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1.0 Purpose and Background
This document describes the proposed “old Scottish Village” style community of Port Glasgow by

Seaside Waterfront Developments Inc. — “Seaside”, and to provide a land use planning rationale
for the approval of the development applications, comprising:

1. Adraft plan of subdivision

2. Adraft plan of common elements plan of condominium, and ......

3. The associated amendment to the Zoning Bylaw for the Municipality of West Elgin. (WE).

The Report and applications and Report follow up on the Council resolution from West Elgin which
reads as follows.



This Report contains land use planning, engineering, traffic impact and natural heritage
components and provides an update of previous Reports as follows:

a) Pre-consultation Planning Report, May 2008;
b) Policy Review and Analysis Report, November 2008,
c) Pre-consultation Planning Report, March 2009, which included:

A refined Community Concept Plan which constitutes the ‘vision” and ultimate
development for Port Glasgow on Lot 6;

A Draft Plan of Subdivision concept for Lot 6 which includes lands owned by Seaside
Waterfront Developments Inc.

A revised description of the yield of housing, commercial floor space and
population;

A more detailed policy analysis of the “Lakeshore Area” land use designation of the
local Official Plan, showing conformity with it;

A more detailed policy analysis of the Provincial Policy Statement demonstrating
consistency with it.

This Background Technical Appendices to the March 2009 -Pre-consultation Report are reprinted
and submitted with the applications because it contains an enormous amount of Study that has
been undertaken and is still relevant. In addition, there have been further technical studies
completed as a response to the MMAH pre-consultation summary letter of Aug. 7, 2009, and
these have been placed as Appendices in the back of this Report. The table of contents lists the
additional studies. The MMAH letter is contained in Appendix B for convenience.

There have been numerous and significant meetings/discussions that have occurred and have
assisted in the preparation of this Planning Report, as follows:

Pre-consultation Meeting with MMAH — June 17, 2008 and December 17, 2008
Public meeting for the beginning of the Environmental Assessment (EA) Study on
Sanitary Servicing as well as unveiling of the Community Plan Vision by Seaside—
September 4, 2008

West Elgin Council meeting on January 22, 2009 to provide update and status
report on Environmental Assessment Study for the sanitary sewage collection and
treatment system.

Public meeting for the Screening Report as part of the EA process - March 5, 2009
Pre-consultation meeting with MMAH and WE — May 1, 2009

Meetings with local groups such as the Port Glasgow Yacht Club and the Chamber
of Commerce in April thru September 2010

Meetings and discussion with Twp. of West Elgin Council, staff and its’ Planning
Consultant, Community Planners Inc.

The major issues that have consumed significant amounts of time were:



1. The need to be able to provide municipal services to the new community and hence the
Environmental Assessment (EA) Study;

2. The EA Study concluded that the waste water treatment plan would be private and
therefore financed, constructed and maintained by the new development. The preliminary
engineering and feasibility was carried out and discussed in section 8 of this Report.

3. The private waste water plant being recommended brought forth the matter of setting us
the a organizational structure that had to be defined for the new community, to ensure
that ongoing future ownership and maintenance responsibilities were taken into account;

4. The Vision for the new community of Port Glasgow includes a “downtown” along Haven’s
Lake Road and a need to study the future right-of-way evolved in order to determine the
lands that were not needed as part of the right-of-way that could be a part of the
downtown. Possible title transfer had to be examined carefully.

2.0 Location and Context

See Figure 1 — Location Plan. The general location of the subject lands located is in the southwest
guadrant of Gray Line and Furnival Road (County Road #103) in the Municipality of West Elgin and
in the County of Elgin. It is also described as PART OF LOT 6 - CONCESSION XIV. The 24 ha (60
acre) site is generally shown by the red square on Figure 1. “Havens Lake Road” is within Lot 6
and is a north — south local road extending south from Gray Line, accessing the marina, the
harbour and beach lands of Port Glasgow, and the mouth of Sixteen Mile Creek where it flows into
Lake Erie. The site is topographically diverse with areas of agriculture fields on the table lands,
mixed with wooded ravines and valley lands along the Sixteen Mile Creek. These features
together with its’ views and vistas over Lake Erie make it highly desirable for residential and
tourism development.

Figure 1 — Location Plan



Earlier reports and proposal included Lots 4 and 5 to the west of Lot 6. Lots 4 and 5 are now not
included in the Seaside proposed development nor contained in the applications being submitted
for approval. Most of the westerly abutting LOT 5 is owned by James Howard Culligan and other
principles of another company, Waterfront Development Inc. LOT 4 lands have since been
divested.

Land uses surrounding the Seaside holdings on Lot 6 are described.

e To the North, agricultural field crops and wooded ravines. No livestock operations prevail
and no barns or agricultural buildings exist within a 1 km distance of the Seaside lands with
the exception of the buildings that are part of the nusery-tree farm, later on described in
Section 11.

e To the East, the upper residential enclave of Port Glasgow along Furnival Road and Douglas
Street together with two trailer parks (Port Glasgow Trailer Park and Lakewood Trailer
Park) exist together with a the public park (“Memorial”).

e Tothe West, wooded ravines and agricultural fields and a rural residence exists.
e To the South, Lake Erie shoreline including the Port Glasgow Marina and public beach.

Please see Appendix A for a Photo file.

3.0 Activities and Tasks in 2008 thru 2010

The effort to bring this Project forward has been immense and has consumed proportionate
amounts of time since the MMAH pre-consultation summary of August 7, 2009 was issued. The
major tasks from that date are summarized, together with those major tasks of 2008 and up to
October 2010.

2010
January thru September 2010
e Surplus lands application along Havens Lake Road, and gaining Council’s resolution to
declare surplus lands and conditions for conveyance
e Commercial Block — Pre-consultation with West Elgin
e Sanitary Sewer and Waste Water Treatment Plan Preliminary Study
e Storm Water Management Plan Preliminary Study
e Tenure Structure — Draft Plan of Subdivision and Common Elements Condominium
e Requirements of the MOE and the Environmental Assessment Act and the Environmental
Protection Act
e Preparing Draft Plan applications and Plans
e Environmental Impact Study along west top of valley



e Butternut assessment
e Archaeological update

e Surplus lands along Havens Lake Road

e Traffic Impact Study

e Tenure Structure — Draft Plan of Subdivision and Condominium

e Sanitary Sewer and Waste Water Treatment Plan

e Marketing Research Event — Information and Open House on site

e Pre-consultation with the MMAH — meeting in May and letter received August
e Further archaeology study

e Environmental Assessment —and Report in February and public meeting in April
e Preparation of Pre-consultation Report for MMAH and WE

2008
e December — MMAH and WE pre-consultation meeting

e November — Policy Review Report
e October — EA started by Spriet
e May — Pre-consultation report — preliminary

4.0 The Port Glasgow Community Concept Plan and Vision

The VISION for the Seaside project is illustrated on the Port Glasgow Community Concept Plan
prepared for Lot 6 only. The Concept Plan contemplates a complete residential community with a
downtown, as illustrated in Figure 2, Community Concept Plan. The community would comprise
a seasonal and permanent population. The Downtown would build upon the natural features of
the Lake and beach and 16 mile Creek to enhance tourism. The urban design and architecture
would follows an “old Scottish Village” theme .

The Vision started with a DESIGN CHARETTE held in late 2007 in collaboration with the
Municipality. It is the basis of the Draft Plans later described. From the Charette, the vision for
the new Community of Port Glasgow was born. It will be founded on principles of providing a
healthy, livable and safe community environment, sustained by utilizing lands efficiently,
accommodating a range of housing types and tenures, mixed use and compact commercial and
residential built form, substantial social and recreational facilities and services, all the while
respecting the existing natural heritage and cultural features. The existing residence and their
perception of “community” would be respected. Sufficient and proper municipal service
infrastructure would be put in place as part of the Seaside Project.



Over one third of the entire community would be left in natural heritage open space and
conservation areas.

The new Community is intended to be complimentary to the existing marina, public beach and
trailer park communities that comprise part of the existing settlement of Port Glasgow.

The “Downtown” would include retail shops and restaurants, cafes, boutiques and other local and
tourist service uses. Part of the lands for the Downtown are currently part of the very irregular —
shaped road allowance of Havens Lake Road. Negotiations have taken place between Seaside and
West Elgin to establish an ultimate 25 m wide road allowance which would enable the surplus
lands to be assembled with lands owned by Seaside to make viable mixed commercial residential
land development blocks. On September and October, 2010 Council passed a resolution and
adopted a bylaw to declare the lands surplus, and set down conditions for transfer. Seaside is
proceeding to act in accordance with the Bylaw to acquire the surplus lands. More on this matter
is described in Section 4.0. When Seaside obtains title to the surplus lands they would be added
to the Draft Plan of Subdivision during the approval process.

The Downtown will serve the local community but have amenities and services that will bring
people from afar to compliment the excellent natural beach and natural open space, all intended
to spur tourism, consistent with Local and County economic development strategies.

Out from the Core would be a variety of low and medium residential densities from single
detached to multiple attached dwellings together with parks, trails, boardwalks, beaches, and
major areas of conserved and protected natural open space. The scale and size of the Community
is an important determinant to the feasibility of such an energetic town-building project.

There is additional land space for development to the west of Havens Lake Road in the vicinity of
the existing public washroom facility. Should these lands come available in the future, a resort-
hotel/conference centre with additional retail shops, restaurants and amphitheatre for the
performing arts, are all possibilities in later stages of the development.

Research is being carried onto investigate sustainable community infrastructure such as
geothermal heat generation and wind turbine energy production, of which part of the site is zoned
to permit. A winery is planned for the area to augment the agri-tourism appeal of the area on the
Western leg of the Winery Trails from Niagara on the Lake along the historic Talbot Highway
route.



Figure 2 -- Community Concept Plan
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Figure 3 -- Subdivision Concept
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4.1 Design Features
The contemporary, sustainable and place making design of the proposed Plan of Subdivision - see
Figure 4 - requires explanation and the following points are of note.

There would be two entrances to the residential development, namely: Havens Lake Road
and Furnival Road. The one entrance from Furnival Road would have a Gateway Street
entering to a 4-way intersection. The entry road allowances would be 25 m in width with
gateway features, a centerline landscaped median and trees. The Havens Lake Road
entrance would have gateway entrance features and landscaping as well.

Single detached residential lots are to be of different sizes based on approximate lot
frontage, and these would be as follows:

= 13.5 m (45 feet) - wide lots

= 15 m (50 feet) — wide lots in the central portion east of Havens Lake Road and the
west side of Havens Lake Road

= 18 m (60 feet) - wide lots in the south portion and east of Havens Lake Road and
some on the west side of Havens Lake Road, overlooking Lake Erie.

Along the frontages of Gray Line and Furnival Road are proposed multi-family attached
dwelling units, held as a, freehold street townhomes, cluster townhouse or quadraplex —
vacant land condominium units” or rentals. To promote enhanced built form design, front
placement and orientation of buildings within ornamented landscaped gardens are
intended. Vehicular parking to each unit will be in the rear yards or garages. The
conceptual building design of the multi-family quad units would be two 1 storey dwellings
on the ground floor and two 2-storey dwelling units on the 2" and 3" floors, for a total of
4 units and three storeys in height. Other attached forms of housing are proposed as well,
such as conventional “street townhouses” and “cluster townhouses”.

The Street Network of internal roads is proposed to be mostly 16 m wide private rights-
of-way. These streets would be private streets owned and maintained by the Common
Elements Condominium Corporation.

At the intersection of Furnival Road and Gray Line would be a Neighbourhood Community
Commercial Centre comprising a full indoor and outdoor recreation centre of swimming
pool, tennis court, squash and racquet ball courts, fitness centre, games rooms, local retail
and retail service uses, all based on Village Centre design principles. Because of its
strategic gateway location and intersection location it is expected that certain components
would serve passing traffic and the existing residential population in the Douglas Street
area and the two Trailer Parks. The ground floor area of the Neighbourhood Centre would



be about 600 m2. This site and facility would be a common element of the CEC
corporation.

e A full and extensive walkway-pedestrian and multi-use trail system is contemplated.
Walkways/sidewalks are proposed on one side of all streets.

e The Downtown would be a “ traditional main-street” along Havens Lake Road. At the
outset a commercial block is proposed at the foot of Havens Lake Road on the east side.
This is proposed to be a 3-storey 15000 m2 (total gfa) building accommodating retail,
restaurant and pub uses on the ground floor and tourist accommodation above. The
ultimate main-street would be a 25 m right-of-way with parallel parking and two through
lanes with a 3 m wide centerline landscaped median. Sidewalks would be a generous 4m
width. See Figure 6 and 7.

Ultimately, mixed use commercial residential buildings of 3 storeys in height would include
B&Bs, live-work places, cafes, restaurants, boutiques and specialty shops etc.

4.2 Lands not owned by Seaside in the Harbour Area

There is additional land space for development to the west of Havens Lake Road in and around the
harbour. As noted previously, these lands are included in the overall Community Concept Plan —
the Vision.

These lands becoming available in the future, would enhance the design and function of the
“downtown” and the entire Port Glasgow Community. Along Havens Lake Road more retail stores
and services could be accommodated to realize the Downtown element. West of Havens Lake
Road around the harbour, a site could be established for a resort-hotel/conference centre with
additional retail shops, restaurants and amphitheatre for the performing arts. The location of
these uses would have to be reconciled with the existing and expanding uses of the harbor and
marina/yacht club. These are to be born mind for later, more mature stages, in the development
of the Port Glasgow Community.



Figure 4 — Draft Plan of Subdivision
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Figure 5 -- Draft Plan of Common
Elements Condominium



GRAY LINE (ORIGINAL ROAD ALLOWANCE BETWEEN CONCESSIONS 13 and 14) N— 252676 \ J
—— N4632'00"E 383.045 —— = 22.125 230.551 ——
= 282.1 > ’ o 98.6 SILVER CLAY LINE
no / S —
28 > 750 — S 3 3 3
S-- X (. e
i BLOCK 15 PSS BLOCK 16 - . ® : .
3 © e 15 18 g ¢ 3 S :
5 o | = N
vm .“_ mm - ___M mhgox NQ W M NEW W m
“ﬁ “_ 3 GLASGOW
i M TALBOT LINE
- | Q __ 3.0 w m
] S i 1 X
S © /o= g S 2
2 < o o ) o 3 —— SUBJECT
M O o/ W I3y ® ~ LANDS
N © Q %uu\ | Q ._ nw ﬁ—y Q GRAY LINE
(9] ] < | =
| & A EIRENIE 366 = e § -
! S / - r
] IS -. PORT
103.42 w\ . nﬁv a 4 125.70 A:u f CLASCOW LAKE ERIE K
Sf 1 Q \* o 7
BLOCK 4 s o/ 8 é il & BLOCK 7 S A KEY MAP
oo § 0 o <3
Ry 118.013 <
[ A 3 G
,/ / o -
o \ ) © 2 Mo
AL \% ! & - DRAFT PLAN OF PROPOSED
> \
s 6.0 QM & COMMON ELEMENT CONDOMINIUM
ol - 2 Q 3 OF PART OF
5|2 o 0 > T = BLOCKS 1 and 2
v ™ . (9]
2 3 = $ § o1 PLAN 44M—-XX
mnu X = IN THE
Q
S S = MUNICIPALITY OF WEST ELGIN
>0 AN 3 = Qi COUNTY OF ELGIN
F= 1 2a N > N A B W i3
P VA ; < = SCALE  1:1000
, n0u6 m 0 _r/_ 0 4 8 1216 20 40 60 METRES
o . x o e : A
8 5 :
SN 104.22 R 80.28 _
= S 2 S NA_ McNEIL SURVEYING LIMITED
X ) S S = ONTARIO LAND SURVEYORS
R S BLOCK 7 S S BLOCK 14 S _M =
N 35.000 R 2 =
s BLOCK 1 —J - T < o2t S
2 T °
LOCKk 5 R O
16 8 3
-0 3 AN DISTANCES SHOWN ON THIS PLAN ARE IN METRES AND
m %“ METRIC: CAN BE CONVERTED TO FEET BY DIVIDING BY 0.3048.
©
FIAN mf AmthA 13 Y - XX <% =~
=] W
- ] 3 % =
N %+ : P
X 38.0 : o 3
R N NOT PART OF THIS PLAN S| 160 |° v
oAV 4 N a| 760 N 3
co N/ I} Q Moo
N © k  N461530"E SCHEDULE OF LAND USE
> h OO 2 H 5182 SITE AREA = 12.573 Ha.
3 N ;) W . + 7350 = TOTAL NUMBER OF BLOCKS = 17
Y Q .. 46.9 Mo &|' N463150E| =
z L/ . s 3530 Bx
W ) | : « BLOCK 7 2 S NN
¥ / I I = I
Q 0 | _ _ Z
~ ~ i __. _ 16.0 39.9 .’- N46°'31°30"E  49.920 \ ‘
Q \ 18.288
N _ _ N46731°30"E ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REQUIRED UNDER
5 A, ) s _ Q SECTION 51(17) OF THE PLANNING ACT
O o Sx o RS
2 ﬂKu : S S, Yo -~ ~ m D — PROPOSED USES: RESIDENTIAL
Q o | _WJ I 3 I \'g E — ADJOINING USES — RESIDENTIAL, AGRICULTURAL, FUTURE DEVELOPMENT
& N . B - oL H — WATER SUPPLY: WELL & PUMP STATION
d3 o . _ _ ‘ ~ S | - SOILS: CLAYEY SILT TILL
! M e - : w [ = N4534'45"E  58.013 = Pp AN 1R B4dT T a A/n_ K — MUNICIPAL SERVICES: SEPTIC SYSTEM, STORM PONDS PER SITE PLAN
) > X : = i
/S o3 = N
\ K o.o S v gx £ M
\ S 2 10
R? o U Wy 0
- - ! W AVn AKn 10J \ % R
\/\J\,/\\/*ﬁ. rJrJ\\J\_/\ 34.6 I 3 S 8 U
f\r\N <f\rlr\1r\1‘f\~ v o s 0 M ﬂ S F
S 2 g 3
-~ VA \s.
3 « BLOCK 17 S 3 _ S an e s \ NOTES:
.b. A & DOUGLAS STREET 1) BEARINGS AND DISTANCES SHOWN HEREON ARE REFERRED TO
S 5 % 8, { 16.0 PLANS 11R—8812 and 11R—8813.
ﬂ@.# Q\O. O 3 m
%0.2 008  r? Y S \ _
g 3
K2 ' a 3 9 R
m—\o © N _.& @ T 46 i<l K7 7 =
w - ...v.muu m “ $ W W to N/ 00 “Z- w I —
~ = (o) S Ly 0 3 <!
] NA.mw@muo._m 7&@ - m & SRS 19 % 3
G e LA D N 3 N UNIT DEFINITION:
S e N S S PART 3, THE MONUMENTS CONTROLLING THE EXTENT AND LOCATIONS OF THE UNITS
S - \ & 20'00" A
133.0 5 226 ~ PN SHII x \ N46°32'00"E _ PiAN 1RG4 7 ARE THE VERTICAL PLANES ESTABLISHED BY MEASUREMENT AND WITNESSED
G| S 37000 =— BY THE MONUMENTS SHOWN AND ARE DESCRIBED IN SCHEDULE ‘C’ OF THE
< o k% M " DECLARATION. THE UNITS HAVE NO UPPER OR LOWER LIMITATIONS.
9 mf.m % ey N47'53'25"F
) SaRT O ; g 8 ! = ! — 25.677 -=—
Q < | «—> -
M - /// _ W m QS
< MH oy | W_: S $
, ) _ ¥ g | &
T - | N _ 3————
BLOCK 2 R} v % N e
. R I | 8 T CERTIFICATE OF DECLARANT
& %.,m AR = Co _ S = < THIS IS TO CERTIFY THAT THE PROPERTY INCLUDED IN THIS PLAN HAS
S & 2 - Q 2 S & BEEN LAID OUT INTO UNITS AND COMMON ELEMENTS IN ACCORDANCE
s n o S 3 R WITH MY INSTRUCTIONS.
131.516 — | & S I ) . DATED AT STRATFORD, ONTARIO THIS DAY OF , 2010.
20’1 E” 3 N <
| N44°39 15°E ———————————— ) < rJ = — %
55.5 N WIRE " FENCE ! ] , M 3 ! s SEASIDE INC.
© o / \ [
= S { W
r ° % H_ = | AT _ _ _ | HAVE THE AUTHORITY
/ Q N4750°20"F 61.697 o — TO BIND THE CORPORATION
— HOWARD CULLIGAN
S — N N N PRESIDENT
N
()
K o AR ¥
- . 2
W) 0
NS m
™~ —
3 — McNEIL SURVEYING LIMITED
— g ONTARIO LAND SURVEYORS
4\ — — 160 ERIE STREET
ot 6 STRATFORD, ONTARIO, N5A 2M7
K 352 TEL: (519) 271-7952
pART FAX: (519) 271-3545
\ @ COPYRIGHT 2010, McNEIL SURVEYING LIMITED.
\ \ Cad File:  S: \McNeil Svy\97\9745\9745—DRAFT—COMMON.dwg _ COGO:  9745.asc
Drawn By: Sean McConnell | Checked By: K. Ketchum, O.L.S.|File No. 9745—6 (L)




5.0 The Condominium Structure for the new Community

5.1. Approvals

Development approvals of the draft plan of subdivision, the draft plan of common elements
condominium and the associated rezoning are being sought for that portion of LOT 6 which is
owned by Seaside

5.2 Development Needs for How Land is Held and Services Provided

A conventional plan of subdivision with freehold lots and blocks for residential buildings to be sold
and conveyed would be workable if the municipal services were available. Municipal water
services are available and currently serve the existing trailer parks and the residential enclave
along Douglas Line. However, there are no municipal sanitary treatment nor storm water
management facilities. The Municipality of West Elgin is not prepared to build and maintain a
Waste Water Treatment Plant (WWTP) or Storm Water Management Facilities (SWMF).

Therefore, other ways of providing these services are set out within a structure that relies on
creating a plan of subdivision with a common elements plan of condominium to own and manage
the supporting infrastructure. Another important feature in determining the ownership tenure
and structure of the town-building development project has been the outcome of discussions with
the Ministry of the Environment (MOE) whom approve such facilities through the granting of a
Certificate of Approval. MOE requires that there only be ONE owner of such major facilities as
WWTP and SWMFs, if they are to be privately owned. The Common Elements Condominium (CEC)
would accomplish this requirement. All lands being served by the CEC would become “parcels of
tithed land” (i.e. POTLs).

5.3 Organizational Structure
Proposed is a two-tier structure of Registered Plans, namely a Registered Plan of Subdivision (SEE
FIGURE 4) and a Registered Plan of Common Element Condominium -- CEC (SEE FIGURE 5).

The first tier is the I(Draft) PLAN OF SUBDIVISION - FIGURE 5 -- and would comprise:
1. 76 single detached lots

9 attached multi-family housing blocks

6 walkway blocks

3 servicing blocks

1 storm water management an open space block

1 community centre block

1 waste water treatment block

4 future development blocks

2 gateway feature blocks ( Havens Lake road entrance from Gray Line)

L ooNOU e WN

Each residential lot would become a Parcel of Tithed Land (POTL) to the CEC. Each residential lot
would pay management and maintenance fees to the CEC. Each standard or vacant land
condominium unit would pay a management and maintenance fee to its own condo corporation
and also each unit would pay a fee to the CEC corporation.



The second tier is the Plan of (Draft) COMMON ELEMENTS CONDOMINIUM - FIGURE 6 — and
would comprise:

1.

6.

The Waste Water Treatment Plant (WWTP) in the southwest portion of LOT 6 near Sixteen
Mile Creek — shown as Block 2;
The Storm water Management Facility (SWMF) including a pond in the valley lands of

Sixteen Mile Creek — shown to be within Block 1;

All new roads that serve the residential units, including the roadways, boulevards — shown
as Blocks 4, 7 and 14;

The common open spaces, such as the valley lands of Sixteen Mile Creek — shown as Block
1

Other community amenities, such as the community centre, tennis courts and swimming
pools —shown as Block 10;

Pedestrian walkways that link the residential blocks — shown as Blocks 3, 5, 6,9, 12 and 17.

A Common Elements Condominium (CEC )- would be the “one owner” and comprise of all the

common elements as above, thereby satisfying the MOE requirement of a “single” owner for
the WWTP and SWMF. The CEC would own and manage of the roads and services for all of the
new residential and related use development.

The third tier of governance structure (that is not part of the current applications) would be
the possibility of VACANT LAND CONDOMINIUMS (VLC) or STANDARD CONDOMINIUM (SC)
on residential development blocks within the Plan of Subdivision -- if Seaside chooses to have

this form of tenure rather than freehold ownership or rental. Each of the VLC Blocks would

require an application for approval of a (draft plan) vacant land condominium to MMAH.

Zoning would be in place simultaneously with, or be a condition of, the approval of Draft Plan
of Residential Subdivision. Each VLC would become a Parcel of Tithed Land (POTL) to the CEC.
Each VLC would pay condo fees to its’” own VLC corporation and would also pay fees to the CEC

corporation. The fees to each VLC would likely be very nominal, and be more significant to the

CEC as it would look after most of the infrastructure that the VLCs would rely on.

6.0 Development Yield and Ultimate Population

Table 1 tabulates the developable area and unit yields for the single detached residential, multi
residential and commercial development anticipated in the ultimate build out

of Seaside’s land holdings on Lot 6, excluding the Blocks of land that are considered “future
development” and would contribute to the lands for the Downtown and the southerly table lands
west of Douglas Line.



Table 1 — Land Use and Yield - Draft Plan of Subdivision (excluding future development blocks)

Land Use Lots/ # of Land Density/ Popula-
Blocks Dwelling area Commer ion
Units (ha) - cial
floor
space
RESIDENTIAL Lots 1 76 5.088 15 upha 228
SINGLE thru 76 Assumes
DETACHED 3 person
per unit
RESIDENTIAL Blocks 81 83 2.765 30 upha 166
QUADS AND thru 89 Assumes
TOWNHOUSES 2 persons
per unit
2236 m2 na
COMMUNITY Block 90 na 0.559 gfa on
CENTRE ground
Assumes 40% floor x 2
lot coverage storeys =
4472 m2
gfa
GATE Block 79-
ENTRANCE 80 na 0.020 na na
PEDESTRIAN Blocks 95
WALKWAYS thu 100 na 0.209 na na
ENGINEERING
SERVICING Blocks na 0.032 na na
BLOCKS FOR 101 thru
LOTS 103
WASTE WATER
TREATMENT Block 77 na 0.868 na na
CONSERVATION
and STORM Block 78 na 8.612 na na
WATER
MANAGEMENT
FUTURE
DEVELOPMENT Block 91 na 2.866 na na
BLOCKS thru 94




STREETS -
ACCESS

Blocks
104 thru
106

na

2.273

na

na

TOTAL

159

23.29

4472 m2

394

Net

residential

density

overall = 20

upha

159

7.978

Table 2 tabulates the “future development lands” with respect to commercial floor space, and
residential dwelling units. Assumptions are made as follows:

a) The public lands along the east and west sides of Havens Lake Road (HLR) that are beyond
the 25 m road allowance will be developed together with the future development blocks
91 thru 94, such that a Downtown would be created that would form developable blocks of

land approximately 35 m depth.

a. Onthe west side of HLR the frontage would be approximately 200 m frontage.

b. On the east side of HLR there would be two blocks with 200 and 100 m

(approximately) frontage.
Assumptions are made to permit coverage at 75%, in three storey buildings with the
ground floor being commercial and the upper two floors being residential apartment
units. Buildings with a depth of 23 m would be built to the street-line with some
parking and storage in the rear.
Assumptions are made to develop apartment units with an approximate gross floor

space of 100 m2 - about 10 m x 11m

b) The remainder of Block 91 would form the table lands and westerly slope, to be developed
for residential use (west of Douglas Line) and has a table land area of approximately 1.2 ha.
Again a density is assumed at 20 units per has which could be a combination of singles and
attached forms of housing on public or private streets.




Table 2 — Land Use and Yield -- Downtown and the other “Future

Development Blocks”

Upper two Residential
BLOCKS Developable Ground floors yield Population
AS block floor area of apartment Assumes1.5
SHOWN dimensions at 75% units person per
ON DRAFT (approximate) coverage unit
PLAN and area for
commercial
Blocks 92 150 mx35m 30 per floor x
and 93 — =5250 m2 3937 m2 2 storeys = 60 90
mixed use dwelling units
Blocks 91 225mx35m 45 per floor x
and 94 — =7875 m2 5906 m2 2 storeys =90 135
mixed use dwelling units
Blocks 91 50 dwelling 150 people
—table 1.2 ha units — —assuming
land assuming a a ppu of 3
density of 20
upha
total 25,125 m2 9843 m2 200 375
dwelling residents
units
Combining Tables 1 and 2, the yields area:
e Residential dwelling units = 359 ............... say 360
e Residential population ... =769 ............... say 770

e Commercial floor space .. =14,315 m2 (154,000 sq. ft)

The above excludes the separate commercial block being proposed for the south end of Havens
Lake Road — east side. This would yield approximately 1500 m2 additional commercial gfa.




Figure 6 -- Commercial Block
proposed — outside of Draft Plans
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Figure 7 -- Havens Lake Road
Surplus Lands



Grey Line

Haven’s Lake Road
Surplus Lands Proposal
Seaside lands
25m road allowance
Municipal lands

Seaside lands to be
deeded to town

AREA SUMMARY

Square metres Square feet

Municipal - East 6793
Municipal - West 2806
Subtotal 9599

Seaside - to be
deeded to town 305

73122
30207
103329

3280

0.08

TOTAL 9904

106609

2.45

“Haven’s Lake Road




7.0 Zoning and the Proposed Amendment Framework

The existing zoning is AGRICULTURE that does not permit the land uses contemplated by the
Vision and the Draft Plans. A new zoning framework is proposed. The framework is “generic” in
that the zone symbols may have to be adjusted to fit the Municipal Comprehensive Zoning Bylaw.

The following regulations are proposed as part of the proposed zoning amendment that would
accompany the application for Draft Plan of Subdivision and the Draft Plan of Common Elements
Condominium. All regulations are minimums unless otherwise stated as a maximum (max).
Figure 8 illustrates the zones on the plan of subdivision.

For 18 m (60 feet) wide single detached units - (R1-1) — applied to lots 1 thru 3 and 68 thru 76
Permitted Uses and Buildings — single detached residential dwellings

Lot area 600 m2

Lot frontage 18 m

Front and Exterior Side Yard 6m

Rear yard 7m

Interior Side Yard 2m

Lot coverage 40%

Building height 10 max

Parking 2 spaces per dwelling unit

For 15 m (50 feet) wide single detached lots - (R1-2) — applied to lots 4 thru 26 and 48 thru 67
Permitted Uses and Buildings — single detached residential dwellings

Lot area 450 m2

Lot frontage 15m

Front and Exterior Side Yard 6m

Rear yard 7m

Interior Side Yard 2m

Lot coverage 40% max

Building height 10 max for the main building, except that a “viewing room”,

with a maximum floor area of 20 m2, shall be permitted to
extend above the to a maximum of 13 m
Parking 2 spaces per dwelling unit

For 13.5 m wide single detached lots - (R1-3) applied to lots 27 thru 47
Permitted Uses and Buildings — single detached residential dwellings

Lot area 400 m2

Lot frontage 13.5m
Front and Exterior Side Yard 6m
Rear yard 7m
Interior Side Yard 1.5m

Lot coverage 40% max



Building height 10 max for the main building, except that a “viewing room”,
with a maximum floor area of 20 m2, shall be permitted to
extend above the to a maximum of 13 m

Parking 2 spaces per dwelling unit

For Multi’s — quad lots and street townhouse blocks -- (RMF - QT) applied to blocks 82, 83, 84,
86, 88, and 89.
Permitted Uses and Buildings — multiple attached residential dwellings

Lot area 900 m2

Lot frontage 60m

Front and Exterior Side Yard 6m

Rear yard 7m

Interior Side Yard 15m

Lot coverage 50% max

Building height 3 storey max
Parking 1 space per dwelling unit

For cluster townhouse blocks -- (RMF - ST) applied to blocks 81, 85 and 87.

Lot area 150 m2

Lot frontage 6m

Front and Exterior Side Yard 6m

Rear yard 7m

Lot coverage 50% max

Building height 3 storey max
Parking 1 space per dwelling unit

For Neighbourhood Community Commercial (NCC) applied to block 90
Permitted Uses and Buildings — retail stores, retail services, personal services, offices, attached
residential dwellings, recreation services and facilities

Lot area 500 m2

Lot frontage 60 m

Front and Exterior Side Yard 6m

Rear yard 6m

Interior Side Yard 20m

Lot coverage 40% max

Building height 10 max for the main building, except that a “viewing room”,

with a maximum floor area of 20 m2, shall be permitted to
extend above the to a maximum of 13 m
Parking 1 space per 30 m2 gfa for commercial



For Village Commercial (VC) applies to future development blocks 91, 92, 93 and 94.
Permitted Uses and Buildings — retail stores, retail services, personal services, offices, attached
residential dwellings.

Lot area 150 m2 (assume a 6m wide store x 25 m depth of lot)

Lot frontage 6m

Front and Exterior Side Yard 0 m max

Rear yard 0 m min

Interior Side Yard 0 m minimum on one side and 1.5 m on the other side

Lot coverage 80% max

Building height 4 storey maximum — 2 storey minimum

Parking 1 space per 50 m2 gfa for commercial
and 1 space dwelling unit or 1 per three tourist accommodation
places

For Open Space (OS) applies to blocks 78 and 95 thru 100,
Permitted Uses — natural conservation, neighbourhood parks, pedestrian walkways

For Waste Water Treatment (WWT) applies to block 77 and 95
Permitted Uses — waste water treatment facilities

For Storm Water Management (SWM) — applies to Blocks 78 and 95
Permitted Uses — storm water management facilities

8.0 Municipal Services

8.1 Traffic Impact

Appendix C contains the Traffic Impact Study (TIS) conducted by F.R. Berry and Associates in
October 2009 development proposal at that time which provided for 113 single detached dwelling
units and 115 attached dwelling units for a total of 228 dwelling units. Overall, the traffic impact
was carried out on a “worse case” scenario and peak hour demands will not generate
improvements to Furnival Road, Grey line or Havens Lake Road. Each of the roads and
intersections will operate at a good level of service.

The Draft Plan now provides for a total 159 dwelling units comprising 76 single detached units and
83 attached units. In addition, the ultimate Downtown Village population was not included in the
TIS which would add an additional 200 dwelling units and 14,000 m2 of commercial floor space.
The TIS points out that the commercial blocks are uncertain and a more appropriate time to carry
out traffic impact would be when these proposals are more definite. This is now the case and the
update to the TIS could be a condition of the Draft Approval.



8.2 Sanitary Waste Water Treatment

Scoterra Engineering is continuing to work on a preliminary engineering study for waste water
collection and treatment. It is understood that the collection and treatment system will be
privately financed, owned, operated and maintained by a COMMON ELEMENTS CONDOMINIUM
CORPORATION. In this way the infrastructure will be held by ONE owner.

Figure 9 illustrates the sanitary collection system basically using the roadways. The general flow is
from east to west with the treatment facility proposed to be located in the extreme southwest
area of the Seaside lands proximal to 16 mile Creek.

A Certificate of Approval will be required by the Ministry of the Environment, and further work is
in process. Conditions of Draft Approval are also expected.

8.3 Storm Water Management

Scoterra Engineering is continuing to work on a preliminary engineering study for storm water
collection and treatment. It is understood that the collection and treatment system will be
privately financed, owned, operated and maintained by a COMMON ELEMENTS CONDOMINIUM
CORPORATION. In this way the infrastructure will be held by ONE owner.

Figure 10 illustrates the storm water collection system basically using the roadways. The general
flow is from east to west with the retention pond facility proposed to be located in the west area
of the Seaside lands proximal to 16 Mile Creek within the valley lands.

A Certificate of Approval will be required by the Ministry of the Environment, and further work is
in process. Conditions of Draft Approval are also expected.

8.4 Water

In 2000, The Municipality of West Elgin installed a 250mm watermain along Furnival Road from the
Town of Rodney to service residential development along the Lake. It is proposed that the subject
development will connect to the watermain at the intersection of Gray Line and Furnival Road and
provide the development with conventional municipal water supply. 1Bl Group (formerly PEIL) has
provided the demand for water service and provided this to Spreit Associates who is the engineering
consulting firm for West Elgin. This information is contained in the Technical Background Appendix to
the Pre-consultation Report of March 2009 -- Appendix F.

8.5 Hydro Electric Power

Discussions with Hydro One have been held and are ongoing. The preliminary results are that Lot 6
development can be accommodated by the existing systems. Costs of servicing for hydro electric
power are being prepared and will be the responsibility ofSeaside.



Figure 8 -- Waste Water Plan
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Figure 9 -- Storm Water Plan






9.0 Other Studies Completed since MMAH pre-consultations

9.1 Archaeology
The following letter from Mayer Heritage Consultants Inc., dated September 13, 2010,
confirms the worked yet to be completed on the Seaside lands, and implies that further Stage
4 work could be a condition of Draft Plan Approval.

Appendix D contains an Addendum to Archaeological Assessment (Stages 1 to 3) for lands
on the west side of Havens Lake Road in the southwest corner and these lands were not
assessed with the other lands back in 2007. The Addendum then deals with this southwest
area.

This is in addition to the substantial work done during Phase 1 thru 3 on the lands that is
documented in the Background Technical Appendix ( under separate cover).

Mayer
Heritage
Consultants Inc.

Archaeological Assessments and Mitigative Excavations

2509 Main Street

P. O. Box 456, Lambeth Stn.

London, Ontario N6P 1R1

519-652-1818 (Bus.) 519-652-1820 (Fax.)
800-465-9990 (Toll Free)
mayerheritage@bellnet.ca (E-mail)
www.archaeologicalconsultants.com (Web Page)

September 13, 2010
Attention: Howard Culligan
Culligan Realty
62 Ontario St.
Mitchell, Ontario
NOK 1NO

RE: Archaeological Assessment for the Proposed Development, Part Lot 6, Concession 14,

Aldbororough, Ontario
Dear Sir,

After completing Stages 1-3 archaeological assessments and partially completing the Stage 4 mitigation
on the above property, we are contemplating the completion of the Stage 4 archaeological mitigative excavation
(east portion of property). This involves the final block excavation and some mechanical excavation of areas of
high concentration identified during the Stage 3 investigation. Less than 10% of the property that is actually of
any further archaeological interest will be the subject of that further assessment.



A final report following provincial regulations and guidelines will also be issued requesting full
clearance from the Ministry of Culture at that time.

Up to this time, there has been no indication that this stage 4 mitigative excavation will uncover anything
more substantive than has already been discovered. There is no indication that sacred ritual components or
human remains will be forthcoming. Indeed, our extensive experience in archaeological mitigation, is that human
remains are very rare on any archaeological site, and this one is no different. We further are confident that this
further work can be completed within the framework and time constraints of the Draft Plan process.

We feel that once the Stage 4 is complete, the Ministry of Culture will concur with our recommendations
that no further archaeological investigations are required and issue a letter to that effect.

Yours Truly,

Paul O’Neal
Chief Archaeologist

9.2 Butternut Tree Assessment

Willliam Huys, a qualified Butternut Tree Assessor, has prepared a Report, dated July 30, 2010 and
it is contained in Appendix E of this Report. Two trees were assesses and both do not meet the
retention criteria.

9.3 OMAFRA and section 1.1.3.9(d) of PPS

OMAFRA’s pre-consultation comments were reviewed and field checked for livestock operations
and existing barns. Figure 10 below is a current ortho photo that illustrates the absence of live
stock and agriculture barns and buildings within a distance of 1 km to the north, west and east.



Figure 8 Otho-photo Port Glasgow area and MDS



10.0 Land Use Planning Policy Review and Analysis

10.1 THE CURRENT 1989 OFFICIAL PLAN.....
This section comprises:
1. acaution about the application of the PPS against the 1989 OP policies;
2. adescription of the 1989 OP policies and how the Community Concept Plan complies
with them;
3. an analysis of relating the OP policies to the PPS policies set out above.

One caution needs to be noted at the outset of the discussion in this section. The 1989 Official
Plan pre-dates the 2005 Official Plan, by 16 years. The 1989 Official Plan had been evaluated and
analyzed by the Local Government and the Provincial Ministries according to the Provincial
planning framework of the day (1989). The 1989 OP was adopted by the elected local Council of
the day and approved by the Ministry of Municipal Affairs of the day. It is the legal and “in force”
Plan. Therefore, the 1989 OP does not have the same language and its’ policies were not put to
the Provincial Planning tests. For example, there was no need to show “having to be consistent
with ...”. This suggests that the 1989 OP has to be read and interpreted for “what it is”, word-by
word, with no intended linkage to the PPS. Still, there is an onus on the proponent to review and
analyze the PPS to understand its’ measure of sound land use planning of the Community Concept
Plan. It is with certainty that the planning of the Port Glasgow Community Plan Concept took the
PPS into full account.

The land use designation placed on the Port Glasgow lands in the 1989 Official Plan is “Lakeshore
Recreation”. Schedule A -- Land Use, shows this designation on Lot 6 where the immediate
development is proposed to take place and is the basis of the Community Concept Plan. The
Lakeshore Recreation land use designation also includes Lots 5 and 7. The Hazard Lands
designation also appears along Sixteen Mile Creek and the Lake Erie shoreline within the three
Lots.

Section 2.7.1 sets out the permitted land uses, namely:

“Within the areas designated Lakeshore Recreation . the
primary use of land shall be for outdoor recreation uses and
activities as well as uses which are attracted by the scenic
character and recreational opportunities of the area. Uses
permitted include recreation campgrounds and travel trailer
parks, golf courses, boating and marina facilities, tourist
retail and service establishment, seasonal residential and
year —around residential development, parks and
conservation areas”. Section 2.1.7 — page 2-23)

All of the uses proposed in the Community Concept Plan are included in the above policy.



The text continues to section 2.7.2 which sets out evaluation criteria for development proposals.
Nine criteria are listed dealing with such subject matters as follows:

a) site characteristics

b) adjacent and surrounding land use

c) vehicular access

d) lot frontage, depth and size

e) services

f) storm drainage

g) zoning

h) year-round occupancy

i) licensing bylaw

All of the criteria would be satisfied by the proposed Community Concept Plan

The following is a commentary on how the proposed Community Concept Plan meets the above
criteria in the same order.

SITE CHARACTERISTICS AND SUITABILITY FOR THE PROPOSED USES —is well demonstrated in the
background studies by Law Engineering who did the original environmental site work concluding
that there was nothing to impede land development for the proposed Community. The Planning
references with respect to site description describing the area as very scenic and rich with natural
habitat and excellent views of the Lake, all culminating in making Port Glasgow ideal for residential
and commercial development

CONSERVATION AND ENHANCEMENT OF NATURAL AND SCENIC QUALITY —is well established in
the Community Plan Concept, supported by ecological studies on the wooded and wetland areas.
Conservation of woodlots, ravines, Seventeen Mile Creek, enhancement of beach lands and the
development of nature trails all culminate to establish conservation and enhancement of the
natural environment as being a major part of the healthy community theme and life style for Port
Glasgow. The Natural Environment will be protected and enhanced.

RESPECT FOR ADJACENT AND SURROUNDING LAND USES — is measured partly on the basis of the
above description of conserving and enhancing the natural environment that is located to the
south, north and west. In addition, low profile buildings are intended for the table land
development in the southeast area of the site where the existing Port Glasgow residential enclave
exists. Existing residents are concerned they would lose their view and expressed this at the
public meeting on September 4, 2008. Although it is recognized there is no basic rights to views,
such as to Lake Erie, effort is being made to better understand the view altering impacts of the
new development and this will come forth at future public meetings. No adverse impact on
surrounding land uses is contemplated. The southeast area of the Seaside project is being left for
“future development” at this time.



VEHICULAR ACCESS — utilizes the existing main road of Havens Lake Road which will be re-built to
an urban cross-section and standard and will give appropriate access to the marina and other
public lands for picnicking and beach activities. Furnival Road is an arterial County road that is a
two lane paved road with graveled shoulders and can adequately enable access to the area from
the north (Rodney, and Hwy 401). Gray Line is a seasonal road and as development materializes,
consideration will have to be given to the need to make it a year-around road. Circulation
throughout the residential areas is adequate with proper street cross section standards of 18 m
and two entry points for each neighbourhood as shown on the Community Plan Concept. Safe and
reliable access will be provided as required by section 6.7.5.

LOT SIZE AND SHAPE FOR INTENDED USES —is excellent to give a broad ranging variety of types
and tenures of dwellings and commercial uses. With respect to residential uses, the streets would
be public and the lots would be freehold, save and except fro a small block of vacant land
condominium development in the southeast area. Along Furnival Road and Gray Line, large manor
homes would be built that would appear as large mansions, but contain 4 dwelling, likely to be
freehold, condo or rental. Transitioning to the south and west would be bands of lots with
frontages of 13.5 m, 15 m and 18 m. To the west of Havens Lake Road would be large lot singles
(18 m frontage on the perimeter backing onto the ravine and more multi family along Havens Lake
Road. Section 6.7.6 states that lot creation shall “normally” take place by consent, “except” where
a plan of subdivision or plan of condominium is needed to ensure orderly development. The
orderly development contemplated by the Concept Plan should be done by plan of subdivision.

With respect to commercial uses along Havens Lake Road, 3 storey buildings would be built on
blocks of land measuring approximately 200 m frontage by 35 m depth. Commercial uses would
occupy the ground floors and the upper floors would likely be residential. They could be rental or
freehold owned spaces.

In general the Community Plan Concept shows the suitability of the lots and parcel configuration
together with roads for the Port Glasgow development.

WATER SUPPLY AND SANITARY SEWAGE DISPOSAL — provides fresh water from a public system
currently in place. The Community Plan Concept anticipates sewage treatment and Environmental
Assessment Study was carried out during 2008-9 to determine the optimal means of servicing.
The result was that a private waste water treatment plant would be the result.

STORM WATER MANAGEMENT — will be part of the Community and that storm water will be
treated with an engineered retention pond and outlet to 16 Mile Creek.

SITE PLAN CONTROL — multi family residential blocks and commercial development witll bew
further regulated by Site Plan Approval.

In conclusion, the evaluation criteria for development is exceeded and therefore conformity with
the OP is established.



Two additional policies are set out as follows. Section 2.7.3 directs zoning to be Agricultural as a
way of regulating development until a comprehensive plan is brought forth. A comprehensive
plan is now being brought forth and appropriate amendments to the Zoning Bylaw are being
applied for. Section 2.7.4. expresses the Municipality’s desire of increasing public access to the
Lake Erie shoreline. The Community Concept Plan would ensure increased public access.

The last part of this discussion is about the relationship of these policies to the PPS. From the
preceding policy description it is clear that the Lakeshore Recreation land use designation
contemplates a variety of uses including residential and recreational. The policies of the
Lakeshore Recreation Area also contain evaluation criteria for growth and development. The two
key messages of these policies establish a “settlement area” in that both a) and b) part are met.

Part a) requires the area to have built up areas and a mix of land uses. Port Glasgow has “built up”
areas with approximately thirty permanent residences and a large campground of seasonal
dwellings, all forming a sufficient population to require a community park, which exists and is
called “Memorial Park”. This concentration of uses is located at the south end of Furnival Road,
south of Gray Line. A Marina with associated buildings is located in the harbour. A conservation
and picnic area is located to the west of the marina.

Part b) requires that the lands are designated in an official plan for development over the long
term provided in “designated growth areas” to accommodate the basic land uses for up to 20
years. This would suggest that there should be part of the calculations and projections available in
technical appendices or background documents to show that the area designated Lakeshore
Recreation was part of the land requirements to be able to make sufficient lands available for
projected needs. There were no land requirement projections done for the 1989 OP with respect
to matching land availability with population growth needs, nor was that the practice in those
years when preparing official plans for rural communities throughout southern Ontario. Itis
expected that the existing development and the potential for more given the Lake Erie shoreline
resource were sufficient reasons to establish the Lakeshore Recreation area land use designation
on these lands. The second sentence of part b) is not relevant to the discussion as there are
physically available lands for development in Port Glasgow.

Part of the discussion is about section 1.4.1 a) of the PPS which is part of the definition of
“designated growth area”. In a “regional context”, section 1.4.1a) requires the provision of an
appropriate range of housing to meet projected requirements and that planning authorities shall
maintain at all times the ability to accommodate residential growth for a minimum of 10 years
through intensification, re-development and which are designated and available for development.
It is suggested that the 1989 OP probably made sufficient accommodation for future growth
within the existing Villages of West Lorne and Rodney. Port Glasgow was not being relied on
heavily to accommodate the major share of the growth. With West Lorne and Rodney having
municipal services, it is likely that future growth was to be mostly accommodated within the two
settlements. There appears to have been no shortage of land for development in those two
settlements since the 1989 OP came into effect.



The probable fact that Rodney and West Lorne were intended to accommodate the growth of the
Municipality and its share of the “regional” demand is of no surprise. However, it does not take
away or negate the presence of the Lakeshore Recreation designation that anticipated growth and
development as well. Whether it was needed to accommodate growth and development is not a
relevant question to be asked of the 1989 Official Plan.

In conclusion, the current land use designation in the current Official Plan of West Elgin (1989)
does establish Port Glasgow as a “settlement area” by meeting the requirements of both a) and b)
parts (of the definition of settlement areas) of the PPS. The Lakeshore Recreation land use
designation in the current Official Plan of West Elgin (1989) establishes Port Glasgow as a
“designated growth area” of part b). The 1989 Official Plan does establish the “settlement area”
and does establish a “designated growth area” sufficient to accommodate the growth
contemplated by the Community Concept Plan.

10.2 THE NEW DRAFT 2007 OFFICIAL PLAN ..

Another caution needs to be noted at the outset of the discussion in this section. The 2007 Draft
OP perpetuates the same notion or contemplation for development of lands within the Lakeshore
Area designation. It does not do so on the same basis of projection of need for land to
accommodate population and housing, for the Port Glasgow area. It is expected that the PPS is
interpreted to require the application of section 1.1.2 and 1.4.1 a) setting out the justification
based on projections of growth for the rational allotment of land demand and supply. The Official
Plan does this for the more traditional agricultural centre towns such as Rodney and West Lorne,
that have municipal services. This is justifiable on the basis that the agricultural hamlets are
expected to accommodate growth generated from within the Municipality, such as providing a
place for retiring farmers etc. The development contemplated by Seaside would not necessarily
cater to the provision of land supply for housing and employment from with the Municipality. It
can be expected that some growth needs would be accommodated by the Seaside Waterfront
Development Inc project. Rather, the focus of Seasides’ Community Concept Plan is to develop
lands for a population that is likely now largely outside of the Municipality. New markets would
be created. Other sections of this Report have already detailed this concept. Seaside
Developments is presenting an economic development opportunity for the Elgin Region and
indeed southwestern Ontario. Therefore, one cannot expect the NEED for development of Port
Glasgow to be rationalized only on the basis of land supply to meet “internal” demands generated
from the West Elgin community or even the “region”. Rather, the rationale is to be based on the
need for economic development opportunity that would play out over much of southern Ontario
and beyond. The new draft OP recognizes this in its special policy 7.5. The County recognizes this
in its’ Economic Development Study cited on page 14 — section 9.2.

Within the new draft Official Plan, Figure 7, Map1, designates the subject lands a “LAKESHORE”.
Section 6.7 describes the rationale for the LAKESHORE designation and section 6.7.1 describes the
permitted uses. The uses are the same as in the 1989 Official Plan. Section 6.7.7 sets out Criteria
for Development and there are eight criteria that are also very similar to the criteria in the 1989



Official Plan. Other sections contain policies to make aware of the need to have development
provide proper sustainable servicing and caution against the development of lands near the
hazard lands.

The new draft OP also contains a special policy in the Official Plan, section 7.5 that addresses the
long term vision of development in Port Glasgow, as follow:

The fundamental question is ..... ARE THE POLICIES OF THE NEW DRAFT OFFICIAL PLAN SUFFICENT
TO ESTABLISH PORT GLASGOW AREA AS A SETTLEMENT AREA .. thereby permitting development
that is consistent with the PPS (2005)?

It would appear that the policies of the new draft Official Plan are similar to the 1989 Official Plan,
although augmented by section 7.5. The contention is that the new draft Official Plan designates
Port Glasgow sufficiently to fit part a) and part b) part of the definition of “Settlement Area” and
meets the definition of “designated growth areas”. Firstly, with respect to “Settlement Areas”, the
Port Glasgow lands have been designated in the Official Plan for development over the long term
provided for in policy 1.1.2., which is to ensure there municipalities plan to have sufficient lands to
accommodate growth. West Elgin not only placed this designation on these lands to
accommodate growth but also to capture economic opportunity with respect to Lake Erie oriented
development be it tourist or a permanent population residents and cottagers. And the Port
Glasgow lands are in designated growth areas and are available for development, as the
Community Plan Concept shows. The Lakeshore land use designation meets the definition of
“designated growth areas” meaning the lands are intended for growth over the long term
planning horizon, but which have not been fully developed.



Designated growth areas include lands which are designated and available for residential growth
in accordance with policy 1.4.1 (a), as well as lands required for employment and other uses. The
Lakeshore Areas designation is about providing lands for residential, recreational and commercial
uses.

10.3 OTHER RELEVANT PROVINCIAL POLICIES ...

the PPS growth area policies have been addressed within the context of the 1989 Official Plan
and the new draft Official Plan to show that it has been long contemplated that growth and
development have been anticipated by the Municipality. The following are other polices that
are relevant to the community concept Plan is the descriptions show how it is consistent with
the PPS policies.

a) Policy 1.1.1 — Building healthy, livable and safe communities is intended and illustrated on the
Community Plan Concept with essentially proposing a walk-able community with mixed use
compact form and a network of trails and boardwalks;

b) Policy 1.2 — coordinated, integrated and comprehensive approach to planning matters is
reflected in the Community Plan Concept with the sensitively arranged mixed land uses and
gradual changes in development intensity;

c) Policy 1.4 — Housing policies comprising a range of housing types and densities required to meet
projected requirements of current and future residents — again displayed in the Community Plan
Concept showing a broad range of housing types and possible tenures;

d) Policy 1.5 — Polices promoting the provision and proper planning of public spaces, parks and
open space, including providing opportunities for public access to shoreline — demonstrated by the
Community Plan Concept showing public lands to the beach from of Lake Erie and how such lands
will be improved and integrated into the development. This is not to mention a Civic Square,
amphitheatre, beach accessibility and continuity from public to private lands;

e) Policy 1.6 — Policies on providing coordinated, efficient and cost effective infrastructure and
public service facilities, including transportation will be provided as the Community Plan Concept
anticipates and reflects. An Environmental Assessment study for the sanitary sewer system is in
progress and the first public meeting has been held on September 4, 2008. The existing municipal
water system is in place and an assessment is being made as to its current and projected capacity.
Other public facilities such as parks and trails will be developed as they are contemplated by the
Community Plan Concept. Roads will be improved, specifically Havens Lake Road will have to be
re-built to an urban cross section and standards.

f) Policyl.7 — Polices on long term prosperity, such as providing opportunities for sustainable
tourism —is a basic pillar of the Community Plan Concept which anticipates a unique Scottish
Village “by the sea”, reflected in the architectural style and built form proposed.



g) Policy 1.8 — Policies on Energy and Air Quality have been considered to be consistent with them.
Solar and geothermal energy, as well as wind turbine energy is being considered as per section
1.8.1 d) and 1.8.3 of the PPS.

h) Policy 2.1 — Protecting natural heritage features for the long term is fundamental to the
Community Plan Concept as well and the ecology professional expertise represented by Biologics
is currently doing the required three-season plant and habitat inventory and analysis, all in order
to make recommendations on how development can be sensitively interfacing the natural
heritage resources of the lands;

i) Section 2.6 — Conserving heritage resources through archaeology study has already been
completed with a Stage 4 being conducted at this time.

j) Section 3.0 — Protection from natural hazards such as erosion hazards and dynamic beach
hazards is basic to the Community Plan Concept with respect to keeping development back from
coastline slopes and steep ravines. Golders Associates, the geotechnical engineering consult is
currently studying slope stability throughout the area.

11.0 MMAH Pre-consultation — May thru August 2009

The MMAH letter summarizing the pre-consultation comments is attached as Appendix D. This
section describes Seaside’s response to it. Reference is made to the letter of August 7, 2009, in
paragraphs and page numbers.

a. Page 1 -- Paragraph 2 —new plans are now being submitted being one draft plan of
subdivision and 1 draft plan of common elements condominium with development
guantified in section 6.

b. Page 1 -- Paragraph 3 —there are no future phases proposed at this time and
development is proposed on Lot 6 only — there are no phases defined in the current
submission.

c. Page 2 —Paragraph 4 — County of Elgin requests a Traffic Impact Study and one is being
provided in this Report.

d. Page 3 —Paragraph 4 — OMAFRA requires section 1.1.3.9(d) of the PPS to be addressed,
being ... “impacts of new or expanding settlement areas on agricultural operations
which are adjacent or close to the settlement area are mitigated to the extent feasible.
This has been dealt with in section 9.4.

e. Page 3 —Paragraph 6 — MINR requires greater setback of additional information on
development close to significant woodlands. We ask that this be a condition of draft
approval



Page 3 — Paragraph 7 — MNR points out that a restrictive covenant on some of the lands
in Lot 6 not owned by Seaside shall be used for free public access to Lake Erie and
municipal parks and recreation. This resolution of this matter is in process as explained
in section 4.0.

Page 4 — paragraph 2 —The Port Glasgow Area Natural Heritage Study” by Biologics is
included in the re-assembled Background Studies as part of this submission.

Page 4 — paragraph 3 — MNR notes that the Butternut trees will have to be identified and
reviewed by a qualified Butternut Health Assessor, and this assessment has been
completed and contained in Section 9.2. and Appendix C of this Report.

Page 4 — paragraph 4 — MNR notes that the location of the nest should be confirmed and
residence habitat reassessed prior to work being carried out. We ask that this be a
condition of draft approval.

Page 4 paragraph 5 — MNR is commenting on the matter of significant woodlands on Lot
5 which is no longer part of the Seaside proposal. Comments with respect to “Area 2”
and “Area 3”on lot 6 suggested more study of the area in conjunction with the
Butternut assessment. We ask that this be a condition of draft approval

Page 5 — paragraphs 3 and 4 — LTVCA comments on “erosion” on Lots 4 and 5 that are no
longer part of the Seaside proposal.

Page 5 — paragraph 5 -- LTVCA comments on “Bank Stabilization” on Lot 5 which is no
longer part of the Seaside proposal.

. Page 6 — paragraph 1 — LTCVA comments on the filling of lands on east side of Havens
Lake Road will have to be engineered and it is preferable that the lands remain in public
ownership for ease of maintenance. Detailed engineering design has not been carried
out, nor is it usually carried out at this stage, and it is therefore acceptable that a
condition be placed in the Draft Approval to deal with this matter.

Page 6 -- paragraph 2 — LTVCA are concerned about Future Residential and Future Mixed-
use Commercial because it involves steep slopes. It is requested that these lands be left
labeled as such with the understanding that slope stabilization and setback issues will
be dealt with when detailed development applications are made in the future.

Page 6 paragraph 4 — LTVCA are comment about the requirement of an EIS along the
west side of development against the 16 Mile Creel valley wall. We ask that this be a
condition of draft approval



p. Page 6 — paragraph 5- LTVCA recommend surface drainage to the roads, rather than the
valley walls and this has been followed in the preliminary engineering study in section
8.0.

g. Page 6 —paragraph 6- LTVCA states concerns about Lot 5 which is no longer part of the
Seaside proposal.

r. Page 7 —paragraphs 1 thru 5 — MOE comment about the lack of sanitary servicing
information and study and this has been provided now in Section 8.

s. Page 7 —paragraph 6 — MOE comment on oil and grit separators and a SWM preliminary
study — showing feasibility has been conducted and contained in section 8.

t. Page 7 and 8 - MMAH — comments on consistency with PPS and conformity with OP.
Section 9.0 sets this out for your review. It is also understood that discussions with
West Elgin have been taking place.

12.0 Conclusion

Seaside has carried out comprehensive community planning and adhered to sound design
principles of sustainability, healthy living, natural heritage preservation and economic
development opportunity, for the new Community of Port Glasgow.

Ultimately, the new Port Glasgow Community, in addition to the existing Trailer Parks and
residential uses along Douglas and Furnival Road will accommodate a population of about 770
persons in 360 dwelling units yielding a net density of 20 units per hectare.

The new Community conforms to the goals of Provincial land use planning and the goals of West
Elgin land use planning, subject to the recommendations and findings of the Background Studies,
The further Studies will reveal constraints and opportunities upon which the refinements to the

Community Concept Plan will evolve.

The general rationale for the Seaside Community Concept Plan and Draft Plans is summarized as
follows:

1. The applications are in general conformity with the existing and new draft Official Plan(s) of
West Elgin;

2. The applications will respect and intends to preserve the natural heritage features;
3. The applications will respect and integrate the existing Port Glasgow community

4. The applications will be compatible with cash crop agricultural uses to the north;



5. The applications will utilize existing infrastructure, such as the existing water service;

6. The applications are consistent with the Provincial Policy Statement 2005 subject to further
studies as proposed.

7. The applications will help to implement the County’s Economic Development Plan.
8. The applications will be fully serviced with its” own waste water treatment plant and storm

water management facility, all with one owner being the common elements condominium
corporation

Respectfully,

Laverne Kirkness, BES.RPP.MCIP.
Kirkness Consulting Inc.
Urban and Rural Planning

Ph. 519-672-6550

Fax. 519-672-4290

Cell 519-668-8060

Email: LKirkness@fanshawec.ca

Postal Address: 1647 Cedarcreek Crescent
London, Ontario

N5X0C8

November 2010



APPENDIX A — Photo File



Photo 1 — viewing south from table lands , east of havens lake Road Photo 2 — Port Glasgow marina

Photo 3 — Port Glasgow public beach



Photo 4 — viewing westerly
from table lands showing
Havens Lake Road table
lands, wooded bank and
public washroom ( far left).

PhotO 5 — viewing north
showing Seaside table
lands - farm fields, east of
Havens Lake Road and one
home along Douglas Line
(far right).



Photo 6 — viewing
easterly along Lake
Erie shoreline near
Furnival Road

Photo 7 — viewing easterly from Seaside table lands showing homes along Douglas Line



Photos 10 and 11 —
(right and below) —
Memorial Park

Photo 8 — intersection of Furnival Rd and Gray Line looking south.

Photo 9 — looking south along Furnival Road south of Gray Line



APPENDIX B — MMAH Pre-consultation
summary letter of August 2009



M- |
Minstry of Ministére des } >

Municipal Affairs Affaires municlpales ®

and Housing et du Logement . [ ® nta rl O
Municipal Services Office - Bureau des services aux rnunicipa[iléé - '

Westemn région de 'Ouest

659 Exeter Road, 2™ Floor 659, rue Exeter, 2° &tage

London ON NBE 1L3 London ON N6E 1L3
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August 7, 2009

Mr. Laverne Kirkness
Kirkness Consuiting Inc.
1647 Cedarcreek Crascent
London, ON N&6X 0C8

Re: Pre-consultation Report
Port Glasgow Community
Seaside Waterfront inc.
March 2009
Municipality of West Elgin
Our file no: 34-DP-4035-09001

Dear Mr. Kirkness:

This is further to a meeting held May 1, 2009 and the submission of a pre-consultation report for
the Port Glasgow community in West Elgin dated March, 2009 to support the development of a
draft plan of subdivision and amendment to the Zoning By-law located on part of Lot 6,
Concession 14, geographic Township of Aldborough, Municipality of West Elgin.

The proposed development inciudes two draft plans of subdivision on Lot 6, Con. 14. Phase 1
stage 1 includes approximately 113 lots for single detached residences, 100 multiple dwelling
units on 17 muiti dwelling lots, and 3000 square meters of commercial floor space located on 2
commercial lots. There would be a total of 213 residential units that would generate approximately
589 residents.

It is our understanding from the information in the report that further phases will proceed with

. future applications. Phase 1, Stage 2 will also be located on Lot 6, Con. 14, and is proposed to be
30 lots for single detached residential use, 50 multi-residential units and 2000 square meters of
commercial floor space. Phase 2 will be located on Lot 5. It is proposed to be 180 lots for single
detached residential use, 60 multi-residential units and 500 square meters of commercial floor
space. Phase 3 will be located on Lot 4. it is proposed to be 175 lots for single detached
residential use, 40 multi-residential units and 500 square meters of commercial floor space. The
total over the three Phases will be 748 residential units generating 2,119 persons and 6,000
square metres of commercial space.

The Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing (MMAH) has consulted with the following: the
Ministry of Natural Resources (MNR), Ministry of the Environment (MOE), Ministry of Culture
(MCL), the Ministry of Transportation (MTO), the Ministry of Agriculture Food and Rural Affairs
(OMAFRA), Ministry of Natural Resources (MNRY), the County of Eigin, the Lower Thames Valley
‘Conservation Authority (LTVCA) and Hydro One.



As you are aware, MMAH is the approval authority for Official Plans, Official Plan amendments
and plans of subdivision and condominium in the Municipality of West Elgin. The Minister and
Municipal Council must have regard to matters of provincial interest as outlined in Section 2 of the
Planning Act, and decisions must be consistent with the Provincial Policy Statement (PPS} when
exercising their authority under the Planning Act. The proposal has been reviewed by the
provincial Ministries under the PPS 2005,

The comments submitted to date are set out below. The Ministry of Culture and Hydro One
comments will be forwarded when they are available.

The Ministry of Transportation advise that they have completed review of the draft plans and
advise that as these lands are located well beyond their Ministry’s area of permit control and do
not impact upon any provincial highways, the Ministry has no comments to offer.

The County of Elgin is requesting that a traffic impact study be prepared that should include
Furnival Road and Gray Line and Furnival Road and Talbot Line. The study will help the County,
West Elgin, and the community understand the effects of the development on the current road
system and will also address if any capital projects are required to meet the needs. The proposed
commercial lot at Furnival Road and Gray Line can have an access but must meet the minimum
requirement of 85 meters from the intersection.

The Ministry of Agricuiture, Food and Rural Affairs submits the following technical comments
which are based on the policies that pertain to agricultural land use as found in the PPS (2005).

It is understood that this development proposal comprises several parcels of land which constitute
three phases of development. it is understood that at this stage, the proposal evaluated by this
Ministry is only for Phase | of the overall development and is comprised of parcels 1, 2, 3 and 4
which total 24 hectare (60 acres) in size. As a result, the comments below only consider
development of Phase | of this area and should not be applied to Phase 1l and Phase lil. A
separate planning exercise with additional background reports will need to be generated and
submitted for these phases, should future development be proposed on those lands. The
following comments are with respect to Phase | only.

it is understood that the Phase | lands are currently designated ‘Lakeshore Recreation’ in the
1988 version of the West Elgin Official Plan (OP) and ‘Lakeshore’ in the Council adopted 2007
version of the Municipality’s OP. In addition, it is understood that this development constitutes the
expansion of an existing, or an identification of a new settlement area, as per Section 1.1.3.9 of
the PPS (2005). Ministry staff note that Section 1.1.3.9 of the PPS (2005} states that ‘a planning
authority may identify a settlement area or allow the expansion of a settlement area boundary
only at the time of a comprehensive review and only where it has been demonstrated that:

a. sufficient opportunities for growth are not available through intensification, redevelopment
and designated growth areas to accommodate the projected needs over the identified
planning horizon;

b. the infrastructure and public service facilities which are planned.or available are suitable
for the development over the long term and protect public heaith and safety;

c. in prime agricultural areas: 1. the lands do not comprise specialty crop areas; 2. there are
no reasonable alternatives which avoid prime agricultural areas; and 3. there are no
reasonable alternatives on lower priority agricultural lands in prime agricultural areas; and

d. impacts from new or expanding settlement areas on agricultural operations which are
adjacent or close to the settlement area are mitigated to the extent feasible.’

First, it is noted that subsection 1.1.3.9 (a) and (b) are policies that are typically implemented by
MMAH, and as a result, there are likely requirements that MMAH may request as part of this



review process. In no way should OMAFRA’s comments in this letter be taken to mean that the
Province is satisfied that the tests established in subsections (a) and (b) have been satisfied.
Instead, OMAFRA staff have simply deferred the review of this file for consistency with subsection
{a) and (b) to the other partner ministries.

With respect to subsection 1.1.3.9 (¢) and (d), in this case, despite the proposal to rezone from
‘Agriculture’ to multiple non-farm zones, because the land is already designated ‘Lakeshore
Recreation’ it is the opinion of the Ministry that the principle for development has been
established, and that the land is therefore considered to be removed from a prime agricultural
area. As a result, subsection 1.1.3.9 (c) of the PPS (2005) does not appear to be applicable.
Simitarly, Section 2.3.3.3 and the requirement for a Minimum Distance Separation (MDS) |
setback is also not applicable for Phase I. Howsever, subsection 1.1.3.9 (d) of the PPS (2005) is
applicable and does not appear to have been addressed anywhere in the March, 2009 pre-
consultation report. As a result, additional justification is required to address the mitigation
measures for the proposed development.

In addition to the comments above, Ministry staff note that future phases of this development
must be consistent with Section 1.1.3.9 in its entirety, as well as Section 2.3.3.3 of the PPS
(2005) which states that ‘new land uses, including the creation of lots, and new or expanding
livestock facilities shall comply with the minimum distance separation formulae.” Consequently,
MDS | separation distances will have to established as part of the background report for future
phases and detailed agricultural information (e.g. Canada Land Inventory soil capability ratings,
artificial drainage, etc.) must also be given full consideration when considering future growth.

in conclusion, the Ministry suggests that additional work must be done to demonstrate that the
proposal is consistent with subsection 1.1.3.9 (d) of the PPS (2005). Once satisfied of this
requirement OMAFRA should have no further concerns with Phase | of this proposal. However,
there may be additional concerns from partner ministries, including, but not limited to, consistency
with subsection 1.1.3.9 (a) and (b). In addition, there are a number of outstanding issues which
need to be addressed prior to OMAFRA considering whether Phase I and HI are consistent with
the Provincial Policy Statement (2005). it is suggested that many of these issues should be
addressed in future background reports for those phases of development.

The Ministry of Natural Resources

MNR has reviewed the document entitled “Pre-Consultation Report — Port Glasgow Community”
dated March, 2009, and provides the following comments:

Figure 4: Draft Plan Base Phase #1 Stage #1:

This plan includes a number of lots to be created within, or directly adjacent to, significant
woodland features on the subject fands. The Provincial Policy Statement (PPS), 2005, states:
Development and site alteration shall not be permitted in or adjacent to significant woodlands
unless it has been demonstrated that there will be no negative impacts on the natural features or
their ecological functions.

MNR suggest the proponent pursue aiternatives where lot creation occurs outside of the limit of
the significant woodlands feature and/or there be additicnal information provided to demonstrate
how the proposed development will meet the above PPS policy.

5.6 — Lands not currently owned by SWI in Lot 6:

The lands of the former Beattie Access were transferred from the Province to the Corporation of
the Township of Aldborough on November 7, 1994. At that time, a Restrictive Covenant was
placed on the Land, which states:

“The Transferee agrees with the Transferor that the Land shall be used for free public

access to Lake Erie and for municipal access to Lake Erie and for municipal parks and
recreation purposes only. Should the Land be used for any other purpose, the Land



shall revent back to the Transferor’

At this time, MNR has not received any documentation to suggest that this covenant has been
removed from any of the former Beattie Access lands other than those described as Part 1 on
Plan 11R-56352. Any proposed development on the remaining lands as illustrated in “Figure 3 -
Community Concept Plan” should therefore be consistent with the Restrictive Covenant.
(MMAH comment — additional information has been received from the Municipality which will be
forwarded to MNR for review.)

Appendix D - Port Glasgow Area Natural Heritage Study:

General:

MNR notes that the appendices and attachments referenced in this document were not included
- with the Pre-Consultation Report. When the appendices and attachments are provided to the
MNR, staff will then be able to complete the review.

7.0 — General Mitigation:

Butternut _

MNR notes that all Butternut trees are protected under the Endangered Species Act, 2007, until
they have been assessed by a qualified MNR Butternut Health Assessor. Staff note the opinion of
the Certified Arborist in the documentation provided; however, an MNR biologist or other
registered Butternut Health Assessor must be onsite to assess the health of these trees. This
must occur prior to any work being carried out.

MNR disagrees with the assessment of Butternut habitat w;thln the document, particularly the
10m buffer surrounding the 9cm tree. This habitat will be subject to further review following the
assessment of all trees onsite by a qualified MNR Butternut Health Assessor. Significant habitat
for this species may also include areas of related vegetation communities in addition to buffer
distances around individual trees.

Chimney Swift

This section states incorrectly that the habitat for Chimney Swift is not presently protected under
federal or provincial legisfation. Listed as a threatened species under Schedule 2, the residences
(or nests) of Chimney Swift are currently protected under the federal Species at Risk Act. The
species is also protected under the Migratory Bird Convention Act. The location of this nest
should be confirmed and residence habitat reassessed prior to any work being carried out.

Significant Woodlands

This section infers that vegetation within areas 1A and 1B within Figure 11 can be removed and
replicated on the tableland. MNR disagrees with this approach and recommends the retention

of these areas be incorporated in an innovative subdivision design.

This section states that vegetation from area 2 within Figure 11 can be removed for regrading

of the slope in this area if it is replaced with native stock. MNR suggests that further ecological
assessment occurs for area 2, prior to any work being carried out. Specifically, detailed Ecological
Land Classification (ELC) mapping should be completed and assessed against significant
woodland criteria within the Natural Heritage Reference Manual (MNR, 1999).

This section states that vegetation from area 3 within Figure 11 can be removed if replicated
elsewhere at a 2:1 ratio. MNR notes that this area should be subject to further assessment for 3
significant habitat of Butternut. Once the Butternuts’ health has been confirmed by a qualified
Butternut Health Assessor, and significant habitat of butternut determlned then decisions may be
made regarding the potential for vegetation removal.



Lower Thames Valley Conservation Authority

The Conservation Authority is responsible for addressing the Natural Hazard Section of the
Provincial Planning Policy Statement as well as the Conservation Authority’s Development,
Interference with Wetlands and Alterations to Shorelines and Watercourses Regulation, R.S.0.
152/06 under the Conservation Authorities Act.

After reviewing their files and mapping, Conservation Authority staff has determined that the
property in question is subject to the Authority’s Development and Alterations to Shorelines and
Watercourses portion of the requlations. The issues of concern within this area are erosion, bank
stability and flooding.

Erosion

Staff have reviewed the Geotechnical Report as prepared by Golder Associates. Staff do not
believe that the erosion allowances are adequate. The Authority undertook a smali study in the
mid 1990’s and found that a suitable 100 year erosion allowance for the Lake Erie bluff in the
West-Elgin and Dunwich areas to be 64 metres. More recently staff became aware of a study by
Keith Philpott consulting in 1983. They found erosion rates that varied from 35 to 70 metres in the
Woest-Elgin and Dunwich areas of Elgin County in the era between 1896 and 1975. A blow-up of
Figure 4-2 from his report has been provided by the Conservation Authority.

Also provided is a photo which shows the traverse line that surveyors laid out on the beach in
1936 in order to determine the location of the bottom of the slope of the bluff and the water’s
edge. The erosion rate of Lake Erie is not a large factor for Phase 1 as the erosion and the stable
slope allowances do not impact the proposed Draft Plan Part A or Draft Plan Part B. It does
impact a smali zone of what is referred to as “future residential” and “future commercial”. More
specifically it is the area east of Havens Lake Road and north of the existing Marina. A map is
attached which shows the area that is within the 100 year erosion allowance and stable slope
allowance in Phase 1. Another map has been provided for Lot 5. The Authority considers the 100
year erosion allowance and stable slope allowance as the ‘critical’ requiated area as opposed to
the entire regulated area which includes an additional 15 metre allowance.

The ‘critical’ requlated area in Lot 4 is totally within the vegetated area along the Lake Erie
shoreline that is owned by other persons. Erosion of the streams within the ravines is only
marginally a concern. The only stream of significance is the Sixteen Mile Creek and for much of
its journey through lot 6 it is far removed from the toe of the slope of the ravine. The only area
where it comes close to the toe of the slope is near its mouth. Staff have reviewed the erosion at
this significant ‘hair-pin’ turn in the creek and found that it has eroded approximately 8 metres in
the last 50 years. See the attached photo. The 100 year erosion allowance plus a stable slope
allowance of 2.5 to 1 results in a ‘critical’ regulated distance of approximately 48 metres from the
water's edge of the creek. This allowance may enter the zone in Phase 1 referred to as the ‘future
mixed use commercial’ zone.

Bank Stabilization

In regard to bank stabilization, Conservation Authority staff found no problem with the analysis
done by the Golder Report. Staff are concerned with some diagrams which seem to indicate that
the lake bank is proposed to be cut back to a stable slope. More specifically these are shown on
cross sections C-C and D-D on Lot 5. Staff realize that if a development is proposed on the lake
that persons like to have access to the lake but staff feel a more feasible approach would be for
construction of managed paths at intervals along the shore or down through the ravines and out
to the lake. The reasons that staff do not recommend lake bank stabilization in this instance are:
* The large amount of fill that is generated by a project of this nature;

* The large amount of bare and sloped soil surface that is exposed during the stabilization
process;



* The high rate of erosion at the toe of the slope that will impact the proposed stabilized slope;
and

» The material removed will not be available for beach nourlshment as the bank erodes in the
future.

It has been indicated that there is an engineering proposal for the area east of Haven's Lake
Road in the area of proposed lots 88 to 110. The engineering proposal will in all likelihood involve
the installation of subsurface drainage and the placement of a significant amount of fill. Staff
would recommend that if the project requires subsurface drainage that the drainage conduit not
be installed on a proposed lot, but that it is installed on public lands in order to ease future
maintenance. The Authority has also had problems in the past when staff were merely aware of
the placement of fill on a subject property and the fill subsequently subsided. As a matter of fact
the Municipality, the MOE and several other parties were also drawn in. Staff would therefore
further recommend that the area being filled not be occupied by any private land or lots.

All fill is to be clean and free of any poliutants, that the fill be compacted in sufficiently thin lifts to
achieve suitable compaction and that the filling process be properly supervised. Staff have found
that development undertaken on slopes greater than 12 to 1 has been subject to creep or ground
shifting. Therefore staff have concerns relating to a large amount of area on Figure 4 thatis
denoted as “Future Residential” east of Haven’s Lake Road and “Future Mixed-Use Commercial”
west of Haven's Lake Road:

Staff also have concerns relating to lots 2 through 16 in Part B. The slopes at the rear of these
lots are approximately 5 to 1 and in some cases occupy a significant portion of these same lots.
The limited rear yards will in all likelihood provide a motive to construct accessory buildings on
these slopes. This will probably accelerate runoff erosion and degrade the valley slope.

Floeding
The flooding issue is academic as the lake and ravines have a flood issue related to them
However there is no development proposed in any area subject to flooding.

Natural Heritage

Although Natural Heritage is outside of our provincial planning responsibilities staff offer the
following comments. The Natural Heritage Study (Appendix D of the report) appears to-
recommend an Environmental Impact Study (E!S) if any development is proposed within 10
metres of the woodland edge. More particularly, Figure 11 recommended an EIS trigger bordering
the woodland at the rear of lots 1 through 17 in Part B of Stage 1. Staff would recommend that a
trail system be incorporated into this 10 metre section adjacent to the valley land woodiands. it
has generally been found that trail systems work to prevent backyard encroachments and
potential loss of and impacts to natural features. In this particular case it also enhances the
lifestyle theme of the development. This option was discussed at the time of an on-site meeting
with the developer and CA staff.

Staff recommend that as many surface water flows as possible be directed toward roadways and
lot fronts as opposed to toward the valley walls. This effort will also work to preserve the natural
heritage features of these slopes.

Staff agree that some of the shallow upper parts of some of the finger ravines in Lot 5 could be
considered for filling with proper planning and execution. As mentioned earlier, the Authority does
not endorse any development taking place on slopes. The Natural Heritage Study (Appendix D)
seems to further endorse this theme as numerous natural heritage features were found on the
slopes within the area.

The Authority notes that all development in areas regulated by the Authority’s Development,
Interference of Wetlands and Alteration to Watercourses Hegulatlon require the permission of the
Authority.



Ministry of the Environment

Staff have reviewed the “Pre-consultation Report” prepared by Kirkness Consulting and R.
Koudys (March 2009) and advise that the document is more of a design exercise than a land use
planning justification report.

Staff can find no provision for sanitary sewage treatment/disposal or the management/treatment
of stormwater on either Figure 4, Figure 5 or Figure 6. Staff are not aware of any municipal
sanitary or stormwater management facilities in the area which could service this development.
Consequently staff are unclear how it is proposed to provide these necessary services. This
information is critical from the perspectives of planning justification, including environmental
impact, and project design.

MOE interpretation of the statements on page 16 is that this development is intended to capture
older, down-sizing urbanites. It is not therefore a recreational — resort (seasonal) development in
MOE’s opinion.but, rather, an urban development. Therefore a “Lakeshore Recreational”
designation is questionable in their view.

On pages 21 and 30 it is stated that an Environmental Assessment Study is being carried out to
determine the “optimal’ means of servicing. [t is understood that the municipality has ceased the
Class EA it began to consider means of servicing the Port Glasgow settlement area including the
Seaside lands. Therefore, MOE staff are not aware of any study intended to demonstrate the
most appropriate means to service either this development or the Port Glasgow area as
designated in the adopted, but not approved, official plan.

It should be noted that the Phase 2 — Status Repont referenced on page 30, is not a complete
analysis as required by Phase 2 of a Municipal Class EA process but, rather, an overview of
potential alternatives from an engineering-financial perspective. A more complete report is
available from the municipal website.

Also on page 21 and page 31 it is noted that stormwater management/treatment will consist of an
oil/grit separator and discharge to the marina basin. The ministry does not recognize stand-alone
oil/grit separators as providing meaningful stormwater treatment in “greenfield” situations. In
addition, an investigation into the capacity of the marina basin to accept treated stormwater needs
to be assessed in terms of water quality in the basin and entering the lake.

MMAH

On page 1, we outlined the development proposal as expressed in the pre-consuitation report
dated March 2009 and we repeat it here for ease of reference.

The proposed development includes two draft plans of subdivision on Lot 6. Phase 1 stage 1
includes approximately 113 ots for single detached residences, 100 muitiple dwelling units on 17
multi-dwelling lots, and 3000 square meters of commercial floor space located on 2 commercial
lots. There would be a total of 213 residential units that would generate approximately 589
residents. '

Phase 1, Stage 2 of is proposed to be 30 lots for single detached residential use, 50 muiti-
residential units and 2000 square meters of commercial floor space. Phase 2 will be located on
Lot 5. It is proposed to be 180 lots for single detached residential use, 60 multi-residential units
and 500 square meters of commercial floor space. Phase 3 will be located on Lot 4. It is proposed
to be 175 lots for single detached residential use, 40 multi-residential units and 500 square



meters of commercial floor space. The total over the three Phases will be 748 residential units
generating 2,119 persons and 6,000 square metres of commercial space.

The population of the Municipality of West Elgin, according to the 2009 municipal directory, is
5,223 persons that comprise 2,451 households. The Phase 1. total of 748 residential units
generating 2,119 persons on its own, without future phases, would substantially increase the
population and number of households in the municipality. Each phase of this development, on its
own, wouid represent a major development in the context of the Municipality of West Elgin.
Despite the statements in the Report that the proposal is for a resort development, consisting of a
mix of seasonal and permanent residential uses, the proposal is large enough, in effect, to
constitute a settlement area. Further, each phase also includes commercial space, thereby
bringing in a “mixed use” component. Based on the definition of settlement area in the PPS, the
proposal would fit the definition of a new settlement area,

The proposal does not appear to be consistent with the Provincial Policy Statement 2005 (PPS),
in part because it has not been demonstrated that there is a need to establish a settfement area
to designate additional lands in the Municipality. Proposals to expand the settlement boundary, or
establish a new settlement, must be supported by a comprehensive review, under Section 1.1.3.9
of the PPS as set out in more detail in OMAFRA's comments.

It should be noted that Lot 4 Concession 14, which is included in “Phase 3" of the proposal, is
partly designated as “Agricultural” in the Aldborough Official Plan and development in this area
cannot be justified based on it already being removed from prime agricultural lands. Lot 4 is
proposed to be designated as “Lakeshore” and “Woodlands” in the Council-adopted Official Plan.
However, the principle of the land use change from “Agricultural” to “Lakeshore” has not been
established.

For the Municipality of West Elgin, there does not appear to be documentation to support the
creation of such a large area of development. The review completed as a result of the Official
Plan exercise concerning population and land needs has not supported the need to expand or
establish new settlement areas, based on past growth. Based on the information available to
date, it would appear that projected growth could be accommodated on lands within the existing
settlement areas. It should be noted that no settlement area boundaries are provided for Port
Glasgow within the adopted Official Pian.

With regard to this current proposal for residential and mixed use development in Port Glasgow
by Seaside Waterfront Inc., and in consideration of the work done for the new Official Plan, it
would appear that given the nature and scope of the proposal, an Official Plan Amendment may
be required. We do not support the approach of dealing with even phase 1 of this significant
development proposal by a modification to the West Elgin Official Plan, as proposed in Section
7.4 of the Pre-Consultation Report.



Conclusion

The proposal appears to have a number of issue which need to be addressed to make it be
consistent with the Provincial Policy Statement 2005 (PPS). We would be happy to continue pre-
consultation discussions with you this proposal when information noted in this letter becomes
available. Please do not hesitate to contact me at (5619) 873-4031 or by e-mail at
Tammie.Ryall@ontario.ca if you have any questions or if clarification is required.

Yours truly,

1

AL vmee’

Tammie Ryali, MCIP, RPP
Planner

Copy  Drew Crinklaw, OMAFRA, London
Bill Armstrong, MOE, London
Daraleigh irving, MNR, Aylmer
Heather Doyle, MTO, St. Catharines
Penny Young, MCUL, Toronto
John Morrisey, MTO - London
Valerie Towsley, Lower Thames Valley CA — Chatham
Joanne Groch, Municipality of West Elgin
Hydro One
Ted Halwa, Community Planners inc.

Enclosure — LTVCA maps






erosion allowance and stable slope allowance in Phase 1. Another map within this correspondence is for Lot
5. The Authority considers the 100 year erosion allowance and stable slope allowance as the ‘critical’
regulated area as opposed to the entire regulated area which includes an additional 15 metre allowance.

The ‘critical’ regulated area in Lot 4 is totally within the vegetated area along the Lake Erie shoreline that is
owned by other persons,
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Erosion of the streams within the ravines is only marginally a concern. The only stream of significance is the
Sixteen Mile Creek and for much of its journey through lot 6 it is far removed from the toe of the slope of the
ravine. The only area where it comes close to the toe of the slope is near its mouth. We have reviewed the
erosion at this significant ‘hair-pin’ turn in the creek and found that it has eroded approximately 8 metres in
the last 50 years. See the attached photo. The 100 year erosion allowance plus a stable slope allowance of
2.5 to 1 results in a ‘critical’ regulated distance of approximately 48 metres from the water’s edge of the
creek. This allowance may enter the zone in Phase 1 referred to as the ‘future mixed use commercial’ zone.

Bank Stabilization

In regard to bank stabilization we found no problem with the analysis done by the Golder Report. We are
concerned with some diagrams which seem to indicate that the lake bank is proposed to be cut back to a
stable slope. More specifically these are shown on cross sections C-C and D-D on Lot 5. We realize that if a
development is proposed on the lake that persons like to have access to the lake but we feel a more feasible
approach would be the construction of managed paths at intexvals along the shore or down through the
ravines and out to the lake. The reasons that we do not recommend lake bank stabilization in this instance are;

¥

e The large amount of fill that is generated by a project of this nature.

o The large amount of bare and sloped soil surface that is exposed during the stabilization process.

* The high rate of erosion at the toe of the slope that will impact the proposed stabilized slope.

¢ The material removed will not be available for beach nourishment as the bank erodes in the future.



APPENDIX C — Traffic Impact Study -
F.R. Berry & Associates










































APPENDIX D — Addendum to Archaeology
Report by Mayer Heritage Consultants








































































APPENDIX E -- Butternut Trees Assessment
Study by Willliam Huys BH#222



William Huys BHA#222
BioLogic

110 Riverside Dr. Suite 201
London, ON N6H 485

Date: July 30, 2010

Ron Koudys
368 Oxford Street E
London, ON N6A 1V7

Attn: Ron Koudys
Re:Gray Line Rd., Port Glasgow, ON, Lot 5 Concession 14
Dear Ron,

This letter is in regard to my assessment of the Butternut trees on your property and is
being copied to the Species at Risk Biologist of the Ontario Ministry of Natural
Resources (MNR) (insert) District Office.

MNR may contact you regarding the need for audit of my assessment within 3 weeks of
receiving a copy of this letter. It is requested that no trees (including those assessed to be
non-retainable) be harmed or removed for 3 weeks to allow MNR a chance to notify you
about a potential audit on the assessment. If MNR has not contacted you within 3 weeks
of the reporting of this assessment, you may proceed with activities as per the assessment.
Retainable Butternut are protected and cannot be removed without an authorization under
the Endangered Species Act 2007 (eg: a permit or an agreement). Non-retainable trees
are not protected and may be removed provided there are no municipal bylaws or other
legislation prohibiting this.

As a qualified Butternut Health Assessor (BHA), [ am providing the following comments
about the Butternut trees [ located and assessed at the above noted property during the
site visit on July 21, 2010.

These trees were numbered sequentially with white paint so they can be identified as
retainable, non-retainable or as a hybrid.

Non-retainable tree(s)

The following tree(s): :

1 is not retainable. They do not meet the retention guidelines based on the crown vigour
assessment and the levels of cankers on the root flare and/or stem. These trees can be
removed provided there are no municipal bylaws or other legislation prohibiting their
removal. Please note the Ontario Recovery Team encourages that all Butternut trees be
conserved and removal of diseased trees is not an objective of the Recovery Strategy.



Hybrid tree(s)

The following tree(s):

2 is a hybrid Butternut tree and is not afforded protection under the Endangered Species
Act, 2007. Hybrid trees can be removed if desired under the ESA, but as mentioned
above might be subject to other legislation.

Retainable tree(s)

The following tree(s):

No trees meet the retention criteria and are profected from killing or harm under the
ESA 2007. A protective buffer of 25m radius from the bole of the Butternut is
recommended to prevent root disturbance. In this buffer area, certain operations such as
excavating or paving that would remove or significantly compact the roots and soil, and
cause direct harm to the tree are not permitted. Removal of other vegetation and careful
logging practices within this radius are permitted. Trimming of retainable trees is
allowed as long as there is documentation provided by certified arborist or forester that
indicates that this activity will not cause harm to (or result in killing of) the tree.

Other Butternut not located during this assessment:

Please be advised that Butternut trees other than noted here, that are located or are
naturally regenerating on this property must also be assessed by a BHA if their removal is
being considered.

Permits may be issued by the MNR for the removal of retainable trees. In order to
apply for a permit for the removal of retainable trees you must contact your local
district MNR Species at Risk Biologist to discuss this matter further. Permit
applications can take 6 months or longer to process, therefore it is recommended you
contact MNR early if you wish to apply for a permit.

Please retain this letter as proof of a Butternut Health Assessment performed on the
above noted property and any other documentation you may receive from the MNR
should an audit of the assessment occur.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned Butternut
Health Assessor, or the MNR District Species at Risk Biologist. www.mnr.gov.on.ca

See the attached information sheet for more information on Butternut and the Endangered
Species Act (ESA, 2007).

Sincerely,

William Huys
BHA #222



Butternut retainable tree analysis
using data collected by a designated BHA (ESA 2007)

Contact the OMNR Provincial SAR Unit for a more detailed explanation of its derivation (June 2008).

ESA 2007 analysis method:
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Butternut Health Assessment.
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APPENDIX F — Addendum to Golders Report



September 28, 2010 Project No. 07-1130-188-0-L04

Mr. R. Koudys

Ron Koudys Landscape Architect Inc.
368 Oxford Street East

London, Ontario

N6A 1V7

ADDITIONAL GEOTECHNICAL COMMENTS
PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT

PART LOT 6, CONCESSION 14
MUNICIPALITY OF WEST ELGIN

PORT GLASGOW, ONTARIO

Dear Mr. Koudys:

Further to our recent telephone discussion, this letter provides our comments on the geotechnical aspects of the
development of the lots currently proposed on the west side of Havens Lake Road on Part Lot 6 at the above-
noted site. The location of the proposed development site adjacent to the Community of Port Glasgow is shown
on the attached Key Plan, Figure 1.

Background

A summary of the existing slope conditions in the area of the proposed development was presented in Golder
Associates Ltd. (Golder Associates) Updated Draft Report No. 07-1130-188-0 entitled "Preliminary Geotechnical
Assessment, Proposed Development, Lot 5 and Part Lots 4 & 6, Concession 14, Municipality of West Elgin, Port
Glasgow, Ontario", dated July 28, 2008.

The report indicated that the valley slopes for Sixteen Mile Creek to the west of Havens Lake Road have a total
height of about 12 to 18 metres on Part Lot 6 and measurements of slope inclinations with an Abney hand level
indicated typical inclinations of about 16 to 22 degrees. The slopes at the site are covered with trees and shrubs
and most of the tablelands are cultivated fields. Shallow gullies formed by uncontrolled discharges from
drainage tiles were noted on portions of the slope. Figure 2 in the report provided a recommended preliminary
development limit in the subject portion of the site based on preservation of the existing tree line.

Additional geotechnical comments on filling of portions of the gullies on Lot 5 and Part Lot 6, trimming of the
slope at the southwest portion of Part Lot 6 and development of the very gently sloping area in the wooded
portion of the tablelands adjacent to Gray Line near the northwest corner of Part Lot 6 were provided in our letter
dated February 11, 2009 and revised March 2, 2009.

Golder Associates Ltd.
309 Exeter Road, Unit #1, London, Ontario, Canada N6L 1C1
Tel: +1 (519) 652 0099 Fax: +1 (519) 652 6299 www.golder.com

Golder Associates: Operations in Africa, Asia, Australasia, Europe, North America and South America

Golder, Golder Associates and the GA globe design are trademarks of Golder Associates Corporation.



Mr. R. Koudys 07-1130-188-0-L04
Ron Koudys Landscape Architect Inc. September 28, 2010

Proposed Works

Based on the information provided recently, it is understood that, in addition to potentially trimming the slope at
the southwest portion of Part Lot 6 to increase the buildable area at that portion of the site, consideration is being
given to developing a series of residential lots backing onto the existing wooded slope for Sixteen Mile Creek
and a future commercial development on the west side of Havens Lake Road. The approximate limits of the
proposed cut and fill works and the currently proposed lot layout are shown on Figure 1. Comments on the
proposed cut and fill works were provided in our previous letter and this letter addresses the updated
development limit on the tablelands west of Havens Lake Road as shown on Figure 1.

Typical cross sections and profiles of the existing slopes on the subject portion of Part Lot 6 are provided on
Figure 2 together with the proposed tree preservation zone at the rear of Residential Lots 5 to 15.

Discussion

Based on the existing site conditions, the anticipated subsurface conditions and our observations and
measurements of slope inclinations, the existing creek valley slopes on Part Lot 6 are stable. For preliminary
planning purposes, an overall stable slope inclination of 2.5 horizontal to 1 vertical from the toe of the slope with
a nominal toe erosion component of 3 metres may be used for the site as shown on Figure 2. Based on these
criteria, the currently proposed layout of Residential Lots 5 to 15 is considered geotechnically feasible, provided
that erosion control measures are implemented at any field tile outlets located at the rear of the lots. Further, it is
considered that future development of a commercial block on the west side of Havens Lake Road is
geotechnically feasible provided that a suitable geotechnical investigation is carried out to assess the subsurface
conditions at the site and provide design recommendaticns to the structural engineer.

Any construction on the site should be carried out with the full consent of the Municipality of West Elgin, the
LTVCA and the local health unit, as applicable.

We trust that this letter and attachments provide all the additional geotechnical information you require at this
time. If you have any questions regarding the above, or if any point requires clarification, please do not hesitate
to contact this office.

Yours truly,

GOLDER ASSOCIATES LTD.

Philip R. Bedell, P.Eng.
Senior Consultant

AMH/PRB/ly

CC: Mr. D. Hayman
BioLogic

Attachments: Figures 1 and 2

n:\active\2007\1130 - geotechnical\1130-1000\07-1130-188-0 koudys - development - pt. glasgow\letters\0711301880-104 - sept 28 10 (draft)- addnl geo comments - proposed dev port
glasgow.docx

212



Sep 28, 2010 - 3:26pm

Drawing file: 0711301880-L04001.dwg

’ (OWNED BY OTHERS) Il;ll) %
GRAY LINE
|
I~ // M\ ; o 8
- | /l =t
58
F— Az
| — L — A 3
\ c., .
p N B ®» |~
— ha R
/
— —— N (
/
/
- 1
L— .
— © ]
L— s
N : /
\\ a
W &
\ S >
=3 W A
3z N ‘ g e
g  APPR | 2| 8
Q 3 || E 9%
| X
r m
L] aa
B N “ g "’%
APPROXIMATE LIMIT N ‘ 4
OF FILLING \ 1 ; 5
OE OF SLOPE) W @
Ll 1 ‘ -
: 3
) il | \ -
PRELIMINARY
DEVELO I\IA.EVINI; 1
=2 |
(WITH'FILL) = w ‘mm\“\‘\\\‘\\\\\w ‘ :g : i . sl P
= LI XM T | \ =
= i u‘\”uum“m”m ‘ \\\\\ . /‘\ za /‘/
‘MWWWWWWMW ‘ \\\\\\\ ; i o &
iy | \ ! @9 23
TR / \ W\ RS- 2 &
‘H \\“\“MWW\‘m‘u W » \‘ | {)\’\ E’%E %‘g b3
I [ ofm
:::::> ) z ‘wamwwWV i ; 'LJJ : . [ ¥§8 &
£ ﬂwwww ! DT ( \\ / \%ﬁé’ -
=== |l . \\ zoT H
- A N g 28
3 5 93 4
ealNN\ "/ | |E &P
I BN
FOR PRgglcl)'snlls%GH%%E ) [y
d} 5 . s w o = .=
3 =5
2 -%‘ S
—
z ———— 4
2 e —
=l - —
z
m
2
l(\P m
s \/\<l /
SCALE IN METRES
S 0 60 120
E ERIE __T-sooo |
h 4 '

KEY PLAN

LEGEND

\\\\ AREA TO BE CUT

REFERENCE

BASED ON DRAWING SUPPLIED BY McNEIL SURVEYING
LIMITED ONTARIO LAND SURVEYORS, "TOPOGRAPHICAL
SKETCH OF PART OF LOT 6 CONCESSION 14 IN THE
GEOGRAPHIC TOWNSHIP OF ALDBOROUGH MUNICIPALITY
OF WEST ELGIN COUNTY OF ELGIN"; AND 2006
ORTHOGRAPHIC PHOTOGRAPH FROM FIRSTBASE
SOLUTIONS, VUMAP SUBSCRIPTION SERVICE; AND
DRAWING SUPPLIED BY

RON KOUDYS LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT INC.

NOTES

THIS DRAWING IS TO BE READ IN CONJUNCTION WITH
ACCOMPANYING TEXT

ALL LOCATIONS SHOWN ARE APPROXIMATE ONLY.
FOR SECTIONS REFER TO FIGURE 2.

AREA TO BE FILLED AND/OR CUT

PROJECT ADDITIONAL GEOTECHNICAL COMMENTS
PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT, PART LOT 6
CONCESSION 14, MUNICIPALITY OF WEST ELGIN
PORT GLASGOW, ONTARIO

TITLE

LOCATION PLAN - PART LOT 6

PROJECT No. 07-1130-188-0 FILE No. 0711301880-L04001

SCALE Assrown [REV. o

@ Gom‘er CADD WDF Sept 21/10
'ASsociates [ e« FIGURE 1

LONDON, ONTARIO




Sep 28, 2010 - 3:26pm

Drawing file: 0711301880-L04001.dwg

ELEVATION IN METRES

ELEVATION IN METRES

ELEVATION IN METRES

200

190

180

200

190

180

200

190

180

I RECOMMENDED DEVELOPMENT
» SETBACK

_ APPROXIMATE EXISTING
—~ SLOPE GEOMETRY

K

I (BASED ON EXISTING TREELINE)

200

190

180

200

190

180

200

190

180

ELEVATION IN METRES

ELEVATION IN METRES

ELEVATION IN METRES

EXISTING DITCH —
_ CROSS SECTION C-C'
3m EROSION
ATLOWANCE TREE
PRESERVATION
ZONE
PROPOSED
DEVELOPMENT LIMIT
APPROXIMATE EXISTING
SLOPE GEOMETRY
25—
STABLE SLOPE INCLINATION =~
EXISTING DITCH —
CROSS SECTION B-B'
3m EROSION
ALLOWANCE
PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT
|
| STABLE SLOPE INCLINATION
RECOMMENDED
DEVELOPMENT FUTURE
~ SETBACK | DEVELOPMENT _
APPROXIMATE EXISTING ~ _ . I
SLOPE GEOMETRY ~_ | /
~ . 2.5
T
l NS
| € EXISTING ROAD
|
\
CROSS SECTION A-A'
PROJEGT ADDITIONAL GEOTECHNICAL COMMENTS
PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT, PART LOT 6
SCALE IN METRES CONCESSION 14, MUNICIPALITY OF WEST ELGIN
0 10 20 REFERENCE PORT GLASGOW, ONTARIO
™™ ™™ e BASED ON DRAWING SUPPLIED BY TE
1:500 McNEIL SURVEYING LIMITED
ONTARIO LAND SURVEYORS CROSS SECTIONS
NOTES TOPOGRAPHICAL SKETCH

1. THIS DRAWING IS TO BE READ IN CONJUNCTION WITH
ACCOMPANYING TEXT.
2. FOR CROSS SECTION LOCATIONS SEE FIGUREL..

OF PART OF LOT 6 CONCESSION 14
IN THE GEOGRAPHIC TOWNSHIP OF ALDBOROUGH
MUNICIPALITY OF WEST ELGIN COUNTY OF ELGIN

PROJECT No. 07-1130-188-0 | FILE No.

0711301880-L04001

SCALE s sHown | REV.

0

Gomer CADD WDF Sept. 21/10
Associates [o=

LONDON, ONTARIO

FIGURE 2




	CONCEPT28 - October2008.pdf
	11 x 17 Layout

	Golders addendum.pdf
	0711301880-L04001.pdf
	0711301880-L04001
	Figure 1
	Figure 2






