dwellings 
will generate as much noise as the existing abutting 
dwellings.  There is no reason for the noise to be any 
more or any less. 

Who will maintain the service road   The  Condominium  Corporation  will  maintain  the 
private road. 
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Response to Issues Raised 
 

Page 5 of 5 
 

Concerned about flooding due to water 
runoff as we are at the bottom of a 
hill/stormwater management 

 A  stormwater  management  report  has  been 
prepared and must meet  the  requirements of  the 
City.  

 Drainage  from  the  development  will  not  be 
permitted onto adjacent lands. 

 As  part  of  the  development  of  the  subject  lands, 
engineering  drawings  will  be  reviewed  and 
approved by Municipal Staff who will ensure proper 
stormwater drainage. 

Contribute a 5% cash‐in‐ lieu of 
parkland to the municipality 

 The  City  will  require  a  5%  cash‐in‐lieu  parkland 
payment as part of the approval of the plan of plan 
of condominium. 

They will likely be rentals and 
surrounding property values will go 
down 

 Based  on  the modelling  using  by MPAC,  property 
values will most likely go up in Moira Lea Court since 
the  sale  prices  of  the  proposed  dwellings  will  be 
equal  to,  or  greater  than  that  of  the  existing 
dwellings. 

 It is anticipated that level of home ownership will be 
the equivalent of that currently existing in the local 
area. 

 There is no reason for being more or less rental units 
than the local area. 

Reference to rental homes on Cannifton 
Road with gravel driveways and the 
chance the same could be repeated 
here 

 The internal laneway and individual driveways will 
be hard surfaced. 
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Legal Description of Subject Lands 

Plan 124 Part of Lot 9, RP 21R-9053 Part 1 except RP 21R-24993 Part 1; 

Former Township of Thurlow; City of Belleville; County of Hastings 
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Proposed Draft Plan of Subdivision 
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Draft Plan of Subdivision Conditions 

The City of Belleville’s conditions and amendments to final plan approval for 
registration of this Subdivision are as follows: 

No. Conditions 

1. That this approval applies to the Draft Plan of Subdivision, Drawing:
637-DP prepared by RFA Planning Consultant Inc., revised to May 16,
2019, to show a total of:

• Ten blocks for the construction of a total of five semi-detached
dwellings [Blocks 1 to 10 inclusive];

• One (1) block for a common elements condominium laneway and
necessary infrastructure to service the development [Block 11];

2. That prior to final approval of the plan, the Owner shall deed to the
City a road widening, to widen the right-of-way of Farnham Road to
26.0 metres, to the satisfaction of the City of Belleville.

3. That prior to final approval of the plan, the Owner agrees in writing in
the subdivision agreement to design and construct a 1.5 metre wide
concrete sidewalk across the Farnham Road frontage of the subject
lands.

4. That prior to the final approval of the plan, the Owner shall retain a
professional engineer to design, to the satisfaction of the City of
Belleville, the common elements condominium laneway.

5. That prior to final approval, the Owner shall agree in writing in the
subdivision agreement to design and construct all servicing
requirements (lanes, sidewalks, water, sanitary, storm, electrical, etc.)
for this plan of subdivision, including any work required outside the
limits of the subdivision required to facilitate this plan, all to the
specifications of the approving authorities (the City of Belleville,
Belleville Water, Hydro One, etc.) and the cost thereof shall be paid by
the Owner.

6. That the subdivision agreement between the Owner and the City of
Belleville, and all agreements of purchase and sale and lease, provide
notice to the property owners of each Block or Parcel in the Plan, as
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may be applicable: 

a) “Warning (Blocks 1 to 8):  The City of Belleville wishes to 
protect a 30.0 metre right of way for the possible future re-
construction of Farnham Road to 4 lanes.  If the City implements 
this project, the Owner acknowledges and agrees that 2.0 
metres of their front lawn will be transferred to the 
Condominium Corporation on which to re-locate the shared 
laneway.” 

 
b) “No owner of any Lot or Block shall alter or interfere with the 

grading and drainage levels and patterns as approved by the 
Municipality with respect to the said lots or blocks and, without 
limiting the generality of the foregoing, no owner of any part of 
any lot shall after, fill, fence, stop up or allow to become clogged 
or fall into a state of disrepair, any rear or side yard drainage 
depression or swale, catchbasin or other drainage channel, 
facility or installation, as such alteration or other action as stated 
above may cause a failure of the drainage system in the area 
which will result in civil liability. Purchasers of Lots or Blocks will 
agree to indemnify and save the Municipality completely 
harmless from all actions, causes of action, suits, claims and 
demands whatsoever that may arise directly or indirectly, by 
reason of such alteration or other action as stated above. 
 
No owner shall be entitled to connect roof leaders to the 
foundation drain collector or to the weeping tile. Roof leaders 
shall be required to discharge onto the Lots or Blocks, with the 
use of concrete splash pads such that the side lot swales will 
drain the runoff to the road or rear lots.” 

 
c) “All owners and tenants/future purchasers acknowledge and 

agree that snow removal and the ownership and maintenance of 
the private laneway shall remain the sole responsibility of the 
Condominium Corporation under the provisions of the 
Condominium Act and the City of Belleville will have no 
jurisdiction and further liabilities within the private laneway and 
driveways.” 

 
7. That the subdivision agreement between the Owner and the City of 

Belleville contain a provision wherein the Owner agrees to install 
continuous privacy fencing, to the satisfaction of the City of Belleville: 
 
a) along the full length of the eastern lot line of the subject lands; 
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and 
 
b) along the full length of the northern lot line of the subject lands.  

 
8. That the subdivision agreement between the Owner and the City of 

Belleville, and all agreements of purchase and sale and lease, provide 
notice to the property owners of Blocks 1 to 10 inclusive that the 
fencing referred to in Condition 7 above is not to be removed or 
altered and further that each individual property owner shall have the 
sole responsibility for, and shall maintain this fence to the satisfaction 
of the City of Belleville. 

 
9. That any street lighting required for the subdivision be completed to 

the satisfaction of the City of Belleville. 
 
10. That prior to the commencement of any grading or construction on 

site, or final registration of the plan, the Owner shall submit and obtain 
approval of the City of Belleville for reports describing the following: 
 
a. a detailed Stormwater Management Plan which outlines the 

intended means of controlling stormwater runoff in terms of 
quantity, frequency and duration of events up to and including the 
regional storm; 

 
b. the intended means of conveying stormwater flows from the site 

and external areas that drain through the subject lands, including 
the location and design of water quality and quantity controls and 
facilities using stormwater management techniques outlined in 
provincial guidelines; 

 
c. an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan detailing the means by 

which erosion and sedimentation and their effects will be 
minimized on the site during and after construction in accordance 
with provincial guidelines.  The report must outline all actions to 
be taken to prevent an increase in the concentration of solids in 
any water body as a result of on-site, or other related works; 

 
d. site grading plan, including pre-development and final scenarios; 
 
e. requirements for the long-term maintenance of all proposed 

erosion and stormwater facilities and construction details relating 
to these conditions. 

 
11.  That prior to final approval of the plan, the Owner shall agree in 
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writing in the subdivision agreement, in wording acceptable to the City 
of Belleville: 

 
a) to cause to be carried out the works referred to in Condition 10; 

 
b) to design and implement on-site erosion and sediment control, in 

order to meet the requirements of the City of Belleville;  
 
c) to maintain all stormwater management and erosion and 

sedimentation control structures operating and in good repair, in a 
manner satisfactory to the City of Belleville. 

 
12. That such easements as may be required for utility, telecommunication 

services, drainage or servicing purposes shall be conveyed to the 
appropriate authority. 

 
13. That prior to the final approval of the plan, Bell Canada, Union Gas, 

Cogeco Cable and Hydro One shall confirm that satisfactory 
arrangements, financial and otherwise, have been made for any 
communications and utility facilities servicing the plan of 
condominium, which facilities are required by the City of Belleville to 
be installed underground. 

 
14. That at the time of the final registration of this plan, the Owner shall 

make a cash-in-lieu payment to the Municipality equal to 5% of the 
value of the land within this plan for park purposes.   

 
15. That the Owner shall comply with the requirements of Canada Post 

with respect to the provision of mail delivery to the subdivision.  The 
location of a community mailbox for mail delivery, to service this 
subdivision, if required, shall be located to the satisfaction of Canada 
Post and the City of Belleville. 

 
16. That the Owner shall meet the following conditions of Bell Canada: 
 

a) that the Owner shall agree in the Subdivision Agreement, in words 
satisfactory to Bell Canada, to grant Bell Canada any easements 
that may be required for telecommunication services.  Easements 
may be required subject to final servicing decisions.  In the event 
of any conflict with existing Bell Canada facilities or easements, 
the Owner/Developer shall be responsible for the relocation of 
such facilities or easements; 
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b) The Developer is hereby advised that prior to commencing any 
work within the Plan, the Developer must confirm that sufficient 
wire-line communication/ telecommunication infrastructure is 
currently available within the proposed development to provide a 
communication/telecommunication service to the proposed 
development.  In the event that such infrastructure is not 
available, the Developer is hereby advised that the Developer may 
be required to pay for the connection to and/or extension of the 
existing communication/telecommunication infrastructure.  If the 
Developer elects not to pay for such connection to and/or 
extension of the existing communication/telecommunication 
infrastructure, the Developer shall be required to demonstrate to 
the Municipality that sufficient alternative 
communication/telecommunication facilities are available within 
the proposed development to enable, at a minimum, the effective 
delivery of communication/telecommunication services for 
emergency management services (i.e., 911 Emergency Services). 

 
17. That prior to final approval of the plan, appropriate zoning shall be in 

effect for all the lands in the proposed subdivision.  
 
18. That the Owner and all encumbrancers (mortgagees) shall enter into a 

subdivision agreement with the City of Belleville. Without limiting the 
generality of the foregoing, the Owner shall agree in writing to satisfy 
all the requirements, financial and otherwise, of the City of Belleville, 
including the provision of roads, sidewalks, boulevards, installation of 
services, stormwater management and drainage. 

 
19. That the subdivision agreement between the Owner and the City of 

Belleville shall be registered against the lands to which it applies once 
the plan of subdivision has been registered. 

 
20. That the Owner shall agree in the subdivision agreement that no 

building permits will be applied for or issued until the City of Belleville 
is satisfied that adequate road access, municipal water supply, hydro 
service, sanitary sewers, and storm drainage facilities are available to 
service the proposed development. 

 
21. That prior to final approval, the City of Belleville is advised by letter by 

Canada Post how Condition No. 15 has been satisfied.  
 
22. That prior to final approval, the City of Belleville is advised by letter by 

Bell how Condition No. 16 has been satisfied. 
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23. That prior to final approval, the City of Belleville is advised by letter by 
Union Gas, Cogeco Cable and Hydro One how Condition No. 13 has 
been satisfied. 

 
24. That the Owner shall agree in the subdivision agreement to ensure 

planting of a tree in the rear yard of each dwelling on each block of 
land, with a minimum tree caliper of 60 mm measured 150 mm above 
the root ball, such type and specifics to be determined to the 
satisfaction of the City of Belleville.  

 
 
NOTES TO DRAFT APPROVAL 
 
1. Measurements 
 

All measurements in subdivision final plans must be presented in 
metric units. 
 

2. Clearing Conditions 
 

It is the Owner’s responsibility to satisfy all conditions of draft approval 
in an expeditious manner.  The conditions of draft approval may be 
reviewed periodically and may be amended by the City of Belleville at 
any time prior to final approval.   
 
To expedite the approval for registration, the Owner shall submit to the 
City’s Manager of Approvals a detailed written submission documenting 
how all conditions imposed by this approval that require completion 
prior to the registration of the plan, have been satisfied. 

 
Clearance is required from the following agencies: 

 
1. Bell Canada 
2. Canada Post 

 
c) Red-Line Revisions 
 

Further red-line revisions to the draft plan may be required to 
incorporate changes required through the review and approval of 
studies and plans yet to be finalized and approved by the City of 
Belleville. 

 
d) Registration 
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We suggest that you make yourself aware of: 
 

1) Section 143(1) of the Land Titles Act, which requires all new plans 
be registered in a land titles system; 

  
2) Section 143(2) allows certain exceptions. 

 
e) Final Registration 
 

The final plan approved by the City of Belleville must be registered 
within 30 days of approval or the City of Belleville may withdraw its 
approval under Section 51(59) of the Planning Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. 
P.13, as amended. 

 
f) Final Plans – Subdivision 

 
When the survey has been completed and the final plan prepared to 
satisfy the requirements of the Registry Act, they should be forwarded 
to the City of Belleville.  If the plans comply with the terms of 
approval, and we have received assurance from the applicable 
clearance agencies that the necessary arrangements have been made, 
the signature of the Manager of Approvals will be endorsed on the plan 
and it will be forwarded to the Registry Office for registration. 
 
The following is required for registration under the Registry Act and for 
our use: 
 
• One (1) original mylar copy of the M-Plan 
• Six (6) mylar copies of M-Plan 
• Six (6) white paper prints of M-Plan 
• One (1) white paper print of M-Plan with AOLS submission form 
• One (1) Registry Office pre-approval print of M-Plan 
• One (1)  electronic copy of the approved M-Plan 
• One (1) Surveyor’s Certificate that the lots and blocks on the Plan 

conform to the Zoning By-law 
 
g) Development Charges 
 

That the payment of development charges will be required prior to the 
issuance of any building permits for any lots in the subdivision, in 
accordance with the City of Belleville's Development Charges By-law. 

 
h) Lapsing 
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This draft plan approval expires on July 8, 2022 if all the conditions 
contained herein are not satisfied by that date.  The Owner shall apply 
for any extension at least 60 days prior to the lapsing date and such 
request for an extension shall not be unreasonably withheld. 
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Proposed Draft Plan of Common Element Condominium  
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Draft Plan of Common Element Condominium Conditions 

The City of Belleville’s conditions and amendments to final plan approval for 
registration of this Condominium are as follows: 

No. Conditions 

1. That this approval applies to the Draft Plan of Common Element
Condominium, Drawing: “598-DP Condo” prepared by RFA Planning
Consultant Inc., revised to May 16, 2019 that shows:

• A common element block to contain a private roadway and
landscaped open space [“Common Element”].

1. That the final plan shall be prepared in accordance with the above noted
plan, with a copy of the final plan being approved by the City’s Manager
of Approvals.

2. The Owner shall enter into a Condominium Agreement with the City and
register it on title for the provision of facilities and services on the lands,
if such a provision has not already been addressed as a condition of a
related subdivision approval.

3. Related planning approvals must be completed prior to final
condominium approval, including the registration of a plan of
subdivision, and the coming into force and effect of the related Zoning
By-law Amendment.

4. That the Owner submit a draft Condominium Declaration for approval by
the City’s Manager of Approvals containing but not limited to the
following provisions:

a) That public and private sidewalks, trails, driveways and parking
areas be maintained in a snow free condition and void of any
obstructions 12 months of the year.  Snow shall not be piled on City
lands and City lands shall not be impacted from runoff from the
snow removal.  All owners and tenants/future purchasers
acknowledge and agree that maintaining the common element
unobstructed to ensure safe operations within this private
development, and in the event of insufficient on-site snow storage,
contracting for private snow removal from the site shall remain the
sole responsibility of the Condominium Corporation;
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b) that neither the City or its agents are responsible for garbage or 
recycling pick up on the site, and that any designated refuse 
area will be serviced by a private contractor; 

 
c) that the location, design and construction of a communal mail 

box facility to serve the condominium will be the responsibility of 
the Owner, subject to the approval of Canada Post; 

 
d) that the Owner agrees to maintain the subject lands in 

compliance with the plan of subdivision approved by the City of 
Belleville, for the life of the development on the subject lands, 
including those site works within the common element; 

 
e) that access rights will be maintained for all utilities; 
 
f) the following clauses: 

 
i. “All owners and tenants/future purchasers acknowledge 

and agree that the ownership and maintenance of the 
common element shall remain the sole responsibility of the 
Condominium Corporation under the provisions of the 
Common Element Condominium Act and the City of 
Belleville will have no jurisdiction and further liabilities 
within the common element.  The City of Belleville will not 
agree to accept on-site roadways as public road 
allowances”. 

 
ii. Entry for Emergency Repairs 

 
The Owner agrees that, at any time or from time to time, 
employees or agents of the Municipality may, in the 
Municipality’s sole discretion, enter the subject lands for 
the purpose of making emergency repairs to any of the 
sanitary sewers, water mains, storm sewers, drainage 
systems, walkways, trails, amenities, roadways, curbs, 
sidewalks, parking areas, streetlights, and other services 
situated within and serving the condominium (hereinafter 
called the “Private Services”). Such entry and repairing 
shall not be deemed an acceptance of any of the Private 
Services by the Municipality, nor an assumption by the 
Municipality of any liability in connection therewith, nor a 
release of the Owner from any of its obligations under this 
Agreement. 
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iii. Use of Private Services by Municipality 
 

The Owner agrees that the Municipality or other authorized 
persons may use any of the Private Services acting as 
agent for the Owner, for the purposes for which they are 
designed.  Such entry and repairing shall not be deemed 
an acceptance of any of the Private Services nor an 
assumption by the Municipality of any liability in 
connection therewith nor ownership thereof, nor a release 
of the Owner from any of its obligations under this 
Agreement. 
 

iv. Liability of Owner 
 

1.  The Owner covenants and agrees personally and on 
behalf of its successors and assigns that it shall be 
responsible for all required actions, works, costs, and 
expenses with respect to the use, operation, 
maintenance, repair, replacement and alteration of 
the Private Services in accordance with all required 
permits, authorizations or certificates of approval 
required from time to time. 

 
2. Notwithstanding the sale of any part or all of the 

subject lands the Owner shall remain bound by all 
obligations, covenants and agreements whatsoever 
created by this Agreement, and shall remain jointly 
and severally liable therefore to the Municipality.  
The Owner hereby acknowledges and agrees that 
neither the Performance Guarantee, Maintenance 
Guarantee nor any policy of insurance that the 
Owner is required to provide or maintain, if any, 
shall in any way be deemed to limit the liability of 
the Owner. 

 
v. Building Permits 

 
The Municipality may refuse the issuance of a building 
permit for any structure or parcel, if in the sole and 
unfettered opinion of the Municipality: 
 
1. the Owner is in default of any of the provisions of 

this Agreement; 
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2. suitable access has not been provided by the Owner 
for vehicular traffic for the structure or parcel; 

 
3. all applicable Laws have not been complied with. 

 
vi. Occupancy Requirements 

 
1. The Owner hereby agrees that no structure or parcel 

erected shall be occupied for any purpose 
whatsoever until: 

 
a. the completion of the structure as required by 

the Building Code Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. B.13, as 
amended; and 

 
b. the structure has been completed in 

accordance with the plans and specifications 
submitted with the building permit; and  

 
c. the Private Services have been installed and 

are operative; and 
 

d. the road from Farnham Road to and including 
the block on which the building is located, has 
been completed to the satisfaction of the 
Manager of Approvals; and 

 
e. any other matter or thing being a requirement 

of this Agreement, with respect to compliance 
with any Applicable Laws. 

 
2. The Owner hereby covenants and agrees to advise 

any purchaser of any parcel of tied land in the 
proposed Common Element Condominium or any 
part of the subject lands of the requirements 
pertaining to occupancy certificates as herein 
contained, and hereby further covenants and agrees 
that in any agreement whereby the Owner purports 
to sell, convey, transfer, assign, lease or otherwise 
deal with any parcel of tied land, the Owner shall 
obtain an acknowledgement from the other party to 
such an agreement that such other party is aware of 
the provisions of this Agreement pertaining to 
occupancy certificates.  In the event the Owner does 
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not obtain such an acknowledgement, the Owner 
shall be deemed to be in default pursuant to the 
terms of this Agreement. 

 
 

3. The Municipality may refuse to issue an occupancy 
certificate if:   

 
a. The Owner is in default of any of the provisions 

of this Agreement. 
 

b. Private Services have not been installed, 
operative and available to the structure or 
parcel of tied land. 

 
c. Suitable access for vehicular traffic for the 

parcel of tied land has not been provided by 
the Owner or is not continuing to be provided 
by the Owner, including secondary access if 
required by the Municipality, and for the 
purposes of this paragraph, suitable access 
shall be deemed to include keeping all 
roadways clear of debris and obstructions and 
free of snow and ice in accordance with 
Municipality standards. 

 
d. The Owner has not furnished the Municipality 

with satisfactory evidence that the Private 
Services have been installed as required by the 
Municipality. 

 
e. 1. the installation of an electric distribution 

system to adequately service the lands, 
parcels and all structures to be erected 
on the lands has been completed; 

 
2. all fees, charges and costs required to be 

paid to the applicable electricity provider 
to provide for such a system have been 
paid; and 

 
3. the conveyance of all easements or lands 

or the execution of all agreements 
required by the said provider in 
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connection with electric services for the 
lands, parcels and structures to be 
erected has been completed. 

 
g. the structure has not been constructed in 

accordance with all plans in respect of which a 
building permit has been issued and in 
compliance with the Building Code Act, R.S.O. 
1190, c. B.13, as amended, or in the opinion of 
the Chief Building Official for the Municipality, 
the structure is not habitable. 

 
h. the driveways and parking areas serving the 

parcel or structure are not constructed to a 
standard which will facilitate vehicular traffic as 
may be required by the Municipality. 

 
i. all applicable Laws have not been complied 

with. 
 
6. That the following clauses have been included in all offers of purchase 

and sale and to the extent permissible under the Condominium Act, 
the disclosure statement and the Condominium Agreement which must 
be registered on title against all parcels of tied land and common 
elements in the condominium: 

 
The Purchasers are advised that: 

 
a. all “Private Services” are under the private ownership and 

responsibility of the condominium corporation and comprise part 
of the common elements and that all required actions, work, 
costs and expenses with respect to the use, operation, 
maintenance, repair, replacement and alteration of the Private 
Services are the responsibility, liability and obligation of the 
condominium corporation in accordance with all required 
permits, authorizations or certificates of approval as may be 
required from time to time.  The Purchaser acknowledges that 
the Corporation of the City of Belleville shall have no 
responsibility, liability or obligation whatsoever with respect to 
any other use, operation, maintenance, repair, replacement and 
alteration of the Private Services or the obtaining of such 
certificates of approval, authorizations or permits as may be 
required. 
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b. their properties may be subject to any necessary and required 
easements, rights-of-way or blanket easements in favour of the 
condominium corporation or utility service providers or the 
Municipality as may be required for inspection, monitoring, 
repair or replacement of water supply, sanitary sewer systems, 
and related equipment or systems to accommodate for and allow 
the installation, placement, operation and maintenance by the 
condominium corporation of the above grade or below grade 
Private Services which form part of the common elements or the 
placement, operation and maintenance of utility services, 
including, gas, hydro, cable, telephone, fibre optics and 
telecommunications. 

 
c. all Private Services shall be and remain at all times under the 

separate ownership of the Condominium Corporation.  The 
Condominium Corporation shall: 

 
• be responsible for the regular maintenance, repair and 

upkeep of the Private Services and, 
 
• such Private Services are to form part of the common 

elements comprising the condominium. 
 

d.  the Corporation of the City of Belleville is not responsible in any 
manner whatsoever with respect to the maintenance, repair or 
upkeep of such Private Services. 

 
e. all costs and expenses associated with the construction, 

establishment, maintenance, repair and upkeep of such Private 
Services are the responsibility of the Condominium Corporation 
and the owners of the Parcels of Tied Land. 

 
f. that access rights/easements shall be reserved and maintained 

for the Condominium Corporation and the Municipality for those 
purposes set out in paragraph 5.e. above. 

 
7. Prior to registration of any Condominium Plan and Condominium 

Declaration and prior to occupancy of any structure or parcel the 
Municipality shall be in receipt of written confirmation from the 
Owner’s solicitor that those provisions contained in Conditions No. 5 
and No. 6 of the City of Belleville’s Draft Plan of Common Element 
Condominium Approval have been incorporated into the necessary 
Agreement(s). 
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8. That the surveyors for the Owner shall advise the City’s Manager of 
Approvals, in writing, that the required description and other plans to be 
registered by the Owner in order to achieve registration of the common 
elements condominium have been unconditionally approved as to form 
and content by the Land Registry Office. 

 
9. That the solicitors for the Owner shall advise the City’s Manager of 

Approvals, in writing, that the proposed condominium declaration has 
been unconditionally approved as to form and content by the Registry 
Office. 

 
 
10. That the solicitors for the Owner advise the City’s Manager of Approvals 

that the declaration has been executed on behalf of the Owner and that 
all of the schedules to the proposed condominium declaration have been 
signed by the requisite signatories including the Owner, the project 
surveyor, the project solicitor and the project engineer and/or architect 
and all mortgagees. 

 
11. That the Owner submit a draft of the executed declaration, with the 

provisions as required in Condition No. 5 hereof, for approval by the 
City’s Manager of Approvals. 

 
12. That satisfactory arrangements be made with the City of Belleville for 

the payment of any outstanding municipal property taxes, utility 
accounts, and/or local improvement charges. 

      
NOTES TO DRAFT APPROVAL 
 
1. Measurement 
 

All measurements in the final condominium plans must be presented in 
metric units. 

 
2. Clearing Conditions 

 
It is the Owner’s responsibility to satisfy all conditions of draft approval 
in an expeditious manner.  The conditions of draft approval may be 
reviewed periodically and may be amended by the City of Belleville at 
any time prior to final approval.   
 
To expedite the approval for registration, the Owner shall submit to the 
City’s Manager of Approvals a detailed written submission documenting 
how all conditions imposed by this approval that require completion 
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prior to the registration of the plan, have been satisfied. 
 
3. Registry Act 
 

The final plans for Registration must be in conformity with Ontario 
Regulation 43/96, as amended, under the Registry Act.  The 
condominium plan for registration must be in conformity with Ontario 
Regulation 43/96 as amended, under the Registry Act. 

 
4. Final Plans – Condominium 

 
When the survey has been completed and the final plan prepared to 
satisfy the requirements of the Registry Act, they should be forwarded 
to the City of Belleville.  If the plans comply with the terms of 
approval, and we have received assurance from the applicable 
clearance agencies that the necessary arrangements have been made, 
the signature of the Manager of Approvals will be endorsed on the plan 
and it will be forwarded to the Registry Office for registration. 
 
The following is required for registration under the Registry Act and for 
our use: 
 
• One (1) original mylar copy of plan 
• Six (6) mylar copies of plan 
• Six (6) white paper prints of plan 
• One (1) white paper print of plan with AOLS submission form 
• One (1) Registry Office pre-approval print of plan 
• Two (2) copies of Condominium Declaration 
• One (1)  electronic copy of the approved Condominium Plan 

  
5. Further revisions to the draft plan may be required to incorporate 

changes required through the review and approval of studies and plans 
yet to be finalized and approved by the City of Belleville. 

 
6. Development Charges 
 

That the payment of development charges will be required prior to the 
issuance of any building permits for any lots in the subdivision, in 
accordance with the City of Belleville's Development Charges By-law. 

 
7. Lapsing 
 

This draft plan approval expires on July 8, 2022 if all the conditions 
contained herein are not satisfied by that date.  The Owner shall apply 
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for any extension at least 60 days prior to the lapsing date and such 
request for an extension shall not be unreasonably withheld. 
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is that both the severed and retained parcels are to be rezoned to 
appropriate zones that prohibits any future severances and reflects the use 
of the land. 
 
An initial public meeting was held in accordance with the requirements of the 
Planning Act on June 3, 2019. The purpose of this meeting was for 
Committee Members to formally hear and receive public comments. 
 
The Planning Advisory Committee reviewed Report No. PP-2019-43 
(Attachment #1) and accepted it as information. Now that input from the 
public, commenting agencies, and municipal departments had been 
received, assessed, and addressed to the satisfaction of the Engineering and 
Development Services Department, Staff has prepared a recommendation 
report. 
 
The subject land is identified on Attachment #2 – Location Map.  
 
Site Details for the subject land: 
 
Site Review Description 
Site Location 1437 & 1455 Mudcat Road; located on the 

north side of Mudcat Road, west of Country 
Charm Drive and east of Phillipston Road 

Site Size ~46 Hectares 
Present Use Agriculture with two dwellings 
Proposed Use Severed Parcel: Agriculture & dwelling 

Retained Parcel: Single detached dwelling 
Belleville Official Plan Designation Agricultural 
Present Zone Category Prime Agriculture (PA) Zone & Rural (RU) 

Zone 
Proposed Zone Category Prime Agriculture (PA-56) & Rural 

Residential (RR) Zone 
Land uses to the north Agriculture 
Land uses to the east Agriculture 
Land uses to the south Agriculture 
Land uses to the west Agriculture 
 
In support of the application, the following was submitted: 
 

• A lot survey (Attachment #3) 
 

This document has been available for public review at the Planning 
Department.   
 
Proposal 
 
The Applicant proposes to rezone the subject lands from Prime Agriculture 
(PA) Zone and Rural (RU) Zone to Rural Residential (RR) Zone for the small 
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retained lot and Prime Agriculture (PA-56) Zone with special provisions to 
prohibit future severances on the larger severed lot as a condition of consent 
for application B8/19. 
 
Provincial Policy Statement 

Municipalities are required to ensure all decisions related to land use 
planning matters shall be consistent with the Provincial Policy Statement. 

It is Staff’s opinion that the proposal is consistent with the Provincial Policy 
Statement because it protects the lands which are identified as an 
agricultural area while permitting lot creation of a surplus dwelling. 

Official Plan 

Planning Staff reviewed the policies within the Official Plan to make this 
recommendation. The land is designated "Agricultural" in the City’s Official 
Plan (Attachment #4 – Official Plan Designation Map).  

It is Staff’s opinion that the proposal conforms with the Official Plan as the 
Plan states that consent may be permitted to enable disposal of a surplus 
dwelling on lands designated Agricultural Land Use provided that 
inappropriate fragmentation of agricultural land is not promoted; and the 
Provincial minimum distance separation formulae has been met. 
 
Furthermore, the Official Plan states only residential development that has 
minimal impact on natural environmental features and the rural character 
should be permitted. 
 
Zoning By-law 
 
Currently, the subject lands are primarily zoned Prime Agriculture (PA) Zone 
and a portion are zoned Rural (RU) Zone. Refer to Attachment #2 for zoning 
information.  
 
The proposed zoning is Rural Residential (RR) Zone for the retained parcel 
which permits a single detached dwelling which already exists; and Prime 
Agriculture (PA-56) Zone with special provisions for the remainder of the 
subject lands. The special provisions will prohibit future severances. 
 
Public Meeting and Comments 
 
A written notice and location map was mailed by first class mail to all 
registered owners of land within 120 metres of the subject property. The 
notice provided information that a public meeting was scheduled for June 3, 
2019. 
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Similarly, a sign was placed on the subject lands notifying the general public 
that a public meeting was scheduled for June 3, 2019. 
 
On May 28, 2019 a second written notice was issued updating some 
information on the original letter.  
 
At the public meeting, no one spoke regarding this application. The draft 
minutes from the meeting are included as Attachment #5. 
 
The City did receive correspondence from a resident via email regarding the 
application. Their email stated they had no issue with the rezoning but were 
concerned about future subdivision of the land. The Manager of Policy 
Planning responded to the resident.  
 
At the time of writing this report, no other correspondence from the public 
has been received by the City regarding this application. 
 
Staff and Agency Comments 
 
External Agency Circulation  
 
The subject application was circulated for comment to the Algonquin & 
Lakeshore Catholic School Board, the Hastings & Prince Edward District 
School Board, Hastings and Prince Edward Health Unit, Bell Canada, Canada 
Post, Ontario Power Generation, Union Gas, Elexicon Energy, Hydro One, 
TransCanada Pipeline, Enbridge Pipelines, Trans-Northern Pipelines, MPAC, 
the Health Unit and the Ministry of Transportation. 
 
Elexicon Energy and the Ministry of Transportation have provided 
correspondence and they have no concerns. 
 
At the time of writing this report, no other comments or concerns have been 
received regarding this application. 
 
Internal Department Circulation  
 
The subject application was circulated for comment to the Belleville Fire 
Department, Belleville Police Service, the Development Engineer, the 
General Manager of Transportation & Operations Department, General 
Manager of Environmental Services, the Director of Recreation, Culture and 
Community Services, the Manager of Parks & Open Spaces, the Chief 
Administrative Officer, the Manager of Economic & Strategic Initiatives, the 
City Clerk, and the Chief Building Official.  
 
The Development Engineer, Parks and Open Spaces, Recreation, Culture and 
Community Services, Belleville Fire Department, and Transportation & 
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Operations Department, Environmental Services have provided 
correspondence and they have no concerns. 
 
At the time of writing this report, no other comments have been received 
regarding this application. 
 
Considerations: 
 
Public 
 
Circulation to the public complied with the requirements of the Planning Act, 
R.S.O. 1990. 
 
Financial 
 
The fees of the application have been received by the City. 
 
Impact on and input from other Departments/Sources 
 
Circulation of this application to other departments/agencies has occurred. 

Planning Analysis: 

This application is consistent with the Provincial Policy Statement, and the 
City of Belleville Official Plan. 

The proposed severed lot has been approved by the Committee of 
Adjustment pending a rezoning of the retained parcel to Rural Residential 
(RR) Zone and the severed parcel to Prime Agriculture (PA-56) Zone to 
prohibit future severances. 

It is Staff’s opinion that this application represents good planning as it will 
recognize an existing surplus residential dwelling and protect valuable 
agricultural land. 

Conclusion: 
 
Staff has considered all relative policy and comments provided to the 
Engineering and Development Services Department in analysis of the 
application received to amend the City of Belleville Zoning By-law 3014. 
Staff recommends that the Planning Advisory Committee recommend to 
Council that the proposal be approved to rezone the subject lands from 
Prime Agriculture (PA) Zone and Rural (RU) Zone to Rural Residential (RR) 
Zone for the small retained lot and Prime Agriculture (PA-56) Zone with 
special provisions to prohibit future severances on the larger severed lot as a 
condition of consent for application B8/19.  
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Respectfully submitted 

 
____________________________  
Thomas Deming, CPT 
Principal Planner, Policy Planning 
Engineering and Development Services Department 
 
 
Attachments 
Attachment #1 –   Report PP-2019-43 
Attachment #2 –   Location Map  
Attachment #3 –  Supplementary Information including a survey plan 
Attachment #4 – Official Plan Designation Map 
Attachment #5 – Planning Advisory Committee Draft Minutes from 

June 3, 2019 Meeting 
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CITY OF BELLEVILLE 
Thomas Deming, Policy Planner 

Engineering and Development Services Department 
Report No. PP-2019-43 

June 3, 2019 

To: Belleville Planning Advisory Committee 

Subject: Notice of Complete Application and Introductory Public Meeting 
for Application for Proposed Amendment to Zoning By-Law 
Number 3014, As Amended – 1437 & 1455 Mudcat Road, former 
Township of Thurlow, now City of Belleville, County of Hastings 
OWNER: Robert Rollins 
APPLICANT: Clint Hamilton 

File:  B-77-1085

Recommendation: 

“That Report No. PP-2019-43 dated June 3, 2019 regarding Notice of 
Complete Application and Introductory Public Meeting, Application for 
Proposed Amendment to Zoning By-Law Number 3014, As Amended – 
1437 & 1455 Mudcat Road, former Township of Thurlow, now City of 
Belleville, County of Hastings  be received as information, and;  

That Staff report back at such time as input from the public, 
commenting agencies, and municipal departments has been received, 
assessed, and addressed to the satisfaction of the Engineering and 
Development Services Department.” 

Background: 

The application for the proposed amendment to Zoning By-Law Number 
3014 was received by the City of Belleville on May 10, 2019. 

The application to rezone is a condition of consent for application B8/19. The 
retained parcel containing the surplus dwelling would be rezoned Rural 
Residential (RR) Zone and the severed parcel would be rezoned Prime 
Agriculture (PA-56) Zone with special provisions to prohibit future 
severances.   

The initial public meeting is held in accordance with the requirements of the 
Planning Act. The purpose of this meeting is for Committee Members to 

APPROVAL BLOCK 
DE& DS__________ 
MPP____________ 
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formally hear and receive public comments. The intent of this statutory 
public planning meeting is to receive public feedback and incorporate it into 
a recommendation report from Staff. 
 
The subject land is identified on the attached Location Map (Attachment #1). 
Site Details for the subject land: 
 

Site Review Description 
Site Location 1437 & 1455 Mudcat Road; located on the 

north side of Mudcat Road, west of Country 
Charm Drive and east of Phillipston Road 

Site Size ~46 Hectares 
Present Use(s) Agriculture with two dwellings 
Proposed Use Severed Parcel: Agriculture & dwelling 

Retained Parcel: Single detached dwelling 
Belleville Official Plan Designation Agricultural 
Present Zone Category Prime Agriculture (PA) Zone & Rural (RU) 

Zone 
Proposed Zone Category Prime Agriculture (PA-56) & Rural 

Residential (RR) Zone 
Land uses to the north Agriculture 
Land uses to the east Agriculture 
Land uses to the south Agriculture 
Land uses to the west Agriculture 
 
In support of the application, the following was submitted: 
 

• Lot survey. 
 

This document has been available for public review at the Planning 
Department and is included with this report as Attachment #2.  
 
Proposal 
 
The Applicant proposes to rezone the subject lands from Prime Agriculture 
(PA) Zone and Rural (RU) Zone to Rural Residential (RR) Zone for the small 
retained lot and Prime Agriculture (PA-56) Zone with special provisions to 
prohibit future severances on the larger severed lot as a condition of consent 
for application B8/19.   
 
Provincial Policy Statement 
 
Municipalities are required to ensure all decisions related to land use 
planning matters shall be consistent with the Provincial Policy Statement. 

Planning Staff will consider the following policies in the PPS: 

2.3.1 Prime agricultural areas shall be protected for long-term use for 
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agriculture. 

2.3.3.1 In prime agricultural areas, permitted uses and activities are: 
agricultural uses, agriculture-related uses and on-farm 
diversified uses. 

Proposed agriculture-related uses and on-farm diversified uses 
shall be compatible with, and shall not hinder, surrounding 
agricultural operations. Criteria for these uses may be based on 
guidelines developed by the Province or municipal approaches, 
as set out in municipal planning documents, which achieve the 
same objectives. 

2.3.3.2 In prime agricultural areas, all types, sizes and intensities of 
agricultural uses and normal farm practices shall be promoted 
and protected in accordance with provincial standards. 

2.3.4.1 Lot creation in prime agricultural areas is discouraged and may 
only be permitted for: 

a) agricultural uses, provided that the lots are of a size 
appropriate for the type of agricultural use(s) common in 
the area and are sufficiently large to maintain flexibility for 
future changes in the type or size of agricultural 
operations; 

b) agriculture-related uses, provided that any new lot will be 
limited to a minimum size needed to accommodate the use 
and appropriate sewage and water services; 

c) a residence surplus to a farming operation as a result of 
farm consolidation, provided that: 

1. the new lot will be limited to a minimum size needed to 
accommodate the use and appropriate sewage and water 
services; and 

2. the planning authority ensures that new residential 
dwellings are prohibited on any remnant parcel of farmland 
created by the severance. The approach used to ensure 
that no new residential dwellings are permitted on the 
remnant parcel may be recommended by the Province, or 
based on municipal approaches which achieve the same 
objective; and 

d) infrastructure, where the facility or corridor cannot be 
accommodated through the use of easements or rights-of-
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way. 

2.3.4.2  Lot adjustments in prime agricultural areas may be permitted for 
legal or technical reasons. 

2.3.4.3  The creation of new residential lots in prime agricultural areas 
shall not be permitted, except in accordance with policy 
2.3.4.1(c). 

Official Plan 

The current Official Plan was adopted by City Council on June 18, 2001 and 
approved by the Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing on January 7, 
2002.  Since 2002, a significant number of new and updated policies and 
legislation have occurred at the provincial level. The City is currently 
undertaking a Municipal Comprehensive Review and update to the policies of 
the Official Plan to ensure they comply with current provincial policies and 
legislation.  The City will have to comply with the province’s new legislation, 
regulations, and policies when updating the Official Plan. 
 
Planning Staff will use the policies within the Official Plan to make a 
recommendation. The land is designated "Agricultural" in the City’s Official 
Plan (See Attachment #3 – Official Plan Designation Map).  
 
Policies that will be considered include: 
 

• A consent to enable disposal of a surplus dwelling created through the 
consolidation of lands may be permitted, as would a technical 
severance to correct a lot boundary, provided that: 

o inappropriate fragmentation of agricultural land is not promoted; 
and 

o the Provincial minimum distance separation formulae has been 
met. 

 
Zoning By-law 
 
The subject lands are currently zoned Prime Agriculture (PA) Zone and Rural 
(RU) Zone under Zoning By-Law 3014. The applicant is proposing to rezone 
the severed parcel to Prime Agriculture (PA-56) Zone with special provisions 
to prohibit future severances and the retained portion to Rural Residential 
(RR) Zone.  
 
Public Comments 
 
On May 13, 2019 a written notice and location map was mailed by first class 
mail to all registered owners of land within 120 metres of the subject 
property.  The notice provided information that a public meeting was 
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scheduled for June 3, 2019. 
 
Similarly, a sign was placed on the subject lands notifying the general public 
that a public meeting was scheduled for May 3, 2019. 
 
Both the notice and sign state that additional information is available in the 
City’s planning files for review by any member of the public during business 
hours. 
 
At the time of writing this report, no correspondence from the public has 
been received by the City regarding this application. 
 
Staff and Agency Comments 
 
External Agency Circulation  
 
The subject application was circulated for comment to the Algonquin & 
Lakeshore Catholic School Board, the Hastings & Prince Edward District 
School Board, Hastings and Prince Edward Health Unit, Bell Canada, Canada 
Post, Ontario Power Generation, Union Gas, Elexicon Energy, Hydro One, 
TransCanada Pipeline, Enbridge Pipelines, Trans-Northern Pipelines, MPAC, 
Quinte Conservation and the Health Unit. 
 
Elexicon Energy have provided correspondence and they have no concerns. 
 
At the time of writing this report, no other comments or concerns have been 
received regarding this application. 
 
Internal Department Circulation  
 
The subject application was circulated for comment to the Belleville Fire 
Department, Belleville Police Service, the Development Engineer, the 
General Manager of Transportation & Operations Department, General 
Manager of Environmental Services, the Director of Recreation, Culture and 
Community Services, the Manager of Parks & Open Spaces, the Chief 
Administrative Officer, the Manager of Economic & Strategic Initiatives, the 
City Clerk, and the Chief Building Official.  
 
The Development Engineer, Belleville Fire Department, Transportation & 
Operations Department, Environmental Services, and Parks & Open Spaces 
have provided correspondence and they have no concerns. 
 
At the time of writing this report, no other comments have been received 
regarding this application. 
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Considerations: 
 
Public 
 
Circulation to the public complies with the requirements of the Planning Act, 
R.S.O. 1990. 
 
Financial 
 
The fees of the application have been received by the City. 
 
Impact on and input from other Departments/Sources 
 
Circulation of this application to other departments/agencies has occurred. 
 
Strategic Plan Alignment 

The City of Belleville’s Strategic Plan identifies nine strategic themes 
including Residential Development and Environment. 

Strategic objectives of the Residential Development theme include: 

• Plan for residential growth to meet our needs for 20 years and 
designate sufficient land in our planning documents to accommodate 
residential growth for 10 years; and 

• Provide for a variety of housing forms to reflect our changing 
demographics and need for affordability. 

 
Strategic objectives of the Environment theme include: 
 

• Preserve prime agricultural lands and support the development of 
viable agricultural activities. 

Conclusion: 
 
Comments received at this public meeting, as well as subsequent written 
comments will be considered by the Engineering and Development Services 
Department in analysis of the application received to amend the City of 
Belleville Zoning By-law 3014. A recommendation report will be brought 
forward upon receipt of all agency and public comments. 
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Respectfully submitted 

 
____________________________  
Thomas Deming, CPT 
Planner, Policy Planning 
Engineering and Development Services Department 
 
 
Attachments 
 
Attachment #1 –   Location Map 
Attachment #2 –  Survey Plan 
Attachment #3 - Official Plan Designation Map 
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City Council Planning 

- 5 -                       

  June 3, 2019

            March 6, 2017 

Committee Minutes 

  

“The property is  located on the east side of Wilkie Street, south of 
Dundas Street East, which is municipally known as 9 & 13 Wilkie 
Street. The property has approximately 21.8 metres of frontage 
on Wilkie Street. The Applicant requests a rezoning of the subject 
lands from Open Space (O2-1) Zone to Open Space (O2-4) Zone 
with special provisions to recognize the existing dwelling units on 
the properties. In the Official Plan, the subject land is designated 
as ‘Open Space’.” 

Mark Glassford, owner appeared on behalf of the application. 

No other persons responded to the Chair’s call upon those 
wishing to speak either for or against the application. 

Moved by Councillor Sandison 
Seconded by Councillor Culhane 

THAT the “Mark Glassford” Planning Application be 
referred to the Regular Planning Meeting for further 
consideration. 

- CARRIED-

3.4 NOTICE OF COMPLETE APPLICATION AND INTRODUCTORY 
PUBLIC MEETING FOR APPLICATION FOR PROPOSED 
AMENDMENT TO ZONING BY-LAW NUMBER 3014, AS 
AMENDED – 1437 & 1455 MUDCAT ROAD, FORMER 
TOWNSHIP OF THURLOW, NOW CITY OF BELLEVILLE, 
COUNTY OF HASTINGS  
FILE NUMBER:    B-77-1085 
APPLICANT: CLINT HAMILTON 
OWNER: ROBERT ROLLINS  

At the request of the Chair, the Manager of Policy Planning 
described the subject application as follows: 

 “The property located north of Mudcat Road, east of Country 
Charm Drive, and west of Phillipston Road, which is municipally 
known as 1437 & 1455 Mudcat Road.  The property has 
approximately 376 metres of frontage on Mudcat Road. The 
Applicant requests a rezoning of the subject lands from Prime 
Agriculture (PA) Zone and Rural (RU) Zone to Rural Residential 
(RR) Zone and to Prime Agriculture (PA-56) Zone with special 
provisions to prohibit future severances as a condition of Consent 
for Application B8/19. In the Official Plan, the subject land is 
designated as ‘Agricultural’.” 
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City Council Planning 

- 6 -                       

  June 3, 2019

            March 6, 2017 

Committee Minutes 

  

No persons responded to the Chair’s call upon those wishing to 
speak either for or against the application. 

Moved by Councillor Kelly 
Seconded by Councillor Williams 

THAT the “Clint Hamilton” Planning Application 
be referred to the Regular Planning Meeting for 
further consideration. 

-CARRIED-

4. ADJOURNMENT

Moved by Councillor Kelly 
Seconded by Councillor Culhane 

THAT the Public Meeting be adjourned. 

-CARRIED- 
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Planning Advisory 

3 

June 3, 2019 Committee Minutes 

6.2 NOTICE OF COMPLETE APPLICATION AND INTRODUCTORY 
PUBLIC MEETING FOR APPLICATION FOR PROPOSED 
AMENDMENT TO ZONING BY-LAW NUMBER 10245, AS 
AMENDED – 9-11 & 13 WILKIE STREET, CITY OF BELLEVILLE, 
COUNTY OF HASTINGS  
FILE NUMBER:    B-77-1084 
OWNER/APPLICANT: MARK GLASSFORD  

The Planning Advisory Committee considered the “Mark Glassford” 
Planning Application in light of the Public Meeting.  

Moved by Councillor Sandison 
Seconded by Councillor Kelly 

THAT Report No. PP-2019-42 dated June 3, 2019 
regarding Notice of Complete Application and 
Introductory Public Meeting for Application for 
Proposed Amendment to Zoning By-law Number 
10245, as amended – 9-11 & 13 Wilkie Street, City of 
Belleville, County of Hastings be received as 
information; and 

THAT Staff report back at such time as input from the 
public, commenting agencies, and municipal 
departments has been received, assessed, and 
addressed to the satisfaction of the Engineering and 
Development Services Department. 

-CARRIED-

6.3 NOTICE OF COMPLETE APPLICATION AND INTRODUCTORY 
PUBLIC MEETING FOR APPLICATION FOR PROPOSED 
AMENDMENT TO ZONING BY-LAW NUMBER 3014, AS 
AMENDED – 1437 & 1455 MUDCAT ROAD, FORMER 
TOWNSHIP OF THURLOW, NOW CITY OF BELLEVILLE, 
COUNTY OF HASTINGS  
FILE NUMBER:    B-77-1085 
APPLICANT: CLINT HAMILTON 
OWNER: ROBERT ROLLINS 

The Planning Advisory Committee considered the “Clint Hamilton” 
Planning Application in light of the Public Meeting.  
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Planning Advisory 

4 

June 3, 2019 Committee Minutes 

Moved by Councillor Sandison 
Seconded by John Baltutis 

THAT Report No. PP-2019-43 dated June 3, 2019 
regarding Notice of Complete Application and 
Introductory Public Meeting, Application for Proposed 
Amendment to Zoning By-law Number 3014, as 
amended – 1437 and 1455 Mudcat Road, Former 
Township of Thurlow, now City of Belleville, County of 
Hastings be received as information; and, 

THAT Staff report back at such time as input from the 
public, commenting agencies, and municipal 
departments has been received, assessed, and 
addressed to the satisfaction of the Engineering and 
Development Services Department. 

-CARRIED-

7. REPORTS

7.1 RECOMMENDATION REPORT FOR PROPOSED 
AMENDMENT TO ZONING BY-LAW NUMBER 3014, AS 
AMENDED, 4807 OLD HIGHWAY 2, CITY OF BELLEVILLE, 
COUNTY OF HASTINGS  
FILE NUMBER:    B-77-1080 
APPLICANT/OWNER: RAY & JEAN O’NEILL 

Moved by David Joyce 
Seconded by Paul Jennings 

THAT the Planning Advisory Committee recommends 
the following to City Council:  

THAT Application B-77-1080 to amend Zoning By-law 
Number 3014, as amended, for land described as 
4807 Old Highway 2, Belleville, County of Hastings, 
be APPROVED as follows: 

THAT Zoning By-law Number 3014, as amended, be 
amended by rezoning the severed parcel from Prime  
Agriculture (PA) Zone to Rural Residential (RR) Zone 
and the retained parcel from Prime Agriculture (PA) 
Zone to Rural (RU) Zone to fulfil a condition of 
consent for application B9/19. 

-CARRIED- 
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	d. site grading plan, including pre-development and final scenarios;
	e. requirements for the long-term maintenance of all proposed erosion and stormwater facilities and construction details relating to these conditions.
	a) to cause to be carried out the works referred to in Condition 10;
	b) to design and implement on-site erosion and sediment control, in order to meet the requirements of the City of Belleville;
	c) to maintain all stormwater management and erosion and sedimentation control structures operating and in good repair, in a manner satisfactory to the City of Belleville.
	17. That prior to final approval of the plan, appropriate zoning shall be in effect for all the lands in the proposed subdivision.
	18. That the Owner and all encumbrancers (mortgagees) shall enter into a subdivision agreement with the City of Belleville. Without limiting the generality of the foregoing, the Owner shall agree in writing to satisfy all the requirements, financial a...
	19. That the subdivision agreement between the Owner and the City of Belleville shall be registered against the lands to which it applies once the plan of subdivision has been registered.
	20. That the Owner shall agree in the subdivision agreement that no building permits will be applied for or issued until the City of Belleville is satisfied that adequate road access, municipal water supply, hydro service, sanitary sewers, and storm d...
	21. That prior to final approval, the City of Belleville is advised by letter by Canada Post how Condition No. 15 has been satisfied.
	22. That prior to final approval, the City of Belleville is advised by letter by Bell how Condition No. 16 has been satisfied.
	NOTES TO DRAFT APPROVAL
	1. Measurements
	All measurements in subdivision final plans must be presented in metric units.
	2. Clearing Conditions
	Clearance is required from the following agencies:
	c) Red-Line Revisions
	Further red-line revisions to the draft plan may be required to incorporate changes required through the review and approval of studies and plans yet to be finalized and approved by the City of Belleville.
	d) Registration
	We suggest that you make yourself aware of:
	e) Final Registration
	g) Development Charges
	That the payment of development charges will be required prior to the issuance of any building permits for any lots in the subdivision, in accordance with the City of Belleville's Development Charges By-law.
	h) Lapsing
	This draft plan approval expires on July 8, 2022 if all the conditions contained herein are not satisfied by that date.  The Owner shall apply for any extension at least 60 days prior to the lapsing date and such request for an extension shall not be ...
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	The Owner agrees that, at any time or from time to time, employees or agents of the Municipality may, in the Municipality’s sole discretion, enter the subject lands for the purpose of making emergency repairs to any of the sanitary sewers, water mains...
	iii. Use of Private Services by Municipality
	The Owner agrees that the Municipality or other authorized persons may use any of the Private Services acting as agent for the Owner, for the purposes for which they are designed.  Such entry and repairing shall not be deemed an acceptance of any of t...
	iv. Liability of Owner
	1.  The Owner covenants and agrees personally and on behalf of its successors and assigns that it shall be responsible for all required actions, works, costs, and expenses with respect to the use, operation, maintenance, repair, replacement and altera...
	2. Notwithstanding the sale of any part or all of the subject lands the Owner shall remain bound by all obligations, covenants and agreements whatsoever created by this Agreement, and shall remain jointly and severally liable therefore to the Municipa...
	v. Building Permits
	The Municipality may refuse the issuance of a building permit for any structure or parcel, if in the sole and unfettered opinion of the Municipality:
	1. the Owner is in default of any of the provisions of this Agreement;
	2. suitable access has not been provided by the Owner for vehicular traffic for the structure or parcel;
	3. all applicable Laws have not been complied with.
	vi. Occupancy Requirements
	1. The Owner hereby agrees that no structure or parcel erected shall be occupied for any purpose whatsoever until:
	a. the completion of the structure as required by the Building Code Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. B.13, as amended; and
	b. the structure has been completed in accordance with the plans and specifications submitted with the building permit; and
	c. the Private Services have been installed and are operative; and
	d. the road from Farnham Road to and including the block on which the building is located, has been completed to the satisfaction of the Manager of Approvals; and
	e. any other matter or thing being a requirement of this Agreement, with respect to compliance with any Applicable Laws.
	2. The Owner hereby covenants and agrees to advise any purchaser of any parcel of tied land in the proposed Common Element Condominium or any part of the subject lands of the requirements pertaining to occupancy certificates as herein contained, and h...
	3. The Municipality may refuse to issue an occupancy certificate if:
	a. The Owner is in default of any of the provisions of this Agreement.
	b. Private Services have not been installed, operative and available to the structure or parcel of tied land.
	c. Suitable access for vehicular traffic for the parcel of tied land has not been provided by the Owner or is not continuing to be provided by the Owner, including secondary access if required by the Municipality, and for the purposes of this paragrap...
	d. The Owner has not furnished the Municipality with satisfactory evidence that the Private Services have been installed as required by the Municipality.
	e. 1. the installation of an electric distribution system to adequately service the lands, parcels and all structures to be erected on the lands has been completed;
	2. all fees, charges and costs required to be paid to the applicable electricity provider to provide for such a system have been paid; and
	3. the conveyance of all easements or lands or the execution of all agreements required by the said provider in connection with electric services for the lands, parcels and structures to be erected has been completed.
	g. the structure has not been constructed in accordance with all plans in respect of which a building permit has been issued and in compliance with the Building Code Act, R.S.O. 1190, c. B.13, as amended, or in the opinion of the Chief Building Offici...
	h. the driveways and parking areas serving the parcel or structure are not constructed to a standard which will facilitate vehicular traffic as may be required by the Municipality.
	i. all applicable Laws have not been complied with.
	6. That the following clauses have been included in all offers of purchase and sale and to the extent permissible under the Condominium Act, the disclosure statement and the Condominium Agreement which must be registered on title against all parcels o...
	The Purchasers are advised that:
	a. all “Private Services” are under the private ownership and responsibility of the condominium corporation and comprise part of the common elements and that all required actions, work, costs and expenses with respect to the use, operation, maintenanc...
	b. their properties may be subject to any necessary and required easements, rights-of-way or blanket easements in favour of the condominium corporation or utility service providers or the Municipality as may be required for inspection, monitoring, rep...
	c. all Private Services shall be and remain at all times under the separate ownership of the Condominium Corporation.  The Condominium Corporation shall:
	 be responsible for the regular maintenance, repair and upkeep of the Private Services and,
	 such Private Services are to form part of the common elements comprising the condominium.
	d.  the Corporation of the City of Belleville is not responsible in any manner whatsoever with respect to the maintenance, repair or upkeep of such Private Services.
	e. all costs and expenses associated with the construction, establishment, maintenance, repair and upkeep of such Private Services are the responsibility of the Condominium Corporation and the owners of the Parcels of Tied Land.
	f. that access rights/easements shall be reserved and maintained for the Condominium Corporation and the Municipality for those purposes set out in paragraph 5.e. above.
	7. Prior to registration of any Condominium Plan and Condominium Declaration and prior to occupancy of any structure or parcel the Municipality shall be in receipt of written confirmation from the Owner’s solicitor that those provisions contained in C...
	NOTES TO DRAFT APPROVAL

	1. Measurement
	All measurements in the final condominium plans must be presented in metric units.
	3. Registry Act
	The final plans for Registration must be in conformity with Ontario Regulation 43/96, as amended, under the Registry Act.  The condominium plan for registration must be in conformity with Ontario Regulation 43/96 as amended, under the Registry Act.
	5. Further revisions to the draft plan may be required to incorporate changes required through the review and approval of studies and plans yet to be finalized and approved by the City of Belleville.
	6. Development Charges
	That the payment of development charges will be required prior to the issuance of any building permits for any lots in the subdivision, in accordance with the City of Belleville's Development Charges By-law.
	7. Lapsing
	This draft plan approval expires on July 8, 2022 if all the conditions contained herein are not satisfied by that date.  The Owner shall apply for any extension at least 60 days prior to the lapsing date and such request for an extension shall not be ...
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